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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 The different purposes of principles, criteria, indicators and standards
{PCI&S5}:

There is general agreement between industry, governments, social and environmental
NGOs, and much of the informed public, that forests should be managed "sustainably*.
However, there is less consensus about what this means in practice - or how it should
be achieved.

Consequently, there are now many initiatives which aim to describe or prescribe the
essentiat elements of susfainable forest management (SFM). Initiatives focusing on
forestry principles, criteria, indicators and standards (PC1&8) all have a common aim -
improving forest management and increasing accountability for it,

The main groups of PCI&S have different purposes:

. The first group is principles and criteria (P&C) for nationaf policy, planning,
monitoring andfor reporting on the state of forests by e.q. nationai forest
authorities. They include the Helsinki, Montreal and Tarapoto processes. They
are not designed to be implemented in individual forest operations, but are
likely to influence the development of national legislation and guidelines. Hence,
at national level, they could be of benefit in improving the reiterative processes
necessary to make the transition to SFM. At international ievel, they may
become of special use when and if intergovernmental payments are made to
countries for providing gicbal benefits.

. The second group comprises regional, national or local standards for
implementing forest management and for assessing it in individual forests. They
are driven by market demands, or perceived demands, for the products of geod
forest management. They include several voluntary certification initiatives.



A third group of "internal” standards has been developed by many forest owners and
companies. These are local responses to the above "external” standards, as well as
to legislation and corporate aims. The way that PCI&S evolve and relate to forest
organisations can be llusirated as follows:

Acerediation body

Leereditatian
proce s

e Sl |

Slakeholders

)

tniernatiznaf fore
nizmstiona
Agreemenia

.
" { Govsmmant

) Laglelatien

Principlee ™
4 crilerla g

[

' The search for accountability through PCI&S is fraught with difficulty. Every PCI&S
initiative is dominated by a certain type of stakeholder - government, irade,
environment NGO, eic - with different national balances. The groups which the
initiatives most wish to hold accountable also differ. They lay varying emphasis on the
different benefits of forests, and the different levels at which these benefits are
realised - global, naticnal or local. And their understanding of what constitutes good,
or {mere problematic), sustainable forest management differs. Indeed, the often
striking contrasts in language, emphasis, style, promotional tactics and agendas make
the differences between the initiatives more apparent than their similarities.

2 Common elements covered by PCIZS;
Although there are differences in priority and approach, a comparison of the content
of some of the main initiatives shows that there (s much commonality in the broad

areas covered by each. These are:

. Maintaining sustained vields of goods and services, including:
sustained yield of timber and non-timber products,
protection of soil and water resources,
maintenance of forest health and vitality and ecosystem functions,

il

OCOUDO0O00O0O0D0O0000O0

o0 C

o CcOoOO0OCoCO00O0OO0OC OO0

O o Q0



00

SIESIRS NGNS

RN S L
o wd

¢

IR

coCc e U 00w

i
e

g

operafional management for sustained yields.
* tMaintaining biodiversity at the ecosystem, species and genetic ievel
. Opfimising the socic-economic impacts of forestry, including:

the irnpact on indigenous people,
the impact on local communities,
the impact on employees,
economic and financial impacts.

Although each of these areas is covered to some extent by all PCI&S initiatives, some
initiatives merely state whaf factors should be measured: others stipulate performance
requirernents, sometimes with benchmark teve!s; others stipulate poficy requirements:;
ang some cover ali three.

The main text of this Study includes a detailed comparison of how the main initiatives
treat these broad areas, as we believe this will help the necessary first steps in
seeking convergence - mutual uncerstanding belween ine initiatives. Once done, this
will ease the work of addressing the differences in definition and pricrity.

Howevwver, there is still disagresment on:

. the relative importance or weighiing of the broad principles, especially at
different levels (global, national or local};

+ their interpretation into criteria and indicators;

. the development of corresponding standards;

. means for implementing such standards by specific forest organisations;

- the impacts and implications of implementation;

. means for assessing and monitoring forest erganisations to ensure the:r
compliance with the standard;

. manitoring the standard's total application and its impact on SFM;

- timing constraints: :

. how far compatibility is required between inifiatives.

3 Major dilemmas to be addressed:;

Social issues:

Social issues, including the rights of forest-dwelling peopies and local communities,
are g source of conflict. There are two sels of issues. who are the legitimate
stakehalders, and what are thair rights, interasts and interactions, and what relative
roles and forms of participation are required for SFM? Addressing these is key fo
resolving the conflicts. it is not a question of "maximising” participation but ensuring
relevant and appropriate participation. Local involvement in standards processes,
interpretation and monitoring is the best way to ensure constructive diglogue and co-
operative development - but this shouid also be based on informed professional insight
into areas such as human rights. Such co-operation is often unprecedented, and

v



provides new challenges. The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) sets up national
stakeholder working groups, as a first step - a promising approach. The Cenire for
International Forestry Research (CIFOR) is also examining possible social and
paricipation indicators which should provide good insight in the near future.

A social issue which is not fully resclved in standards is that of equify. While most
PCI&S initiatives call for the respect of different groups' rights, including tenure, the
notion of improving these rights is not included - in spite of its inclusion, both explicit
and impiicit, in the UNCED agreements.

Land use issues:

Sustainability needs to be achieved not only within the forest stand but also within the
wider land use context. Where natural forests and plantations are part of a planned
land use pattern that sustains a mix of economic, social and envircnmental benefits
(and where stakeholders have been properly represented in this planning), the
argument can be made that it is legitimate for forests to concentrate on certain goods
and services, and for other parts of the |and use system to concentrate on others.
Whthin the spread of different forest types, #t can be similarly argued that it is more
efficient to concentrate certain demands (such as high fibre production) on intensivety-
managed plantations, and concenfrate other services such as environmental protection
and biodiversity on natural forests. This will often be more efficient, and produce
higher lotal benefits; than trying fo obtain alt types of benesfit cut of each forest.

However, the management of individual forests, plantations and other land fypes
cannot proceed in isolation - for there are ways of organising land use to gain
complementary benefits, for example the precise placement of plantations with natural
forests can allow wildlife corridors and better water management.

Where the forest landscape 1s more uniform, and particularly where there are very few
areas of old growth, a zonation approach is less appropriate. A multi-use approach,
as in Sweden for example, is desirable; production forests should also be managed
for biodiversity and other forest values. : ;

Whilst plantation forests are accepted as a legitimale part of land use by most
initiatives, the idea of converting forests from natural growth to plantations is very
contentious. The FSC is now considering allowing such conversion in the context of
a pariicipatory land use plan. The dilemmas here are many, including how far back in
time previous land use should be considered significant. No initiative is currently
approving certification of forests converted to non-forest use i.e. salvage timber is
disallowead.

When the dilemmas over forest conversion begin to be faced squarely, broader sets
of standards may arise that deal with [and use and landscape issues, as opposed to
just forestry. While more challenging, this may help ultimately to tackle boih the cross-
sectoral root causes of forest problems and the problems of forests {especially
planiations) fitling into the wider landscape. There are some precedents in agricuttural
standards e.9. UK LEAF.
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General versus detailed standards:

Detafled standards are expensive fo assess in the field; they do not have wide
applicability; and objections can be made on national sovereignty grounds. On the
other hand, general standards can too easily be inadeguately applied - leading to no
improvements in forest management. However, we suggest that, following precedents
in ather sectors, the way to start is with generalised standards. These would cover the
main dimensions of SFM. They would be interpreted both by local forest managers
{who create internal forest operation standards to meet the external standards under
local conditions) and {where needed) by assessors. This would regquire good
accreditation of assessors to aitest to their professionalism and independence. FSC
is a pioneer example.

Performance-based standards complementing management system standards:

Performance-based standards specify what a forest organisation must achieve, butdo
not dictate how this should be done. They tend to be favoured by envircnmental NGOs
seeking guarantees of specific environmental performance. However, there is a
difficulty in identifying, in advance, what performance issues are the most Important.
In addition, for certification of sustainability - as opposed merely to cerlifying good
practice - lengthy time series of data need to be available, which is rarely the case.

Environmental Management System (EMS)-based standards detail the processes
which the forest organisation must adopt to improve its environmental management,
but do not prescribe any minimum leve| of performance apart from conformance with
laws or cades of practice. However, they alsa include requirements for 'sontinugus
improvement'. When a good EMS exists, much of the monitoring and assessmentcan
be done from offices, with field visits - the most costly element - restricted. to
confirmation that documented EMS procedures are being followed. This lowers the
costs e.g. of certification. Itis not, therefore, surprising that EMS standards tend to.be
favoured by industries who seek praciical, adaptive management to improve
performance.

The two types of standard are not substitides, but are necessary complements. The
aftainment of SFM - nationally or in an individual forest - involves a cyclical approach
to the tasks of knowledge generation, goal-setling, forest management, monitering,
and improvement based on multi-stakeholder assessment. This process requires a
management system to enable a forest manager to meet, over time, agreed levels of
envirpnmental, social and economic performance. Hence both performance and
management system standards are required. They both have their pros and cons and
ihe pariicipation of national stakeholder groups will be criticet for deciding which type,
or what combination of the two types, is the most useful vehicle for encouraging SFM
in the local context. Convergence between the two can be achieved in part by a fogus
on the preventative and precautionary principles,

i



In general, it can be seen that a workable standard:

. must be practicable, cost-effective to implement, and acceptable to the forest
industry or it will not be adopted (suggesting the EMS approach),

. must be acceptable to environmental and social pressure groups orit is unlikely
to be trusted by the public at large {suggesting generally a performance-based
approach and wide stakeholder participation in defining criteria and indicators);

. must be consistent with evolving 1ocal and national legisiation {suggesting the
- need for government involvement).

We suggest that an EMS approach will best encourage widespread adoption of SFM
in practice, especially where forestry is dominated by larger operations. Once
acceptance of EMS-based standards becomes widespread, however, national
stakehalder groups alge need fo determine those key argas of environmental and
social perfformance that they consider essential for local circumstances. Possibifities
should be explored for merging an EMS-based approach with a performance
approach. "Craded" e.¢. one- to three-star certification, as opposed to all-or-nothing,
is one possible appreach.

Information to help start this process is available from CIFOR, which is studying the
practical implementation of ariteria from current farest cedification programmes
{Prabhu et al, 1996},

The costs of certification:

These remain substantial. There are threats of cerlification becoming a de facto “rich
man's club”, excluding small or poor groups. Ways forward which are being explored
inciude: wood buyers paying the costs; certifying small producers as associations; not-
far-nrofit certification bodies subsidising smaller praducers, certifving foresters rather
than forest owners; and ensuring that certification standards do not favour just & high-
tachnology, corporate approach ta SFM.

Improved training for forest managers:

PCI&ES provide a challenge to foresters to update their professional approach to
account for SFM. Training is needed to help foresters fo understand and implement
the greafly increased range of demands now placed on farast management. This is
especially the case if - as we suggest above - accepted PCI&S tend {o become
general rather than defailed, relying on expert interpretation in the field.

Potential problems with trade barriers:

Such problems are possible if certification is made compulsory (de facfo or dg jure)
or its standards are operated in & discriminatory way. Because many
tradefenvironmeant issues are in flux, being considered by many sectors beyond
forestry alone, and it is important to aveid discrimination, an internationally-agreed
approach is desirable. Parties need to agree on what the frade problem is. They need
to monitor current cerfification schemes as they progress towards mutual recognition
or harmonisation. But they should also examine those aspects of GATT and the WTO
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Agreement which are obstacles both o SFM, and to certification as an instrument of
SFM, and segk to improve them.

Globa} benefits of forests:

PCIZS are far more advanced for field-level ceriification and for national
planning/reparting than they are for global issues, notably: the conservation of
ecosystem diversity at global level; carbon storage and sequestration to buffer climate
change; and the status of forest-dependent peoples. Much international discussion is
required here, but this has been largely avoided, because the various possibie ultimate
uses of global PCIES are contentious (notably payment transfers for "giobal services"
and a glokal forest convention to secure certain forms of national behaviour).

4 Standards need to be considered zalohgside practical assessment
systems, accreditation and review mechanisms

The development of PCI&S is of little more than exhortatory value if it is done only
through fisting the ideal components of SFM. Striving for what is practicable is an

‘essential comptement to the current work, which has tended to aim overmuch on

idealised definitions of perfection. PCI&S need to be developed while at the same time
considering:

. other SFM initiatives
. awareness and education on the purpose and operation of the PCI&S
. practical assessment systerns for examining forest management systems.and

their impacts in the forest

. rigorous assessment procedures

. the appropriateness, and reguirements, of independent certification
. | accreditation mechanisms for independent certifiers

. mechanisms to revise the standard

The arguments for and agamst cerification are many, but we conclude that
certification has a useful role as a voluntary, market incentive for SFM. There are
several circumstances where independent assessment of conformity with & standard
are required. Certification assesses trade/market needs for good forest managemant,
We have said that a general, international standard combined with detalled local
interpretation is the best way forward. In this case, the capability of the certification
body in assessing conformance with the standard is critical, since independent,
professional judgement will bé needed. A very high degree of conformity both within
and between the certification bodies actredited to carry oul certification acivities also
becomes essential. Therefore, whatever type of standard is adopted for sustainable
forast management, it must include a credible and open procedure of checking the

wili



ability of each certification body to assess the activities of a forest organisation. 150
offers fested accreditation procedures, FSC offers the most forest ceriification
experience {from which to leam, and should be supparied as a front-runner,

Much more investment is required in developing practical and cost-effective
assessment systems. At forest level, priority needs are for assessing primary and
secondary social impacts, and biodiversity factors. The EMS approach ¢an help to

focus attention on the information that Is most relevant, thereby reducing the cost of

potentially over-comprehensive information coliection; it can alsc ensure this
information leads to improve management. At national level, a priority is fo develop
and bring together diffierent spatial databases in a way which is useful for policy and
planning; Forest Resource Accounting offers a useful way forward.

5 The need to seeck compatibility and an international agreement:

Compatibility between PCI&S initiatives has yet to be achieved. Progress will best be
made when a very bagic set of P&C is agreed internationally, and all other PCI&S can
demonstrate both compatibility with it in their content, and rigorous procedures for
interpretation in field condilions. This is especially important if SFM standards are to
play a part in restoring the credibility of forestry practices internationally.

There are two basic ways to achieve compatibiiity.

- Convergence. This takes time - but depends, usefully, upon experience in the
field and in the market place.
+ Harmonisation. This has no strict legal meaning. It has variously covered

standards which are identical, or similar, or above a minimum, or around an
average, or mutually recognised. It depends upon negotiation.

Convergence and harmonisation are not entirely exclusive,

The current discussions on PCI&S may not reach resolution unless they have an
intermational agreement, of some kind of legal framework, 1o underpin them. However,
tacit or explicit recognition of this worries some groups, who see PCI&S initiatives
leading to & global forests convention. While such a convention may ultimately come
about, and would need some kind of P& for reporting, this is not the only possible
form of framework.

The Intergovemmental Panel on Forests (IPF) is the most promising initiative for both
harmonising international P&C for national and international reporting, and for
considering appropriate international agreements within which P&C may 1ake effect.
It has a balanced mandate to sort out, over a set lime, many of the underlying
probleims behind the standards debate, notably: sharing all nations' understandings of
good and sustainable forest management; looking at the various fransitions required
for achieving sustainable forest management; examining the range of instruments and
processes for making these transitions {including PCI&S); sharing experience on
PCI&S-setting methodologies; and addressing the global benefits from forests. Within

ix
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the IPF-led deliberations, {770 and FAQ are useful fora for policy and technical
discussions.

The Forest Stewardship Councif and the international Crganisation for Standardisation
are the most promising bodies to assist with forest management standards for
certification. This is because they have made most progress in six key tasks for setling
standards:

a defining the globaily common elements of minimum field level performance
required for sustaining social, economic and environmental benefits (FSC's
F&C);

¥ eNCoUraging regional, national or local interpreflation of these P&C, and

adaptafion of both local standard and P&C in light of experience (FSC);

C putfing together stakeholder groups at national and international level to agree
standards (FSC and 1S0);

d defining EMS processes required to improve performance (1SQ);

e defining and testing processes of expert review and stakeholder pariicipation
reguired o generate any standard {IS0); and

f ensuring harmonised standards do not result in a lowest common denominator,
- but in standards at just below industry best practice (1SO).

There is currently much confusion and some mistrust about the potential roles of both
FSC and IS0, Much revolves around the perceived merits of performance-based
standards versus EMS-based standards.

Although, inevitably, attempts at harmonisation will soon increase, much will alsc be
learned through experience of all PCI&S. The continued monitoring of PCI&S, their
impacts, and their convergence will therefore also be important.

& Improving participation in standard-setting:

The eiaboration of standards must take place at the national, or local, level to allow
for geographical, biologica), social and economis differences between forests. Atthe
national level, stakeholder groups representing everyone with an interest in forest
managerment can then devise standards of forest management which are acceptable
and appropriate for the country. However, it is also essential that these are based on
a bread international consensus on the main dimensions of SFM, if widespread

recagnition is to be achieved for trade, payments for global services, monitaring, and
political purposes.

The definition of SFM and of different groups’ roles in it, and obtaining mutual
accountability in achieving 8FM, are therefore key activities that cannct be achieved

X




without wide stakeholder participation. Indeed, SFM itself is a construct resulting from
many stakeholders' perceplions of, and needs from, forests. The key issue is; who
defines and implements criteria and indicators? Only when all interested groups are
represented and feel that their views are respected, and when groups have been able
to prove that they are making genuine improvements, wili an SFM standard be fully
trusted. This is espacially the case for performance standards, where agreement on
critical {threshold) forest values is needed.

It Js understandable that current PCI&S initiatives have evolved through limited
participation, However, their future development and convergence reguires,

+ better stakeholder analysis;

. broader participation of stakeholders {more disciplines, sectors - notably forest
industry, and different types of groups); and

. deeper participation ("down" to local forest peopies, including normally

marginalised groups).
Promising mechanisms o take this forward are:

* The intergovernmental Panel, because it is an international forum open 1o all
groups - provided NGO and industry inputs can be made in good time

. FSC's national working groups are promising vehicles at national level, provided
focal working groups are also set up within them. Successful participatory
methodologies and systems used in 2.9. TFAPs, and nalional conservation
strateqgies, should be explored and included

. 15Q's participaiory procedures for standard-setting {tried and testad for any typs
of standard} form a good basis. Their principles include: consensus building,
globally-interpretable solutions, a voluntary approach, and periodic revision.

However, at the national level, paricipation should be even wider than is
normal for 1SO.

. The World Business Councif for Sustainabie Development (WBCED) couid lead
the way in re-establishing frust and & co-operative working relationship within
industry, and between industry and NGOs. it should provide a continuing forum
for the discussion of difficulties and suggestions for how to overcome them.
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1. Processes for achieving Sustainable Forest Management

The last decade has seen perceptions of what constifutes good forest management breaden
cansiderably. In addition to timber suppiies, forests are now expected to provide an array of other
products and servives, rﬁnging from hiological diversity to social welfare, As a resuli, concepts such as
"muli-purpose forest management”, "sustainable forest management”, "scosysiem manvagemen and
"good forest stewardship™ have been put forward. However, while there is now agresment in principle that
forests should be managed 'sustainably’, it is much less clear what this means in practice. The

protagonists of sorne approaches are not always willing to see the merits of other approaches.

Since the 1982 United Nafions Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), there have been
rmary initiatives which attempt to define, describe or prescribe practices for sustainable forest
management (SFM). These have come frem a wide array of stakeholders, each with their own priorities

snd agenda. They have aimed at a range of situstions, from very specific to very general, and from
giobal to [ocad.

Some Initiatives arg interretated, while othsrs are guite separate. Although comparable in some ways,
the initiatives relate to different purposes - both overt and covert agendas - and stem from different fields
of inferest and value systems. Purposes include:

- defining criteria for national menitoring of the status of farestry particularly for international reporting of
progress towards sustamability,

- ensuring the accountabilty of diflerent groups,

- certification of individual forest operations to defined intemational standards to meet market
requirements.

As a result, much confusion still remains, both about what constitutes 5FM and about which of the many
initiatives are relevant to a particular situation. However, whatever their motivation, most groups seem
fo agree that SFM entails a transition to different patterns of behaviour by those involved in forestry, and

requires more attention 10 social and envirenmental goods and services.

Two clanfications need to be made concerning SFM. Firstly, SFM entafls & cerfain fype and fevel of
petformance in the forest - specifically, the need to consider certain environmental, socfal and economic
matters, the most important af which are:

7. Mainitaining sustained yields of goods and services including ecological functions, This covers:
sustained yiefd of imber and non-timber proccts,
¥ grofection of soil and wafer resources,

W mainksining health and vitality of forests,



B operalional management for sustained yield.

2 Mainitaining biodiversity af the ecasysfem (or landscape}, species and genetic level,

3 Optimising the socio-economic impacts of forestry. This imcludes:
B the impact on digenous people,
B e impact on local communiiies,
® fhe impect on emplovees,

® sconamic and financial impacts.

Secondly, SFM usvally entails new management processes, to help plan the integration of the above
objectives where possible, or make trade-offls between them whers integration is impossible, and then
to get themn achievad on the ground, New and integrated objectives will not be achieved overnight. The
managemant process elemeant of SEM is essential in order to chart the transition between the current

situation and the sustainable ideal, and to keep & forest operation on track for an efficient and fast

" transifion. This means that SFM alse needs to consider a fourth (ssue

4. A supportive institutional framework for SEM, including policies, skills and research,

In some countries and circumstances, the first stage in the transition o 3FM wilt be a basic one e.g. from
no management to informed management. In others, same of these basic requiremeants will be in placs
and the transition will be more ambiticus, e.g. from single-use, single-user management towards

managemeﬁt for multiple purposes to meet the needs of more stakeholders,

5FM is hence a continual process of defining achievabls targets and standards, towards an agreed goal.
As we shall see, SFM logically should entail boffr process standards for adaptive management, fostering
cantinual improvement, and standards of minimum acceptable practice in terms of environmental, social
and economic vutcomes. Many groups and their initiatives tend to emphasise either process standards
or minimum performance standards, rather than a balance between them. Many initiatives also tend to
neglect the all-impartant factors of who defines standards {stakeholder participation), and when and haw

they should be defined (review and revision depending on how far thetransition ta SFM has progressed).

A little more discussion fs warranted on the processes for achieving SFM, forit is within these processes
that panciples, criteria, Indicators and standards (PCI&S} wilk play their reles. Transitions tend to be
thought of in linear ferms Le. the gap betwesn "now" and some future "goal”. Indeed, this makes sense
in terms of the time taken for a transition (which is Hnear) and the guslitative and quantitative

improvements which are belng aimed at {many of which could be put on some sort of fnear scale).
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However, research in environment and development issues {e.g. Carew-Reid et ai 1994, BEass et al 10485)
shows that effective processes for achieving transitions towards sustainability include a strong reiterative
element, and are not entirely linear .

A oyclical progess of agresitg the adenda ang basic gaals, knowledge gensration, aractics, monitoring
and continuous improvement is illusirated in Figure 1 fadapted from Upton and Bass 1955). Elements
of this cyclical approach can be traced in nations, and anafogous approachses can be seen in progressive

corporations (particularly those with environmental management systemns),

Figure 1 outlines the basic process required for SFM at a national level. Most countries will have some

of the required elements in place, but often some elements will be missing, or poorly linked to one
another.

Atthe goal-setting stage, general princivles of SFM need to be agreed amongst the various actors. Here,
the issus is - whoe leads the vision for SFM, amongst international, national and local stakeholdars? At
the national ievel, different stakeholders rmay be vatiousiy dominant, st some wik be more achive than
others hecause they see e.g. current policies and iegisiation as not upholding the demands they place
on forests; and there is aiso g role for international bodies, given that SFM is required to produtce global

benefits such as clirnatic stabilisation and conservation of hicdiversity.

At the planning and institutional stage, more precise performance standards for SFM are neaded, to help
the various actors set internal targets which are consistent with the principles. Management

systemfprocess standards can apply to the process of geing through the cycle itself,

At the monitoring stage, indicators are needed to help measdre progress, and assessment systems must
be in place to measure such progress. The process is cyclical, so the principles, standards and indicators
can and should be reviewed. Current PCI&S initialives tend to fit in different parts of this cycle, but are
not fully coordinater). Hence, at present, there are many intérnational initiatives pushing principles and
criteria for consideration in setiing national policy goals. But there are also privaie sector initiatives for
SFM standards which, in practice, may bs constrained by these same naticnaf goals and goal-setting
processes., |

"In this repert , we consider "sustainapificy” 1o entail the balanced achisvemeant of!

Enviranmental susteinabity: ecasystems support haalthy argansime, while metnafinaing productivity, adapatabiliyt and
capability for renswal

Socfal sugtainability; activities conformn will spcial nerms, or do not sireteh them beyvond saciety's tolerance for change

* Enanarnic susfdinabiiy, henalts to society axcged w0t ingumed; and equivaleot copital i handed dowin da the next

generalion.
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Clearly, some form of coardination, and harmonisation where necessary, should be sought between the
different PCI&S initiatives, recognising that
{a) they should play different roles in transitions to sustainability - not all aiming at the same level
and purpose;
{b) countries and groups have different trensiions to make;
(v) thete needs to be some consistency in ordar that conflicting directions signalled by the
different PCI&S initiatives do not halt progress or result in discrimination in matters e_g. of trade:
and

{d) stakehelders need to be invelved in initiatives relevant to them, and to know what's going on.

Itis in recogrition of these needs that this sub-study was commissicned for the Sustainable Faper Cycla
Project of the World Business Council for Sustainable Development,

Frepared by the International Institute for Environment and Development {IIED) and S$GS Forestry, this
repart aims to clarify the issues and recommeand future steps. |t describes the processes involved in
developing principles and standards of sustainable forest mansgement and ceitifying forest operations.
It surnmarises the most important international initiatives, discusses the main issues they raise, analyses
how the different inifiatives are related and how they influence the setting of standards, and finally
discusses the implications for making the transition o SFM. Preliminary recommendations reievant to

the forestry/paper industries, and specifically the WBCSD, are suggested for further discussion.




2. Principles, Criteria, Indicators and Standards: What they are and how they
work

This section describes the varicus stakeholders and processes involved in developing PCIAS for
sustainable forest management. This is because there is confusion, not only about the aims and scope
of specific initiatives, but also about the basic definitions and purpeses of PCIAS. We propose definitions
of the key ferms, based on accepted practice and mostly fellowing the style of the International
Organisation for Standardisation (50}, We also outling the way in which standards can be implemanted,
monitored and - where necessary - certified at the forest management unit level. This is shown
schematically in Figure 2 and described in detail below.

2.1 Development of principles, critetia and indicators
2.2 Forest management standards and their implementation
2.3 The rafe of national government

2.4 Canformance with standards - the role of cerfification
2.1 Development of principles, criteria and indicators

Stakeholders: The formulation of concepts and standards of forest managément begins with
stakeheolders. In the case of forestry, stakeholders comprise all individuals or
prganisafions with an inlerest in forests, forest land or forest products and services, This
incluges Torest owners, cohcessionaires, e tmper indusziry, tmber buyers,
environmental groups, forest-dwelling people, lacal communities, social and econamic
MNGOs, governments, consumer groups and the deneral public, All have reguirements
regarding the guality and quantity of products and services they expect a particular forest
area, or forests in general, to supply. Such expectations contributs {6 defining principles
and slandards.

Internatienal agreements:
There is @ gtowing number of international agreemetits which are relevant to forestry and
should be taken into account. International agreements may ar may nof be legally binding
on signafony countvies. Legally binding inlematonal agieemenis felavent o forestry
include the Convention on Bialogical Diversity and the Framework Convention on Climate
Change agreed at UNCED, and the Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species (CITES) which has besn in existence for nearly twenty years, Non-legally hineging

advisary agreements include the Forest Principles agreed st UNCED in 19822

Irailiiller nondegaly birding authofatie setement of pintiies for 2 giohal tonesieus on the maragewver, neneereaion
and suslaliable development of all types of farests.
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Principles and criteria;

Principles:

Criteria

Indicaters

Each of the different priosities and expectations of the stakeholders, together with the

vontent of international agreements, arg considered by a *specialist greup’ made up of
experts or interested parties. These specialist groups formulate a set of principles,
criterta orindicators (ses below) of sustainable forest management. Soms groups have
produced seis of principles, uriteria and indicators at the international ievel to help lead
general policy change, define the important elements of forest sustainability globally and
provide a framework for measuring and comparing relative performance in forest
management in different countries (See Box 1. Such inftiatives are not usually meant
for direct implementation at the forest management unit level, although they may be
used as @ basis for producing national or local iniliatives. Other spedialist groups have
produced sets of principles, criteria and indicators meant {o provide the basis for the
development of standards of forest management for implementation at the forest

management unit level {see Box 1)

Prnciples are the key elements of a standard which define its scope and serve as a
functional guide to actton. They are usually general and outline the philosophy en which
the standard is based ™ An example of a principle is ‘Foresf management shalf conserve

waler resources and soifs’. The principles are broken down into criteria.

Chteria set out the key elements or dimensions that define and clarify each pringiple, for
example, relating the principle to actual forest practices. They are more speciiic than
principles whick they hreak down into sections. Criteria for sustainable forest
management correspand toidentified elemearts of good practice, or sustainability, against
which forest management may be assessed. An example of cne of the criteria which
clarify the principle above is ‘Erosion during harvesting shall be minfmised’. Criteria are

assessad using indicators.

Indicators are quantitative or gualitative variables which can be measured or described
and which can be used to repor} on the status or trend of & criterion over time. For each
criterion, there should be one ar more indicators. Indicators may need to be much more
region- and forest-specific than principles and criteria. An example of an indicator which

measures the above criterion is ‘'The area of skid trails must be less than.............

* Principles provide a philesaphical framewark, This framewark may also have been negotiated i legal terms betwesn parties,
Because they usuathy are, in fael, negotiated agreements, principles appear b have an absalute authority, In parsctice, however,

O 0 C OO0

o O o o O C

i

-
-

c

C Q0O

O C O Cc oo 0o o0 oo
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|élist grul.ms whu develpped thern.

Injtiatives developed at an international level

Predominantly ¢ define SFM fer national monitoring:

» The Helsinki Process ‘European Criferia and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management', the
Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe.

= The Mantreal Pracess ‘Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and Sustainable Management
of Tempetrafe and Borsal Forests', the Working Group on Criterfia and Indicators for the

Conservation and Sustaihable Management of Temperate and Boreal Foresls.

Far intemratation and use at the forest management unit level:
« 'Criferia for the Measurement of Sustaingble Tropica! Forsst Managemenf, the Infemational
Tropical Timber Organisation International Panel.

= ‘Principles and Criteria for Mafura! Forest Management', Forest Stewardship Council

Initiatives developed at a nationa} level:

- 'Preliminary Criteria for Ervironmental Cerfification of Swedish Foresfry’ procuced jointly by
WWF-Sweden and the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation

« ‘Criteria and Indicators of Sustsinable Forest Management, The Canadian Approach’ the
Canadian Council of Forest Ministers

2.2 Forest management standards and their implementation
2.2.1 Standards

A standard is defined by the International Orgarisation for Standardisation (150) as ‘a documented
agreemetlt containing fechnical specifications or ofther precise criteria to be used consistently as rles,
guidefines or definftions of characteristics, to ensure that materials, products, processes and servicas are
fit for their purpose’.

Two possible types of standard may be applied to forest management: performance standards and
environmental management system (EMS) standards (Groves and Lambert, 1825; Speechly, 1854
Upton and Bass, 19235},



Periormance standards

These comprise a range of prescriptive performance requirements, The way in
which the forest is managed is evaluated against the oiven specifications on a pass
or fail basis. The standards developed under the Forest Stewardship Council's
Principles and Crtena such as Smartwood, Gualifor, Woodmark and 5C5 Forest
Conservation Programme, as well as the German Initiative Tropenwald, are examples
of performance standards (Rainforest Alliance, 1953; SGS Forestry, 1984; The Seail
Association, 1994, Scientific Cedification Systems, 1994, Heuveldop, 1984},

EMS standards Environmental management systern (EMS) standards are invariably based on 150
8400, the well-known Quality Management standard which has been implemented by
companies world-wide. EME standards are process-based and include ‘that part of
the overall managemsent system which inciudes the organizational structure,
responsibilities, practices, procedures, processes and resources for determining and
implementing the ebvironmental policy” (Official Journal of the European
Communities, 1993}, Mo minimum level of parformance is reguired except comphance
with reguiation, but the organmisation must make a commitment to a process of
continuous improvement and set itsell a number of objectives and targets. 150
14001, BS 7750, the European Union Environmental Management and Auditing
Scheme (EMAS) and the Canadian Standards Association Sustainable Forestry
Standard, are all environmental management system standards (SO, 1834a; BEL,
1804; CSA, 1993). '

These two baslc types of standard are not mutually exclusive. |n fact, an snvironmental management
system can form an excellent framework for implementation of a performance standard. This is discussed
in mare detail in later sections. An example of a2 performance standard which uses efements of the EMS
framework 15 3G Forestry's Qualifor standard (SGS Forestry, 1884).

2.2.2 implemnentation cof standards by the forest crganisation

The way it which standards are implemented by a forest organisation will vary, depending on both the
iype of organisation and the standard beinp implemented. In some cases it may be possible for forest
organisations to implement performance requirements directly, u-.r_ithr:.:ut changing management systems.
- However, in many cases it is useful to uss the elements of an emvironmental management sysiam to
ensure that required performance levels are attained, maintained and exceeded - the cyclical approach
outlined in section 1 (Groves and Lamber}, 19983). Suggested effective elements, based on cumrent

practice, are:
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Forest ofganisation A stendard & imnplemanted by o forest organization. This may be the twner of
a small private forest, & company managing large areas of forest, a forest
concessionaire, a4 government agency, or any other ofganisation which is

responsible for managing a forest,

Environmental Review EMS standards require that a forest organisation first carries ot an
envirgnmential review to assess the environmental impacts of alt its operations,

together with an analysis of which are most serious.

Falicy The first step in implementing the standard is 1o develop a policy, or to publicly
adopt a documenisd government ar trade associafion policy if a relevant one
exists. In the case of & forest organisation the policy might be a "sustainable
forest chater, a forest enviranmental policy” or a "code of practice’. The policy
must state the organisation’s commitment to compliange with the relevant
external standard. The policy must be endorsed by a senior executive or the
forest owner and understood by everyong in the organisation. Using the policy

as a basis, the organisalion can then develop its objectives and targets.

Objectives These are the broad goals the organisation sets itself to achieve, They reflect
the damands of the principles contained In the relevant external standard or the
organisation's policy,

Targets These are specific performance requirements, set in order to ensure that
documented objectives are met, and should be guantifiable and time-based
where possible. Targets reflect the eriteria found in the external standard or

erironmental poicy.

Documentation One of the most important features of implementing botb performance and
management system standards s to ensure that there is clear documentation
of policy, the organisation's menagement plan, and procsdures for all working
practices. In some cases it may be possible to adopt existing documents such
as a forgst depariment or frade assoclafion Code of Practice, but it is impertant

that such documentation reflects what actusfty ocours in practice.
Monitoring Having defined and documented objectives, targets and indicators, the
organization begins implementation. Measurement of the defined indicators

allows constant monitoring of the perfurmance of the organisation in trying to

11



meet its targets and abjectives.

internal review One of the most important elaments of 2 good management system is the
internal review. it is essential that the organisation reviews its own performance
regularly to assess how well it is doing in meeting its objectives and targets, to
identify areas where thers are difficuliies, to maintain momentum smong
managemeant and staff, and to provide information to constantly improve and
refine the system. The results of these reviews should be communicated to all
affected members of staff, and remedial action taken where necessary. Eased
on these reviews, the policy, objectives, targets and indicators should be

refined in a process of continual iImprovement.
2.3 The role of naticnal government

All forestry organisations are subject i naticnal legislation and regulations developsd by government
departments. Most international standards, both performance- and EMS-bassd, require compliance with
all national legiciation and. regulations as one of their essential condifions. Generally, therafore, an
international standard confirms the autharity of national requlatory bodies, For same standards such as
IS0 9040, national governments have provided active suppor for the standard by developing gu.ideﬁnes

to help companias to interpret the international standard at the national and tocal level,

However, conflicts are possible between government policy and the requiremenis of standards,
particularly when standards have been developed by non-governmental organisations - or where current
legislationis clearly inconsistent with good forest management to stakeholders' satisfaction, |ssues raised

by this potential conflict are discussed further in later sections.
2.4 Conformance with standards - the role of certification

Independent auditing is not essential to the implementation of an external standard, but it is necessary
if the organisation wishes to have s compliance with the standard certified or verified. Suggested

effective elements in the process of cerification, based on currert praclice, are:

Certification body
Auditing of an organisation's conformance with the external standard is carried out
by = cefification body. This is an impartial body possessing the necessary
competence and reliability to determing whether 3 candidate organization has fully

camplied with the standard, on the basis of the management system and/or farestry
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Accreditation

Certification

performance against indicators, The cedification body is charged with auditing forest
praanisations and with issuing cerificates. Because its role in interpreting criteda is
critical, a cerification body mwst engage well-gualified suditers and use rigorous
procedures, The gualifications of the cerifier's staff and the éuundnesa and
independance of its assessment procedures are subject to evaluation and
surveillance by an accreditation organisation {see below). Procedures for the
certification bedy's auditing {or assessment) system are fundamental ta the rigourand
reliability of cerfffication. Operational cerificafion bodies which were awarded
accrecitation in 1995 by the Forest Stewardship Counci's initiative currently include
538 Farestry, the Rainforest Alfance, the Sail Association and Scientific Certification
Systeme, and mavy cihers ars in the protess of being set up. Wany mors certificalion
bedies have been accredited to certify against EMS standards such as BS 7750, the

European Unien EMAS and other nationat EMS standards, nons of which are specific
to foresiry.

To ensure that the auditing system is fair, objective and consistent, and that the
cerlification body iz competent, the certification body and its auditing system must be
assessed and accreditad by an Accreditation Authority (or National Competent Body).
These are recognised arganisations having a broad understanding of the scope and
coverage of the standard, and a clearly defined mandate (nationally- or
internationally- conferrad) to a#ssess the scompetence, reliability and experiences of an
organisation wishing to be accredited, in accordance with established ascreditation
criteria. Accreditation of certification bodies provides assurance to the forest
organisation and other stakeholders ihat cerification bodies are bath propery
gualited and maintein the bighest standards in assessment. dMost couniries have
National Accreditation Authorities, such as the National Accreditation Counci for
Cerlification Bodies in the UK or the Standards Councll of Canada in Canada.
Accreditation bodies are usually independent of the standard-setting organisations.
However, the first organisation fo accredit cedification bodies to audit sustainable
forest management standards was the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), which also
deveiloped the FEC Principles and Criteria on which the standards are based.

An accredited certification body is qualified to audit and certify a forest organtsation.
A typical certification assessment for both EMS and the FSC performance standard

mvolves most of the foilowing stages:

Apglication: The forest organisation makes a decision that it wishes to pursue
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certification and contacts a cerification bady. The certification body provides further
information on the cerification procedure, and normally gives the organisation a

guesticnnaire to il owt o collect preliminary information.

Pre-assessment visif; An assessar from the cedification body visits the forest
organisation to meet with management, discuss the certification process In detail,
examine relevant documentation and collect more information about the organisation’s
forest management. This enables the cerlification body to highlight areas of concern
and determine whether the organisation is ready to proceed with certification
assessment. '

Decument review: Wher the forest organisation has had sfficient time to address the
areas of concern identified during the pre-assessment visit, an audit teamis assembled
to carry out the full assessment. A document review is undertaken first in which the
organisation’s pelicy, management plan and operating procedures are all carefully
checked for conformance with the standard.

Field visit: Tha document review is followed by a field visit which allows the auditors
o assess whether actual practice reflects documented procedures and planning. The
assescment also chacks that the internal objectives and targets are achieved or, where
they are not, why, and what is being dong about it. Where problems with respect 1o
either failure of the system or failure {0 achisve standards and targets are identified,
a Corrective Aclion Request (CAR) is genetated. This explains the problem and
requires the forest organigation te carry out corrective action within a specified time

frame.

Reporting: the audit team prepares a draft report presenting its findings and giving a

recommendation on whether a cerfificate should be issued.
Peer review: The assessors' report is sent out to indepandent expens to review.

Certification: If the peer review is successful and all CARs have been addressed, &

cerfificate will be awarded.

Routine surveillance: A cerificate is usually awarded for a set length of time, but
during this time, many cerification bodies carry out routine surveillance audits including
both announced and random wisits to ensure that performance is being maintained at

tha required level
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3, A Review of Sustainable Forest Management Inifiatives

31 A summary of current initiatives

In the previous sectian, a varely of the initiatives relating to forestry were mentioned. Although some of
theséiniﬁatives have been established since the 1880s%, there has been & considerable increase in their
humber sihce UNCED. In UNCELD's Action Flan, Agenda 21, governments agrae to pursue, in Iull co-
operation with special interest groups and international organisations, the formulaiion of scisntifically
sound criteria and guidelines far the managemeant, conservation and sustainable development of all types
of forests' {Agenda 21 Chapter 11 Combating Defarestalion, Section 11.32b). Other UNCED agreements,
and subsequent develapment-s, relevant to forests are surmmarnised in Box 2. Of particular note is the
Infergovernmental Panel on Forests, which is charged with, iter affa, [ooking at the roles and

ganvergence of criteria and indicstors, and ways of bringing countries not yet involved into PCIES
processes,

Some of the most signfficant SFM initiatives have proposed principles, critera, indicators andfot
standards, These are stmmarised below. A more detailed description of thelr purposes, contents, and

background is given in Appendix 1. Sections 3.2-3.4 discussion the links, the commonaiitiss and the
differences hetween the initiatives.

Inlergovernmenial initiatives

3.4.1 The European Criteria #nd Indicators for Sustzinable Forest Management: The Helsinki
Pracess. Thig bagan ag o respanst to growing concetp in Eurane about the effects of acid rain,
and increased sensiivity over the environmental aspects of forestry. It was developed by the
Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe, buiiding on the various principles
contained in agreements made st UNCED (Box 2). The Heleinki Process focuses on forestry
issues at a nafionaf level. It has been designed to pravide the framework for the collection of
formnation on forestry issues in Evfope, o fatifiate nationel and intemnational level reporing on
progress in implementing farest managemeant practices. It has been kept general to allow
coundry-specific interpretation. There is 2 low degree of detail: six criterfa, each with three or four
indicators designed to be guantifiable. The Helsinki Process applies to both natural forests and
pizntations (Anon, 1924a). Eurcpean countries have made a commitment to using the cniteria
and ingdicstors, and are nedinning 10 use them in planning, manitoring snd repeoding. Some
countries have concemns regarding the inclusion of privately-owned forests; the clmem
congensus in the Process & that prvate pwners should be encouraged to follow the Principles

with different types of incentives, The desirability of merging the Helsinki and Montreal {below)
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3.2

processes has been discussed and dismissed by the paricipants,

The Criteria and Indicators for the Conszervation and Sustainable WManagement of
Temperate and Boreal Forests: The Mentreal Pracess, was developed by the governments
of ten couniries (Australia, Canada, Chile, China, Japan, Republic of Korea, Mexico, New
Zealand, Russian Federation, USA) for the same reasans as the Helsinki Process, and has a
similar purpose, but for non-European forests (note that Russia is pary to both). 1t is slightly
mare detailed than the Helsinki Process and containg seven criteria, sach with associated
indicators. The Montreal Process applies o both natural forests and plantations (Anen, 1995s).
In late 1885, the initiative will move to itz country-level implementation phase, where a key issue
will be ways of measurng indicatars for which no messursment technique has yet been

tlevelaped, and ways of reporiing on the fegalinstitutionalsconomic ramework criterion,
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d-Nations Gonference on Environroent & Development (UNCED) Agreements Relevant:

In addifion to the Rio Declaration on Envitonment and Development, UNCED led to the
development of five agreements relevant to forests:

* "The Forest Principles’ - The fuli name is the "Non-egally binding authoritative statement of
principles for a global consensus en the managemaent, conservation and sustainable development of
all types of forests”. This document contains the general principfes upan which more detailed
approaches to sustainable forest management should be hased,

+ Agenda 21 - An outline for sustainahie development to the year 2000 and beyond containing 40
chapters. Chapter 11 'Combating Deforestation' addresses forastry directly, while other chaplers
refar 1o forestry in relation to issues such as climate change, land resource planning, sustainable
agriculture and rural developrment, conserving biological diversity and biotechnology. This comprises
a somprehansive - but net paticularly siategic - it of desirable actions for BFW.

« GConvention on Biviogical Diversity - This convention containg 42 Articles on conservation of
biodiversity, many of which are relevant to forests. However, principles, criteriz or indicators for
SFM are not included.

« Framework Convention on Climate Change - This convention contains 26 Aticles with the
objective of achieving 'stabilisation of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level
which wouid prevent dangerous anthropogenic interderence with the climate system’. Forests are
affected as both a source of, and a sink for, the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide. One potentally
positive scheme for forests arising from the climaie change convention has been Joint
Implemeniation projects where polluters (in developed countries) invest in forestry (in developing
countries) to offset carbon emissions,

+ Convention to Combat Desertification - This convention of 40 Aricles has some relevance for
forest menagement n 2rd and semi-and and dry subbhumid eress whede deforestalion canbe 2
majoi cause of desertification.

At the recommendation of UNCED, the UniHed Nations Commissien on Sustaimable
Development (CSD) was set up to monitar progress and identify prablems in the implemeantation of
Agenda 21. The CSD has now set up an Intergovernmentas Panel on Forests to reporf to it in
1997; the agenda items include certification and "criteria and indicators” for SFM. For the lattsr,
pariieular eoncerns include the "feasibility of further developing internationaliy-agresd upon criteria
and indfcators against which [SFM] of alf types of {orest could he measured, taking into accolmnt the
specific regional and stb-regional condilions of forests and the diversity of economic, social and
cultural envireanments”, {Note that the more value-taden words "principles and standards” are not
inciuded.}

313 The ITTO documents. The International Tropical Timber Organigstion has produced four

i

documents related to sustainable managemeni of tropical forests, Each was developed by an
international panel convened by ITTO, mainly in response to international pressure to improve
the management of tropical forests. The pangls Included variously representatives of tropical
timher cansumer and producer countries, NGOs, FAQ, consultanis and academics, The

docurnents refer i¢ operational forest management as well as natinnal palicy, monitoring and
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reporting. They are general in nature to allow country- and forest-specific interpretation
throughout the tropical forest zone:

ITTO Guidelines for the Sustainable Management of Matural Tropical Forests, This
document was the first of the series to be produced. It addresses natural forest management
gt both the mational and the local forest management level, It is detailed, containing 41
principles {or guidelines), each combined with one or more "Recommended Actions'. There is
a strong emphasis on practical forest management with half the principles referring to sustained

yigld of timber. The guidefines are general to allow for country- and forest-specific interpretation
(ITTO, 19903,

ITTQ Guidelines for the Establishment and Sustainable Management of Planted Tropical
Forests. This documert addresses the establishment and management of tropical plartation
farests at both the national end forest management level !t is very detailed, containing 66
pringiples {or guidelines) each with one or more ‘Recommended Actions'. As with the guidelines
for natural forest management, there is a strong emphasis on practicat forest management, but
biodiversity and socio-ecunomic factors are addressed in more detail, accounting for more than
a third of the Principles. The greater level of detfail may reflect the fact that this document was
produced after the natural forest guidelines, which had been crticized for leaving out certain

detafls. Again, the guidelines are general to allow for country- and forest-specifie interpretation
{(TTC, 1891},

{TTO Criteria for the Measurement of Sustainable Tropicai Forest Managemant (TTO
Criteria). This document consists of two sections, ane addressing foresiry at the nationaf lavel,
the other at the local foresf management lavel, This is the least detailed of the ITTO docurments,

cansisting of eleven gitetia, each with two o thies assodiated indisatars (TTQ, 1827

ITTO Guidelines an the Conservation of Biological Diversity in Tropical Production
Forests. This is the latest of the four ITTO documents. It was published after the UNCED, and
i consistent with both the Forest Principles and the Convention on Biological Diversity (see Box
2). It discusses conservation of biodiversity both at the landscape level and in operational
prothuction Torests. The document containg Tourteen principles {or guidelines) and twenty
Recommended Actions (1TTO, 1923),
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The various (TTC Guidelines were not designed to constitute a standard in themselves, but are guite
detailed. They could be turned into a standard fairly easily. An advantage of the ITTO guidelines is

that they were developed by a speciafist group representing a very wide range of stakeholders.
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Therefore, they have reasonably wide acceptance with government, industry and NGOs world-wide
as the basis for sustainable managernent of tropical forests, although some NGOs feel that they are
not strong enough. The ITTO guidefines have not yet been developad into a {national or regional)
standard and implemented rigarously in the tropics, although there is talk of this in some countries.
Indeed the Metherlands’ move to apply (TTQ criteria to its own forests can be seen as a political
gesture to encourage increased interpretation in tropical countdes (Busink ef al., 1934). However,
ITTOs guidelines are currently heing used as the basis of the Afican Timber Qrganisation’s standard
for sustalnable management in Africa, while adaptaiion for national use is being considered in
epuntries such as Fapua Mew Guinea, Ghans and Ecuador.

it s Tkely Yhat any standards produced will nave a similar focus 1o the ITTO guidelings documents
which have a sfrong emphasis on operational procedures, although the plantation standard covers

the importance of social issues, while biodiversity is covered by a complete set of guidelines.

3.1.4 The African Timber Organisation (ATO) Standard is currently being developed for sustainalle

management of tropical forests in Africa. Standards will be based on the ITTO guidelines with
interpretation for local conditions (ATC, 1385), Both the natural forest and the plantation
guidefines are #&ing used, and standards developed for each,

3.1.5 Amazonian Criteria and Indicators. Eight states party to the Amazan Cooperation Treaty met -

in February 1993 to discuss CA&| for sustainability of forests, to help the countries mest
commitments Made at UNCED. The workshop produced 12 criteria and 77 associated indlcators;
these are classified varously as applying to management unit, national or global levels. The final
"Tarapoto" propesal has been accepted by ali ACT states: and a GEF profect "Action for a
Sustainable Amzzoma” may provide funding for practical foliow-up, (Msanwhile, Bolivia is also

pressing ahead with develaping nationai certification standards.)

National governmental inftiatives

3,1.6 Lriteria and Indicators of Susiainable Forest Management: The Canadian Approach. This

document, stilfin draft form, fs the Canadian interpretation of the Montreal Process. it is cumently
being developed by the Canadian Council of Forest Ministers, It follows the Montreal Process
closely bui with sfightly more detail, addressing national and regional forestry issues and
providing a framework for development of more specific guidefines for Iogal forest managemet

CCOFM, 1895} This is being used as guidance for government planning and montoring.
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fnternatioral non-govermmenial infliatives

The Forest Stewardship Council’'s Ferest Stewardzhip Principles and Cnteria for Forest
Managemeni (FSC P&C) were developed by non-government organisations in response to
growing concern about giobal forest depletion, and for the purpose of develpping forest
certification as an incentive to reduce such depletion. The FS0 FPAC focus an focal farest
management, but are sufficiently general in nature to allow both -::c;umw— andg forest-specific
interpretation, They provide a description of 'good forest stewardship' as defineg by
envitonmental and social groups, in consultation with the industry and academic bodies. There
is an emphasis on minimising the impact of all forestry operations on the forest, and on
maintaining areas in a state a8 close as possible to & natural ecosystem. One aspect of this is
a strong bias against conversion of primary or wel-developed secondary forest into plantations.
This issue is discussed further in section 4.4. The P&C contain a faitly low degree of detail: ten
principles sach with five to ten critesia. Indicators are not ncluded n the FEC Principles and
Criteria as it is intended that these should be developed at regional or national level, to be used
thereafter by all certifiers in that country. Eight of the principles refer to all types of forest, while

Principle @ covers conversion ¢f natural forest and Principle 10 is specific to plantations {FSC,
1994),

The FSZ P&C were developed by 2 group consisting mainly of NGOs with litthe representation
from industry or government, and there has been uncertainty and antagonism in some forest
industry sectors. However, the FST standards are widely accepted by enviratmental groups ancl
consumers and therefore they have been adopted by varous industty groups concerned about
their enviranmental performance, In patticular, groups of retailers ¢oncerned at the poor
envirenmental image of timber products. For example:

| the UX 18585 Group
" the Belgian 1997 Group
u Envirpnmental Advantage in the US

F2C i= al=zo an acueditstion orgarisation, and = helping o orgarse, ofien with the fosal office
of WWF, national working groups {o develop local standards and ceriification programmes. By
Aprl 1885, over thirty organisations had expressed inerest in FSC acoreditation. The following

four, active certification programmes aim to certify forest operations in accordance with FSC's
P&,
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3.1.8

3.1.9

3.1.10

311

The Soil Asseciation's "Woodmark” standard is a performance type of standard, containing
envirenmental performance criteria developed fromthe FSC P&C as well as details of monitoring,
assessment and third-parly auditing. It is based around six principles divided into 15 sections.
The standard is fairly detziled, but general enough to allow interpretation in different forest types.
it applies te both natural and plantation forests, with some sections referring specifically to
plantation foresis. The standard has been used operationally in the UK (The Soll Assodiation,
1994). As of May {998, three British forests had been certified.

Scientific Certification Systems' ~Forest Conservation Programme™ standard is a
performance typs of standard, based arcund defined perfarmance criteria combined with details
of monitoring, assessiment and third-party auditing. 1t s structured around three Programme
Elements: Timber Resource Sustainahility, Forest Ecosystem Maintenance and Finandial and
Socio-econamic Coensiderations. This standard uses scoring to assess forest organisations, and
the resufiing certificate is graded {or each programme element based on this score, Plus therg
are separate standards for naiural and plantation forests. (Scigntific Certification Systems, 1994 )
As of May 1996, several farge furests in the USA, one in Mexico and one in Costa Rice had
been cestified.

Rainforest Alliance's "Smart Wood" is one of the older sustainable forestry standards that
were designed for certification. It is & performance type of standard containing performance
criteria together with details of manitoring, assessment and third-party auditing, The standard is
general to allow country- and forest-specific interpratation. There #@re separate standards for
natural and plantation forests. The "Smart Wood" standard uses 2 two-tier certification system:
‘well managed' and 'sustainably managed', It has been used to certify forests in both temperate
and fropica) countries, and is now being extended 10 cover boreal forests n North Amerea,
{Rainforest Alliance, 1993.} As of May 1896, one forest in each of Honduras, Brazil, Indonesia,
Mexico, Costa Rica and several forests in the USA had been certified. The Smiart Wood Mefwork
includes other non-profit certifiers in the Americas, sach of which develop region-speclfic
standards. One of these, IMAFLORA in Brazil, is also the first to develkop certification standards
for non-timber products (Brazil nuts and rubber).

SG3 Forestry's "Qualifar" is & systems-based performance standard. It requires forest
organizations to meet performance levels consistent with the requirements of the FSC principles
and criteria. [t also requires that the organisation has a management system in place which
ensures that these performance levels are maintained or improved over tims. The standard is
general o allow country- 2nd site- specific inlerpretation. The same standard is used for netora)
and planiation forests. As of May 1996, forests had been certified in Papua New Guinea,
Malaysia, Sclomon Iglands, Foland and Zimbzbwe.

21



Nationa!l non-governmental initiatives

21,12 The Canadian Standards Asscciation Sustainable Forestry Management System, which is

still in draft form, fullows a conwentional ISC-style approach. tt comprises three standards: Z 308
describing the sustzinable ferest management system, £ 809 giving the specification of the
system and £ 8034 providing detasils of monitoring, assessment, third-party auditing and
accreditaton of auditing bodies. it is an environmentat management systerm type of standard, but
it aiso includes defined criteria and indicators basad on the Canadian Coundil of Forest Ministers'
interpretation of the Montreal Process (above), with the exception of the criterda relating ta the
rights of indigenous people which are somewhat weaker in the standard. The criteriza are
supposed to be monitored and eventually addressed through the process of continual
improvement, but there are no threshold perfortmance levels apart from those relating to

management systems and observing government regulations.

The standard is being developed with support and financial assistance from the Canadian Pulp
and Paper Assaciation. Envircnmental groups such as WWF were invited to participate in the
process of farmulating the standard, but ended their involvement early on, complaining that their
views were not taken serfously and that they had only been asked to participate to 'legitimise’
what was basically an industry initiative. One of the main objsctions of the NGOs invalved was
the lack of threshold performance levels in the standard. Development of the standard is

continuing, but it is not vet clear what credibility it will have cutside Canada.

The system is being developed speciically for use with individual forest operations and covers
baoth natural and plantation forests, The standard is still in draft form, so has not vet been used
to certify any {orest operations (CSA, 1985

2.1.12 The indonesian Ecolabelling Instifute (Lembaga Ekolabel indonesl) is currently developing a

standard for forest management in Indonesia, The standard has drawn from several sources
including the [TTO guideflines and the FSC Principles and Criteria, [tis currently undergoing initial
field trials.

3.1.14 InHiative Troepenwald is a joint Gerrnan initiative of industry, NGQs, academics and unions. 1t

is an extremely detailed stanckard, designed for use in tropical forests, with defined performance
criteria and detaiied guidslines for menitoring, assessment and third-pady auditing. 1t addresses
forestry at the national, regional and |peal lavels. The high degree of detail in the standard has

led to some problems of Iogisics and interpretation during early fisld irials in diferent forest types.
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3.1.15 Preliminary Criteria for Environmental Centification of Swedish Forestry were developed

jointly by WYWE-Sweden and the Swedish Society lor Nature Consarvation. While spearheaded
by NGOs, industry and government weare involved, and will become more central as the initiative
becomes operational. WWF-Sweden hopes s00n to set up an FSC national working group, with
some of the larger compsnies already expressing interest in membership. Meanwhile, the
preliminary Swedish certification criteria are being evaluated by Norway and Finland, as the forest

industry in the Mordic countries has agreed to take = regional approach, both to forest
manggaiment standards and to certification.

Corporate infliatives

3.1.16 The Shell - WWF Tree Plantation Guidelines are the result of a wide-ranging review, cerried

out collaboratively by Sheil International Petroleum Carmpany with WWF, of environmental, social
and ecenomic issues and best practice. The review is in eleven volumes. The guidslines
developed from the review are detalled with 27 sections, each with several suggestions far
actions, but are nat too prescriptive to allow for site-specific interpretation. {Shell International,
1982). Several organizations are using these guidelines as a source-book for internal policies, and

it is undarstood that they are being used to forge industry standards in Chile {Richardson, PErs
camm, Septarnber 1995,

3.1.17 American Forest and Paper Association’s Sustainable Forestry Initiative and

Implementation Guidelines {(AFPA SFI). This documsnt address some of the main
ervironmenisl ssues of importence in the USA, inciuding water qualily, biediversity, ecosystermn
management and the visuai impacts of forestry. Although general in nature, the fact that
conformance will be made a prerequisite of membership of the Association from January 1896
makes this infliative of considerable importance in the USA, There are no apparent reguirements
for third-party auditing and ne details for how monitoring or assessment should be carried out;
determination of compliance fs left largely to intemal seff-regulation (AFPA, 1885). Hence this is
mere akin te &n industry code of practice, promoting an EMS approach. However, the EMS focus

is supplemented by some highly performance-oriented erasion contral "best management
practices” (BMPs).

3.1.18 Gther advocacy-oriented Forestry PCI&S initistives. Many other activities are gurrenthy

proceeding, but have yet 1o establish agreed sets of PCIAS:

The Greenpeace Principles and Guidelines for Ecologically Responsible Forest Use are
unilaterally-pramoted, rather than being agreed amongst a group of stakeholders. Some of the key

aspects are: the establishment of fully and permanently protacted ecosystemn netwarks prior to
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any forest use; forest use (including legging) mimicking natural disturbance; indigenous people's
rights to control activities on their customary temritories: and continucus assessment and
inventories of forest resourses and dynamics.

The World Wide Fund for Nature has an initiative to promote a set of criteria of Farest Quality.
These aim ta provide an assessment of the condition of forests, and so to help improve planning
and management. The critenia, which so far have been applied in tests to the UK only, cover:
authenticity {truensss to natural forest type), forest health, environmental benefits, and
sacialfeconomic values. Each criterion is broken down into a number of elements - the elements
having to be lecally agreed. "Quality” has at least three meanings here: as a characterstic, as a

slandard, and as a measure of excellence.

3.1.1¢ Environmental Management System Standards (pot specific to forestry} The first

Environmental Maragament System (EMS) standard to be completed was the British Standard
(ES 7750). Since its launch in 1982, standards have also been produced by the relsvant bodies
in countries such as Franee, the Republic of lreland, USA and South Africa, while in 1883 the
European Councilissued a regulation defining a European Union-wide eco-management and audit
schema (EMAS). These environmenial management system specifications are general, so the

standard can be applied 10 any sector of business or industry, potentially including forestry.

In response to the national EMS activity, the International Organisation for Standardisation (1S
began development of an intgrnational EMS specification: 150 14000 (180, 1894a and 1494b;
Groves and Lambert, 1983). The specification for 15O 14000 wiil be less prescriptive than BS
7750 and EMAS, mainly due to fears of fitigation in countries such as the USA, The standard
containg a main 'umbrefa’ document, 130 14004: Environmental Management Systems -
General Guidelines an Pringipies, Systems and Supporting Techniques. The core siements,
which are to be used for cerification and registration to the standard are contained in the
document 150 14¢01: Environmental Management Systems -Specification with Guidance for
Use. Dstails of the development of the standard, and its component parts, are given in Box 3. IS0
14000 is expected 1o be reieased before the end of 1998 and will supersede BS 7750 and the
other national standards. The EC EMAS will be maintained, but will have o be updated to include
details of how to bridge the shortfalis for companies which chose the 1SO 14000 route to EMAS
registration (ENDS, 1595a).

At the request of the forest industry, the Canadian Standards Association, together with the
Australian standards authority, submitted & request to the committes dévelap‘mg 150 14001 o
include sector-specific guidealines for forest management within 150 14001, However, this proposal

was opposed both by environmental groups and by most other national standards bodies.
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Environmental groups pereeived it as an attempt by industry io ¢ontrol standard-setting and create
an 'easy oplion’ fof ceriificalion by cresting an shernative 1o performance standards. Other
national standards bodies were unwilling to create such an early precedent for having a sectar-
specific section In & standard which will cover all types of business and industry. At the meeting
of the IS0 14000 committee in Oslo in June 1995, the proposal to develop specific forestry
guidelines for IQD 14D01 was withdrawn. A decision was then made not to allow any sector-
specific guideines within 130 14001 untd the first genedc version has been pubilished and

implemented so that any initial problems with the standard can be rectified,

However, interest remains in using the 1ISO 14000 framework to producs & standard for
sustainable forest management. Following the Oslo meeting, the New Zealand Standards
oiganisaton has comvensd three meetings (n Aucktand, London and Pans} of an ‘informat
working group’ to discuss the possible future development of sector spedific guidelines for forestry
within ISO 14000. 1t has been suggested that this take the form of a ‘brfdging document’ which
would provide guidelings on performance levels for forest companies implementing the 150 14000
standard, Although some environmentat and socfal groups have been involved in these three
rreetings, thete TeTnains a strong feeling within the NGO community that it is industry-dominated
and will nat produce a standard which gives assurance of acceptable lavels of performance n the
forest. Thase involved in the informal meetings, particularly representatives of the Australian,
Canadian and New Zealand standards authorifies feel that they can produce an acceplable
standard. This discussion is likely to continue for some time as it will be at least 1998 before any
seCioT-specific guiteings can be released for 150 14000,

An EMS gan form a good framework on which to build internal improvements in environmentat
performance, or to secure conformance with an external standard. in addition, in & climate where
companies are increasingly penalised for poor environmental performance, it appears that
implernentation of an EMS has positive implications tor both nsurance and financial ralings.

However, there ramain many concerns about EMS standards; these are discussed further at 4.1.
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0 14000 Environmental Management System Etandéra_:!

The IS0 14000 Envirenmental Management System standard series is being developed in a seres
of 14XXX sub-groups. The standards are heing developed through 150 Technical Committes 207
5S0/TC207) via various sub-committees {SC) and working groups {(WG). Each sub-cornmittee has
& secretariat provided by one of the national standards bedies involved., The main TC207 sub-

committees and secretanats are:

5C 1 Environmental Management, BS! {United Kingdom)
2C 2 Environmental Auditing, NN (Netherlands)

SC 3 Environmental Labelling, SAA (Austraiia}

SC 4  Environmental Performance Evaluation, ANSE (LSA)
SC 5 Life Cycle Analysis, ANFOR (France)

5C 6 Terms and Definitions, NSF {Norway)

o o 0O o o o

The key elements of an Environmental Management Systerm are efficient documentation of all
pracesses and policies, similar to the requirements for the Quality Standard (SO 9000, together
with:

o Commitment to the EMS

o Initial environmental raview to assess all envirenmental impacts of the company

o Development of an Environmental Policy

o Planning to fulfil the Envirenmental Policy through Ohbjectives and Targets

o Implementation, achieved through development of capabilties and support
mechanisms

Measure, monitar and evaluate environmental performance

Raview

o Corrective actioh and improvement

Environmental Management Systern standards are based on the concept of continual
imprevement. A company implementing the standard is expected to continually moniter and assess

its environmentsl performance and ssek to improve i
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3.2 Links Between the Sustainable Forest Management Initiatives

In the previous section we lisled the infliaives =according 1o their internafional/national or
governmental/mon-governmental provenance. However, in order {o understand themn belter, they can be
placed into three broad frameworks, in terms of how they evolved:

& The Helsinki Process, the Monfreal Process, the Tarapoto Agresment and the African Timber
Crganisation inftiative are for international and nafional purposes, and derve in essence from
UNCED.

© The ITTO Crteda and Guidelines, which refer to tropical forests, are for international, national and
forest-level purposes, and help to relate to the broader abjectives and concerns of ITTO,

¢ The FSC Principles and Crteria, which refer to all forest types, are for trade and forestlevel
purpeses, and result principally from early NGO concern about the sfate of forests.

Each framework includes initiatives on the formulation of principles, criteria and indicators. Some of the
iniiatives in each group have led to spacific standards, or are sseking to develup standards or form a
convergence with existing standards. The three frameworks are illustrated schematically in Figure 3, The
three are not entirely separate as there is a considerable degree of interaction between many of the
inifiatives,

Infifatives o formuate sefs of principles, criferia and/or indicators: current emphases on harmonisalion

Each of the frameworks in Figure 3 has had its own means of trying to ensure coordination and
harmaonisation amongst the evolving initiatives. The Canada-Malaysia Intergovernmental Working Group
on Forests laid much emphasis on this, and helped {0 provide some cohersnce amongst the post-
UNCED group of initiatives. F5C has played a simitar role amongst the NGO initiatives. With the three
“families” becaming mmature in their approach, snme agtors are almoest reaching faver piteh in effors to

bring conformity befween the initiatives.

The Foed and Agriculture Organigation of the United Nations (FAQ) was asked by the Commission on
Sustainable Development {C30) to begin a process of investigating the harmonisation of criteda and
indicators of sustainable forest management. The FAD's role wag confirmed in the Rome Statement on
Forestry, produced by the Ministeria! Meefing on Forestry in March 1995 comprising 55 ministers
{\Wardhe, 1295). The aim of this process is to ‘provide an opportunity for the participation of ¢ounties not
yet invelved in on-going [criteria and indicators] processes; offer a pathway for convergencs ameng the
vaious progesses;, and, by so doing, reach a global consensus on the criteria and indicators of
sustainable forest management, applicable to alf types of forest” (FAC, 19953 and 1995h).
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An expert meeting was hald in Rome in February 199% in preparation far the third mesting of the CSD
in April. 1t was concluded at the mesting that 'the role of guidelines and criteria is to define & sef of
stfandards by which forest management may be evalugted at the appropriate leve!. The four initiatives
examined by FAQ were the Helsinki Process, the Mantreal Process, the ITTO Criteria and a set of "orest
quality” criterfa produced by WWF (WWF, 1894b), The WWF criteria are more general than the FSG
Principles and Criteria, b are based on a similar philesophy. In the following discussion, the FSC
Principles and Criteria will be covered instead, since these farm the basis of the first operational
standards of sustainable forest management.

More recently, the CSD's Intergovernmental Panel on Forests has been charged with examining the
“feasibility of further developing internationally-agreed upon criteria and indicators™. The FAQ meeting on
harmonisation of criteria and indicators has contributed to this process, as have other initiatives set up
to develop dialogues. Sorting out the international, national and lacal purposes of PCI&S, and their
contents, is therefore very topical. It is ot the heart of the current renegotiation of roles amangst global,

national and lecat actors - who should be responsible for what aspects of SF, and how shaould they be
held accauntable?

Iinitigtives to formulaie sefs of standards, and certiffcation Initiafives

Initiatives aimed at cettification are clear about their purposes, although some groups rermain concerned
about possible hidden’ agendas, Standards have been designed {0 assess the performance of individual
forest operations aceqrding to the priarities of the groups involred in the standards' formulation,
Standardls relate specifically to operational forest management, Although there is stilt a gr=at deal of
discussion gbout who should be involved In cedification and how 1t should be caried o, there is
widespread acceptance that it could be a significant incentive for SFM {Wardie, 1895). With a couple of
exceptions, the principal organisations which have already produced standards, or are in the process of
producing standards, are based in Europe and North America.

the Canadian Standards Association

the Scoil Association (LK)

Rainforest Aliiance {USA)

Scientific Certification Systams (USA)

SGS Forestry {UK)

Initiathve Tropenwald (Germany)

the Amercan Forest and Paper Associaffon {USA)

the African Timber Crganisation

c o o o0 0 0 Qg a0 o

the Indongsian Ecolabelling Instifufe
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In addition, envitonmental management systemn standards such as BS 7750 and 150 14000, though not
specific to forestry, are relevant to forest nparations.

3.2,1 Ways fa compare the content of prineiples, criteria, indicators and standards:

As discussed sbove, links exist between seme of the initiatives contained in the different frameworks',
However, there are often such differences of approach, emphasis, language, promotional tactics and
agenda between various inilfatives that they are sometimes perceived as incompatible, Indeed, the great
number of PCIAS initiatives is surely at least in pant a function of some groups’ worries ahout certain
initiatives, and hence their desirs to start new anes. In fact thers is a substantial degree of overiap in the

areas covered by the principles and criteria contained in many of the initiatives, if not in their purpose
and political aganda.

In this section, we exarmine fhe confent of these initiatives, as opposed to thelr puiposes, overt or covert,
ortheir means of operation {which are described in Appendiz 13, Initiatives are compared in terms of how
they cover the elements of SFM {postulated in section 1):

1. Mainfaining sustained yields of goods and services including ecological functions:
® susfained Yield of fmber and non-timber products,
1 profection of sofl and water resources,
®  maintaining health and vitality of foresis,
B operational management for sustained yield
2. Mainiaining Blodiversity at the ecosysiem, species and genefic fevel,
3. Optimizing the socio-economic impacts of forestry;
B ihe impact on indigenoys people,
8 {he impgct un local communiiias,
B fhe impact on employess,
B economlc and financial impacts.

4. A supportive institulional framework for SFM including policies, skills and research,

£ach of the initiatives addresses the above four main SFM topics in different ways. SFM topics tan be

sddressed in ap advisory or 2 prescriptive manner. We have therefore classified the SFM topics inlp
three different types:

o Performance criferia which sef benchmark levels

e.g. Sufiicient areas containing representative biodiversity must be set aside and given somplete
profection.
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o Monidonng criteria which define information fo be recorded
e.g. The extent of areas set aside for congervation of representative biodiversity and the measures
taken to protect such areas should be recorded,

O Policy criteria which are included as a desirable component of policy rather than referting directly to

forest opetalions

&.9. regulations should ensure that suffictent areas are st to maintzin representative biadiversity.

As we shall see, the varous PCIAS initiatives often differ ittle in terms of which SFM topics are covered.
They tiffer more in terms of whethar the SFW slements aie included as poiicy, performance, or merely
measurement requirements. tn general, principles and criterfa and performances standards developed by
NGOs contain performance requirernents. in ¢ontrast, principles, criteria and standards developed by
governments of industry, and EMS standards, contain both monitoring and policy requirements. Much
of the disegreement between environmental gioups, tonsumers, industry and govermmerd anses from
this difference, rather than from differences in what SFM slements are perceived to be important. The
following two sections cornpare the ways that these four groups of SFM elements are addressed in the
varous initiatives which have heen discussed. Section 3.3 examines principles, cfiteriz and fndicators,
while section 3.4 addresses the various stendards. In thess seclions the thiee types of citens defined
above are shown as:

* Monitoring criteria = O

£

Farformance siterda = @

Policy crteria = 0
3.3 Comparing the content of initiatives for SFM principles, criteria and indicators

In this section, we compare the conferst of four of the main initiatives: the Helsinki Process, the Mentreal
Frocess, the FSC Principtes and Criteria, and the ITTO Criteria. The first two of these have been
developed for national monitoring of forests, while the iatter two were designed forimplementation at the
forest management unit leval. Howevear, a5 we will shaw, there is 2 cansiderable degiee of avertan in ol
the initiatives so that they can easily bhe seen as mutually supporttive.

3.2.1 Maintaining sustained yields of geods and services including ecological functions
The term 'sustainable forest menagement’ has in the past been used to refer o sustainable fimber
production, but it is now generally accepted tu have a much broader meaning, encompassing sustainable

production of the entire range of goods and services provided by the forest, Thus, in addition to the

prodictive functions ofthe farestin terms of both Uimber and nonditeber products, it covers the protective
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functions of the forest, long-term ecological productivity, and forest health and vitality. The contributions
which forests make to local and global climate, especially the global carbon cycle, is also increasingly

recognised.,

Productive functions of forests

Froductive functions of foresfs™ Helsinki htonireal TTa - Fze
Extent, age and successions! state of forest o (] o

Stocking and growth rates fa o o &
Sustainable yield of wood products o o o &
Sustainable yield of non-wood products o o &
Carbon content and seguestration o o

There is general agreement between all four initiatives on the significance of the forest bagse, and the
rates of growth relative to harvest, Al four dacuments cover the sustainable yield of both wood ang noni-
wood products, except the ITTO criferia which dao not include the latter. Neither the ITTO nor the FEC
criteria refer to the carbon-sequestration function of forests, since this is rarely a local managament
objective.

Protective funclions of foresfs

Erotective functions of foresfs: -~ Helzinki- [ "Monireal - [ TTS 1 - F5C. 7
Management for scil protection : o =] o ]
Managemsant for protection of watercourses o o ]
Watershed management o o o) 8

Thers is agreement between all the inllistives on the imponance of pratecting soil end water resources
- including maintenance of soil physical and chermical properties, minimising soil erosion, protection of

watercourses and other bodies of water by using dparian strips, and protecting watersheds.

Health and vitalty of foresfs .

Health-and vitality of forests: Helginkd hontreal ITTa FsC
Long-term ecaological productivity o &
External factors {air pollutants and clirnate) o ]

Insect and diseases Tt Q

Fire and storm damage o o

Damage by animals o o

Pesficide use &
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This topi¢ is considered in most detail by the Montreal and Helsinki Processes which both refer to several
potential agents of forest darmage. The ITTQ eriteria do not cover this topic at all, although i is covered
to some degree in the ITTO guidedines, while the F3C PERC cover the maintenance of iong-term
ecological produstivity and place restrictions on the use of pesticides. The differences between the
initiafives are due mainly to the different focuses: the Montreal and Helsinki Processes were developed
1o eoftect informalion en the nalional fores! base and need o ditferentizte between nealtny and unheathy
forest, particularly in areas subject 1o much pollution from other sectors’ activities. The ITTC critetia and
the FEC PRC were devaloped for use mainly at the opergfional leyel where it is norpnal {or the forest

manager to maintain the health of their forest,

Operational management for sustained vield

Uperatipnal management for sustained yields - Helsinki Tdonires TG ~FGGL
Written managerment plan o ]
Operational procedures to minimise damags O (] )
Protection from encreachment o ]
{Optimal and efficient use of forest ¢
]_Mu[ﬂple uze of forest J [

This is coverad in detail only by the. ITTQ ¢riteria and FSC P&C, since the purpose of the Montreal and

Helsinki Processes is not gearsd 10 operational forest managemeni. There is considerable overkap
between the ITTC Criteria and the FSC P&C, but the FSC P&C has & stronger focus on efficient and

muliple use of the forest resource.

3.3.2 Maintaining bisdiversity

Faintainiig-biologcal diversity. Heleii . | Montreal | TTTO- % Fobes
Envirommental Impact Assesstment o )
Maintenance of ecasystem diversity

Conservation areas and ecosystem reserves o o = L B
Forest fragmeniation D cr [
Protection of angient natural forests L
Maintenance ot species diversity

Changes fn flora and fauna Q o »
Management of rare and threatened species Q &
Maintenance of genetic diversity

Consenvation of genslic resources o &
|Prohibit use of genslically engineered arganisms L
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Environmmental Impact Assessment
This Is only referred to specifically in the ITTO Critsria and FSC P&G, again reflecting the fact that these
two initiatives have a stronger operational bias. Mote that here, EIA covers environmental functions (soil

and watershed services) as well as biediversity,

Maintenance of biodiversity
There is broad agreement on the need to conserve representative areas of forest, and on the need to
avoid fragmentation of forests which isolates animat and plant populations. The FSC PAC include the

preservation of ancient forests as a requirement, unkike the other three initiatives,
The protection of both species and genetic diversity is covered by the Montreal and Helsinki Processes
and by the FSC PAC, but not by the ITTO Criteria. However, the ITTO guidelines on conservation of

bicdiversity consider these issues in more detail.

The FSC P&C specifically prohibit the use of genetically-engineered organisms. These are not mentiohed
in any of ths othar initiatives,

3.2.3 Optimising the socio-econemic impacts of forestry

tmpact on indigenous people

impact-on indigenous people . Helsinki Menireal [TTi3 FEC.

Protection of traditiona! land rigkts
Maintenance of customary rights [ =]
Compensation for traditional knowledge

The criterion refers to the rights of indigencus people to their ancestral lards and customary use, and
the obligations of forestry operations {o respset both the codified (fegal) and traditional rights of
indigenous people. This chterion is coverad in considerable detail in the FSC P&C, while it is barely
touched upon in the other initiatives. The Mantreal Process and ITTO Criteria do refer to the need for
legislation on land righis, but the topic does not have the prominence given to it by the FSC P&GC. There
is more detail on the needs and rights of indigenous peoples in the ITTO guidelines on natural and
planted forest manapement, especially the lakter,
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Impact on ipoal communifies

impact on local communttes . - B Helstnki Mentreal 0T _ [~ F5C 1
Commurity consultation and jnvolvement | O &
Compensation for grievances Y
Recreational opportunities o o

Subsistence use apportunities o )
Sites of special significance respeacted o *

{historic, cultural, aesthetic, spiritual}
Employment provided o o o ®

These chiterfa cover the rights of local communities to be consulted about forestry operations likely o
affect them  respect for traditional rights 10 use the forest and eontrbution to the welfare of local
paplations by the forest organisation, There iz a certain ambiguity ahout local and indigenous people.
Howevet, the critedia on indigenous people #nd those on local communities should be complementary,
in the sense that local indigenouws communifes would be covered by hoth seds of criteria,

The impartance of community consent and involvement in forestry operations is covered by the Montreal
Frocess and the ITTO Criterta in the context of the necessary institutional framework for farestry, while

it is & central feature of the FEC P&C. It is not covered at all by the Helsinki Process.

MNote that Braader soctal concerns, i.e. those affecting people beyond the forest vicinity, are not directly
caverad by soclal citeda, excent through 2 g. recreatiun and sites of special significance, Howaver, since
the integrationftrade-off of objectives for SFM s a value judgement, reflecting as far s possibie society's
needs as a whole, it could be seen that ali four groups of SFM elements, together, indirectly cover the
concerns of society as & whele. |

The need 1o provide employmant is covered by all fowr documenis. The WMonires) Frocess and FSC PEC
also cover the protection of sites of special cultural, aesthetic, spidtual, histarical er other significance.

This s not covered in the ITTO Criteria, but is referred to in the 1ITTGC guidelines.

fmpact on employees

mpact:-on:employees: *~ . . - Heizinkl Montreal 110 | - FaC. -]
Heatth and safety protected o &
Wayes fair o P
Right to organise respected »

The obligations of the forestry organisation to is employees are covered by the Montreal Process and

the FSC PAC, both of which include the need for provision of fair wages and health and safaty at work,
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The FSC P&C also covers the right to organise.

In surrmary, the FSC P&C focus very strangly on the soctal impacts of forestry operations. There is also
& taitly strong focus in the Montreal Process, partly as part of the discussion of the necessary inshitutional
framework, The I'TTO Criteria has less reference to social issues, hut these are covered to some extent

it the ITTO guidelines, particularly the guidelines for plantations. The Helsinki Process contains very little
on social izsues.

Economic and financial issues

conomic and financkalr -~ - Helsinkl . T Montreal ATTG - FsG-
Generation of revents _ =] o o
Contribution to GNF o Q
investment in forestry operations’ o o L
Investrment in_local eéconomy ®

Thesea criteria gover the financial profitability of the forest {since a logs-making organisation is unlikeby

ta invest in good management}, together with the levels of investment made by the forest organisation
in both the forest and the local economy.

The need to generate revenue is recognised by all four documents, as is the need for investment in the
forestry sector. The Helsinki and Montreal Processes refer 1o the contribution of forestry to the GNP,
while the FSC P&C refers to the contribufion to the local econarmy. Again, this reflects the fact that the
bontreal and Helsinki Frocesses were developed by governiment with forestry at the national level in
mingd, whila the FSC PAC were developed for use at the logal operational forestry leve,

3.3.4 The institutional framewark for forestry

IThe inatfufional framewark tor foresds’ Fakinkl T Woniréaal TTg _Foi
Forest policy, legislation and regulations O O | ]
Research and developtment capacity O

Ability to monitor and implement forestry [ O

Property rights clear (] [ L
Appropriate secure land tanure [ Lw] L ]
Means to resolve tenure disputes (3] | ®

These criteria cover the institutional framework felt to ba necessary to support sustainable forest
managemeant, including forest policy and ragulation, research and developrmeant, inventory, land dghts and
concession tenure, These areas are pethaps more contentious than the other topics, which to an extent
can be more rigorousky analysed through scientific methqu_
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Thess topics are covered most thoroughiy by the Montreal Process, which devotes an entire section to
the subject, paricularly as it is focused on national-level progress towards SFM. Even so, this s
recogrised as one of the most difficult aspects in the Montres process, and meetings from MNovemnber
1995 anwards are atternpting to deat with this. There is no carresponding critefion in the Helsinki Process,
which refers only to national policy and legistation and the need to implement foresfry guidelines. The
ITTG Criteria give some coverage to the institutional framework, supported by considerable additional
coverage in the guideline documents. The FSC PAG refer to the institutional framewnrk in terms of pre-
requisites for good management of the forest operation.

3.4 Comparing the content of standard-setting initiatives

A summary of the areas coverad by each of the standards is shown i Tabie 1. Again, while the SFh
elements covered vary somewhat between the initiatives, the principal differences more often revalve
around whether the standards call for performance criteria, as opposed to palicy crilefia or merely

measurement ¢riterfa. This stems in part from whather the standards are performance-based standards,
of EMS-based standards, or advisory guidelines.

The Center for intermational Forestry Research (CIFOR) based in Bogor, Indonasiz, has just completed
a series of field-trial comparisons of some of the standards initiatives, The first trial was carried out in
Germany in fate 1994 {Palmer, 1995), followed by an Indonesian trial in early 1995, a trial in Cote d'ivoire
in mid-188% and a Brazilian trial in late 1995. Based on these trials, CIFOR has published a summary
of the different inifiatives lested and their appropristeness and ease of measurement i ditferernd ypes

of forest, (Prabhu ef &/, 1996). The work has begun with commercial-scale aperations in humid forests,
hut will be expanded to cover small-scale and commurity approaches.

Initially, it was expected that the tests would revesl the applicability and cost-effectiveness of the total
1068 criterta and indicators taken from the standards and sets of principles and criteria sumMmanised in
the previous section. However, the German test showed that it was not feasible or desirable to test all
1068. The subsequent tests in Indonesfa and Cote d'lvoire instead igentified & minimum set of criterfa,
from the 1068, for pach field case. The indications te date are that very detailed standards are extremety
difficult i implement and assess in the figld, even by skilled profassionals. Less detailed standards,
cafmbined with a degree of interpratation, may be a better approach. The latter option increases the
fmportance of acgreditation of those who, as ceorfifiers, make field judgerments and decisions, This
therefora demands attention on cost-effective rapid assessment procedures, some of which are not
available and will need to be developed in paraliel with the criteria and indicators. This will be the task
of the second phase of the CIFOR programme. We return to these issues in section 4.8.
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4. The Major Issues: Discussion and Qutiline Conclusions

The previous sections have shown that most PCIAS initlatives are more or less comparable in that they

all broadly cover the basic set of SFM elements. The biggest differences reside in 2 number of
cantentious issues;

1 the merits of ‘Performance’ versus Management Systemn' standards

2 stakeholder participatian in forestry, and people’s rights

3 forast conversion and land use

& 1enure

s participation in standard setfting

g the costs and benedits of cerlification standards fwho gains and who loses)
7 dealing with "greenwash”

B the tack of infarmation and assessment systems

=] frade barriers

10 harmonfsation

11 genéral versus detailed standards, and the need for aceredifation of assessors

12 fitness of PCI&S for their different purposes

W now discuss these issues in furp, and conclude {in 4.12) with recommendations on developing PC&I,

agreeing standardg, implementing standards, and assessing cormpliance with them.

4.1 Performance versus Management System Standards

As discussed above, there are two basic types of standard: environmental management system ([EMS)
standards and performance standards. Environmerntal management system standards do not establish
specific emvironmental performance crteria, but ensure that a general environmental polisy ang
complementary managemeant system are operated. Conversely, performance sfandards comprise arange
of defined snvironmental performance chiteria, but do not always specify the systems which an
organizatitn may nesd 1o achieve and mairain the level of performance spedfied. This is generally
reflected in the waording of standards. For example, a performance standard might include *clearly-rmarked
areas must be sef agide for conservation purposes’; while the equivalent section of an EMS standard
might inciude the number of areas set aside for conservation purposes should be recorded’, couplead with
a requirement for continual improvernant. This supplemeintary requirernent is essential, rendenng it

imparmissible for the company to record "Zero' against this particular clause for the next twenty years
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funjess they had good justification e.g. the forest operations are caried out in a small forest area
adjacent to a large national park), But EMS standards do mean that a company which was currently
tecording Zefo could achisve cestification ot the same tine a8 a company currently recording ten of
twenty, provided that they both make a8 commitment to continual improvement.

The EMS approach has caused some concem among environmmental groups whe befieve that t would
allow 'business-as-usual', combined with a litle ‘window-dressing’ to keep the auditors convinced that
continual improvement is under way. They prefer thresholds below which no company could be cedified,
and thiz praference s reflected to some degres by cansumers wha tend to be suspicious of industry-
sponzored initiatives. |n response, industry argues that this makes life impossible for many companies,
and that improvement has to come gradually, with rewards for companies who try to implement better
envirgpmental management. In other sectors, the adoption of minimum environmental standards has
been especially problematic, because of its impact on economic competitiveness, especially in the short
term. The EMS approach has become the commonly-accepted way 1o improve e.g. waste management

performance.

There is concern, particularly from some NGOs, that cedification of EMS will be confused with
certification of products, and that this will lead to confusion in the market place. it has also been argued
that, with rescurces generally Imited, the time and effort which a2 company must devots to improving its
documentation and systems in achieving an EMS standard such as BS 7750 can actualiy detract from

the ability to improve operational environmental performance (ENDS, 1995h).

These differences are at the root of the controversy between those in the forest industry, who want to
include forestry within the proposed 150 14000 Environmental Management Standard, and environmantal
groups, such as WWF and Greenpeace, who wish to see forestry standards developed along the lines
of & performance system under the umbrelia of FSC.

The difficulties with performance-based standards also need to be acknowledged. With this approach,
there is a special diffisulty of identifying in advance, and at 2 nalional or even global scale, which issues
are the mosi important. These are likely to vary enormously from country to country, and from forest to
forest. Although EMS standards nsed to define an overall directivn and process, they do not have to deal
with critical threshaold values in the way that performance standards have to. In many cases, the
difficulties anse hecause the different stakeholders want varﬁng types o7 levels of threshold performance,
or assign different levels of impeortance to the same issues. Dften this alse reflects a lack of information
on the forest ecosystemn, or surrounding social fssues, Even if threshold performance levels can be set,
they may not be easy to measure in the field. This coniravenes one of the most basic rutes of any

standard, which iz that conformance can be measured and assegzed, In addifion, for cedification of
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sustainability - as opposed merely to cerifying good practice - lengthy tme series of data need fo be
available, which is rarely the case in forestry.

Finally, the extremely varied nature of forestry makes the interpretation of a single global performance-
based sftandard unreafistic. The FSC is attempiing to overcome this problem by promofing the
development of country-specific interpretations, usually by NGOs in each country or by national
stakeholder groups. However, even this solution may |ead to difficuties of comparison at a tater stage
if arguments arise over the relative toughness' of standards in each country. Therafare, there s a need
for further work on minimum sets of eriteris and equivalent but natienally-differentiated indicators and
threshold fevels of performancs.

fr conclusion, we refer back t¢ our earlier clarifications concerning SFM {section 1). Firstly, SFM enfails
a certain type and level of performance jn the forest - specifically, the need to consider certgin
environimental, social and economic matters, Secondly, SFM also enfalls new manmagement processes,
to help plan the integration of the above objectives whare possible, or make trade-offs between them
wherg integration is impossible, and then to gef them achiaved on the ground. There are pros and cons
attached to standards that address either performance, or management. Ideally both should be
accamimodated, but that also has (itfs pracedent. National skakeholder groups will he critical in deciding
which approach - EMS or performance standards - are the most useful vehicles for encouraging SFM
in the [ucal context. There is already & convergence appearing g.g. FEC's accreditation manual includes
many 1SO-type criteria

In practice, FEC's approach is already operational and IS0 is unlikely to include specific guid«lines for
forestry for some time, However, an EMS approach would be mosi likely 1o encourage widespread take-
up of SFM in practice, especially where forestry is dominated by larger operations. Once acceptance of
EMS-hased standards becomes widespread, however, hational stakeholder groups alse nesd to
determine those key areas of environmental and socisl performance that they consider esseniisl for local
circumstances. Possibilities should be explored for merging an EMS-based approach with g performance
approach, resulting perhaps in a "graded” or "ane-to-three-star” system, of the type used by 3CS ora
"red-amber-green” categorisation for the different key efements of SFM {an appreach used by Austrian
ecalabelling}.

4.2 Stakeholder participation in forest management, and people's righis
The implications of cornmercial forest management for indigenous peoples - who have traditionally ived

in the forest, who have held long-standing claims over fand and resources, and who have developed

complex forest management systems - have attracted considerable international attention. Social issues
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cause considerable conflict between environmentalfhurman rights groups, and industry and government.
They were one of the main driving forces behind the development of the FSC P&C, in which they were
addressed in considerable detail, They are given less prominence in the 1TTO Criteria and the Mantreal
and Helsinki Processes, although increasingly the issue is addressed to some extent in all initiatives

ralating to forest management.

The key issues are: who are the legitimate stakeholders, whalt are their interests and interactions (positive

and negativg}, and how do they participate in forest management?

Stakeholder analysis (the identification of interests, and the means to pursue interests, of idenfifiable
stakeholders) will be an important first step in both defining and implementing naticnal and local
standards. There are many ways o do this, but few have been sxplored in the context of PCI&S.
However, in the context of identifying critical C&! for SFiM, CIFOR is considering a way of qualitatively
eomparing stakeholders in a pariicular forest - placing stakehaldars along "gradients” in six dimensions
{proximity to forest, pre-existing rights, dependency on forest, indigenous knowledge, forest/culiure
integration, and power deficit (Colper, 1995). This still begs the question of identifving who the
stakeholders are and how valid are their claims.

Many PCI&S initiatives stress the need for stakehofder participation in SFM - sharing the costs and
benefits - but have not resolved how to deal with participation. Apart from the question of wha should be
Involved, participation is also an issue of bath the degree of involvement and the preciss fask in the
forest management cycle for which participation may be appmpriaté_ How can PCI&S be set up to
encourage approptiate paricipation? One possible way fonward is to develop a typolagy of participation,
and to see how different stakehoiders fit i.e. whether fully involved or only marginally. One such typology
for the degree of paricipation is given in Bass ot af 1995, where participation can be said to range from

minimal to complete self-mobilisation:

1 "Participanis” being fold what's happening (i.e. external groups plan and control but et

people know' what Is happening).

Z Perticipants both listening and giving information
3 Participants being consufted, but having no means to change objectives
4 Farticipants coniribuling own resources to an activity for malteriaf refurns, but nof defining

the objectives {e.g. employment or oufgrower schemes).

5 Paricipants forming groups or parinerships ta implemeant pre-set objectives (e.g. forming
an association of smalt foresters to participate in an ouigrower scheme).

g Participants forming groups or partnerships to help sef objectives (e.g. as in the example

in 5 above, but using the association fo negoliate objectives and ferms).
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Such z typology needs to be developed for SFM, covering the SFM activities for which participation Ts
necessary. For example, a high degree of participation may be considered appropriate in setting basic
land use and forestry objectives, and in determining henefiisharing, but less participation may be

cansidered vital in conducting the actual work of managerment and harvesting operations.

The guestion of the righfs of local people - especially indigenous peeple - in relation to the rights of
nafional government and logging companies is a complex one, Degpite the difficullies, this is not anissue
which is likely to ‘go awey', so it is very importani that government, industry and indigencus p=opls find
ways fo resolve conflicts.

The most extreme situation is where indigenous people have legal, recognised rights to the land, but
forestty companies illegally remove timber or other forest products. A retent case which attracted (and
continues to atiract) a great deal of publicity in the UK was Brazilian Mahogany. Mahogany is harvested
legally in Brazil, but Friznds of the Earth claimed that it was alse being harvested illegally from
indigenous peoples’ reserves and that the illegal loggers were using threats and even murder to acquire
the logs. The resulling campaign, based on thé slogan WMahogany is Murder’, was very bad publicity for
the tropical timber trade. Whilst sorme wood products may come quite lagitimately from areas which have
been gazetted as belonging fo an indigenous group, it is essential that if is dons with the clear, open,
continvous and documentad suppoit of locsl people.

Even when indigenous people do not have codified legal rights to the land, if they are actually dweliing
in the forest and maintain other rights and claims, and if they lose their homes and livelhood as g result
of logging, thet the area could not be cerified under the FSC initiative. The other standards are less
specific, This has become such an emotive issue that any standard which allowed cerification of such
an area would risk strong oppesition fram environmental and human nghts groups. 1t is in the inferest
of hoth government and industry to avoid this type of situation, as it can lead to very bad publicity for the
forestry sector, as ocourred in the case of the Penan tibe in Sarawak. |n this case, reporis of the Penan
being driven farcibly from the furest by leggears led to a successful campaign in Switzerland which almast
resulted in a parliamentary vote to ban all imports of tropical timber.,

A positive step for & forest organisation is to build links with logal people and others claiming rights, The
organisation ¢an involve local peopls in planning and management decision-making, and ensure that
there is broad support for, or at least acceptance of their operations. An advantage for the forest
organisation is that if, following review, the land rights are returned to the Indigenous people, the basis

for a good warking relationship will already be in place.
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in conclusion, overly-rigid social standards are as inappropriate as overfy-specific environmental
standards. For social standards in particular, the issue of who defines and implements the standards is
key to success. Greater local involvement in standards processes, interpretation and monitoring is the
best way 1o ensure constructive dialogue and co-operative development - but this should also be based
on informed professional insight irto e.g. human rights. However, this is often unprecedented for local
groups, industry, government and environmental groups, and such challenges must be addressed. The
notion of & national stakeholder working group, as & first step, is a useful one employed by FSC. The
CIFOR work in examining possible social and participation indicators should provide good insight in the

near future.

4.3 Tenure

Tenure is an important subset of the issues of rights and ¢laims (above). Thiee tenure iszsues need to

be faken inte account in standards processes:

Sustainable forest management requires clear long-term tenure
Peaple with legitimats rights and claims must not be marginalised (see 4.2)

Current tenure rules are often antipathetic to the above

Tenure is one of the main problerms facing many forest managers. Tenure may be codified and
registered, or may be based on tradiion and custom. i ranges from privately-owned land, threugh long-
term concessions, lo short-term leases or rights to cull. Since sustainable forest management reduires
a long-term cammitment, it is necessary that both the operator and, in the case of short-term leases, the

owner of the land, show a dernonstrable commitment to SFM.

The situation may be very complex where claims to land rights date back to the times of Furopean or
other colonisation. In such cases native people may challenge the right of government ta claim and
manage land. In several countries there is now land rights legisiation and special courts have been
esiablished to adjudicate tenure or compensation, and it may be beyond the scape of an individual forest
organisation to settle such matters permanently. However, uniil any dispute was settled. it would make
F2C certification difficull. It is less clear how the draft ©84 standard, or standards based on the [TTO
documents, would treat this sifuation. The problem with dispute setflement, however, is that formal
procedures for settlement of tenure can end up excluding poorer or marginalised groups as they do not
have good access io legal or buresucratic processes. Yet these are the people who often have the
highest dependence on forests, and in the absence of formal tenure, their use of the forest may have

been at least tolerated. Furthermore, in some countries such as Papua New Guinea there is traditionally
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a continugus negotiation over the tights and use of land, and settlements in perpefuity are not the norm.

Standards based on single, or simple, tenure models are not desirable. However, there are cerfain
principies of tenure inat do seem to be universally pplicable for SFM. One of these s efjuity ™ and the
other is lopg-term managemeant tenure. If an operator owns land or has the right to use it for more than
a single rotation, then it is in the interests of that operator to manage the forest wel[in order to ensure
the success af the next crop which it will be harvesting. Where the rights to land are awardad to an
operator for less than the period of one rotation, there is no incentive for the cempany to do more than
rmeet the minfmum requirsments of legislation, and where the regulating authority is weak, sometimes
there is no incentive even to mest minimum requiremesnts. Evett when the regulating authoflty is
sufficienty strong 10 conirol use of is land, T ts S0 a case of nghis being Shared by both pardies, but
responsibilifies remaining predominantly with the regulating authority. Such cases can lead to the
development of detailed and prescriptive Codes of Practice which may be difficult to implemnent and even
more difficult to monitor, |t is therefors in the interest of both the owner of the land and the forestry

operator to negofiate long-term concessions. Many standards inifiatives rightly call for long-term tenure,

Ih conclusion, there is & clear case for harmonization of PCE&| initiatives, such that the infernational PCAI
inhstives z2ad to changes n national lenure rdes that aWow long-term managemetd tenure of the
appropriate forest resources, but also maintaln equity with and amongst local rights and claims.

4.4 Forest conversion and Jand use issues

The importance of forests in global hiodiversity is well known, and there are often also strong cultural,
aesthetic or spiffiual ties 1o forest areas, yet the \as! decades have seen accelerating rates of forest loss
and degradation. As a resufl, there is strong pressure from the environmentat and forest peoples’ Inbhies
that remaining forests should be protected in a state as close ag possible to natural forest, This is
reflected strongly in the FSC PAC which prohibit the conversion of natural forest under most

elreumstances. However, this measure has raised some important guestions:

Where conversion is part of a national or regional land-use plan, it has been argued that it would be an
unatteptanie infringernent of a courtry's soversign NgMs to bar from certification & plartation developed
on fand converted fram natural forest, This is particularly the case where it can be demonsfrated thatthe

land-use plan js acceptable 1o the majority of national stakeholders, and even more s0 in cases where

1 The concept of '=quity’ i3 refered to both explictly and implicitly in 1he Rio agresments, |n the caze of forest manggement

standards, although most standards refer to the maintehance of existing rights, they may not seek ba question whether these fghts
arc aquitable,
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the plan is approved by national or interngtional biodiversity groups. As & resull, the FSC is now
considering allowing conversion in the context of a natisnal or regional land-use plan, but poficy in this
ares ig still under development. It seems unlikely that either the C5A or ITTO-derived standards would
bar any type of plantaticon on the basis of previous land use; the dilermmas here would be many, inciuding

how far back in time previous land use should be considered significant.

All the standards encourage plantation development on degraded fand. However, they have refrained
from making 1t compulsary for plantations, since many areas of degraded land were previously covered
by forest which has been disiurbed and subseguenily abandened. Indeed, in some counires the
hurezucratic or legal proclamation of 'degradafion' has been a deliberate part of the process of ¢learing
and legally acguiring land. Furthermore, the largest expanses of degraded Jand are likely to be in
countries which have already destroyed large areas of forest, while in gountries which have svoided
excessive damage to the forest resource in the past conversion of some forest may be the only way of
providing land, Cedification of the former country's plantations, but not the latter, could be seen as an
indirect rewarding of poor historical practices,

The use of degraded land for pfantations is best monitored nationally. The term ‘degraded' is very
general, however, and where the land was previously forested, could lead to ¢onfusion and disagreement
about whether an ofea s of & not degraded. This hes been addreszsed in some cazes by the
development of motre specific guidelines. For example, in the Philippines any area with a free basal area

of greater than 5 m* ha ” has been classified s ‘non-degraded’ and hence unavailable for conversion,

At present, no cerfification scheme appears {0 be able to certify forests that are being clearsd for ather
nen-forest uses, and hence safvage timber cannot be labelled as being from a cerified forest. The
declared reason for this is usually that the forest canndt be claimed to have been managed {in the sense
that it no longer remains forest). Underlying reasons are: many cedification programmes have an implicit
goal of no-net-deforestation; and stakeholders {who to greater or |eszer extents have defined the
standards) clearly do not want to have a market instrumant that permits even individual instances of
deforestation. In the absence of declared and protected Permanent Forest Estates in many countries,
each ndividual forest oss s gonaidered part of tha prablem of long-{srm incremental deforsstation e,
the operator clears one forest and then moves on to ancther.

In spite of the above, the notion of susfainable Jand use standards is gaining ground - within which the
salvage products from forests legitimalely planned for conversion may be considered compatible with
sustainable development in the wider landscape. For example, the new use of forest land {for tree crops

ar agrculiure, ete) may be considered sustainable, and producing greater net henefits than forest cover.
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YWhen it comes to #fforestation - 25 tpposed 1o forest clearance - there appears 16 e wote sympathy
with the 1dea of landscape planning and considering forestry within the context of other land uses. Here
the issue is often defining where it is feghtimate to site plantations (especially monoculiures) with their
gnvironmental and sociat externalities, the magnitude of which often depend upon neighbouring land
uges. This issue is patticulardy important for intensive industrigl plantation forsstry,  Currently the
tendency is to compare plantations with other, forest-based uses of the land, rather than with all other

potential land uses such as agrculture, industry ar urbanisation.

it conclusion, where natural forests and plantations are part of a planned land use pattern which sustaing
a mix of economic, social and environmenial benefits (and where stakeholders have been properly
represented in this planning}, the argument can be made that it is legitimate for forests to concentrate
an certain goods and services, and for other pards of the land use system to concentraie on others,
Within the spread of different forest types, it can be $milary argued that it is more efficient to concentrate
certain demands (such as high fibre preduction) on intensively-managed plantations, and concentrats 8.9.
enviranmental and biodiversity services an natural forests. This will undoubtedly be better than trying to

wiing all types of benefit out of every one of many types of forest {and indeed is the way the world
WOrKs).

That said, however, the management of these individual forest, plantation and other land types cannot
proceed it isolation - for there are ways of organising [and use patterns to gain complementary benefits,
for example the pracise alignment of plantations with natural forests can aliow wildlife corridors and better
water management.

As the dilemmas over forest convetsion begin to be faced squarely, this may result in broader sets of
standards which deal with land use and landscape issues, as opposed to just forestry. While more
challenging still than forestry standards, this may help uiltimately to tackle both the cruss-sectoral root
causes of forest problems and the problems of forests (especially plantations) fitting into the wider

landscape. Key factors in moving forward to a landscape-based system of standards would include:

. landscape stabilly long-term i.e. an emphasis on the notion of agreeing a natignal
Permanent Forest Estate (FFE) to avoid incremental deforestation

. the need for much better stakeholder partisipation in deciding the PFE, land Use patierns
and the chpice of where to focus the production of social, economic and environmental
gotds and services most efficiently (this needs to take into account not ahly curent
landuse patterns, but also iikely changes in demand with changing social and economic
expectations),

. managemeant agreements fur adjacent land uses {0 work together,
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There are precedents for this. One system in Biitain, LEAF, adopts 3 landscape-type approach for the
cenification of organic food preducts (Uptan &nd Bass, 15351

4.5 Participants in developing standards

PCI&S are at the heart of the current renagotiation of roles amongst global, national and local actors -

who should be responsible for what aspects of SFM, and how should they be hald sccountahle?

One major difference between standards initiatives fies not in the issues addressed, but in the range of
stakeholders invoilved with the standard and the purposes (both overt and covert) of the staksholders in
developing that standard. This is an issue of vital importance to the future of standards of SFM, since
each stakeholder is likely to have different priorities and interests, and is unfikely to respect & standard
which does not seem to refllect these priorilies adequately.

The F3C standard was developed with iimited input from indusiry. Although it is being adopted by some
forest corporations, parficularly thase dealing directly with consumers, it faces considerable suspicion
from other paris of an industry whose perceplion is that it was not invited to padicipate in the

development phase, has not been consulied in the implementation phase, but is now expected 1o
implemsnt the resulis,

Conversely, the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) standard has been dominated by business and
industry interests, Yet this may reduce its affectiveness as a marketing tool, since the purpose of an
environmental standard is ultimately to improve the credibility of the forest industry. If a standard fails to
do this, it loses much of its value. The GSA standard has besn sharply criticised by WWF International.
The senior forest officer of WWF claimed that the CSA standard was 'develeped with financial support
from the Canadian Fulp and Faper Association’, that # was ‘notoriously vague’ and 'had been sharply
critivised by environmental groups who had withdrawn from the CSA process', and that 7t would cerfify
'business as usual, including large-scale clear-cutting and other ecologically damaging farestry methods
stilf widely practised acress Canada’ (TT.J, 27 May 35, p5). This was foliowed up by a half page editordal
in the TTJ from WWF-UK who commented ‘[t appaars that the CSA .. have failed to realize that

development of forest management standards do fsic] require full paricipation from 2 wide range of
stakeholders’ {TTJ 27 May 1995, p 32}

Uncertainty has also been expressed abowt ‘how much of a departure from business-as-usual’ the
American Forest and Paper Association standard really represents (Tomaorrow, Vol IV, Mo 2 April-June

1994)_ Again, this is because it is perceived a5 an industry standard which has been developed with little
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input frarm other stakeholders,

The procedures for standard-setting have beenweil-established by a number of national and irtemnational
arganisations - notably the International Organization for Standardization (1S0). 1SO's generic

approach to standard formulation (s ons which atternpts to snsure full participation. This is described in
Box 4,

fn conciusion, a2 standard:

© must be practicable and scceptable to the forest industry or it will nat be adopted (possibly
suggesting an EMS approach wheih alfows for continual improvement over time);
o must be acceptable to enviranmental and sﬂnﬁ:ial pressure groups ar it is unfikaly to be trusted by
- the public af large (suggesting generafly a performance-based approach and wide pé Hicipation
in defining standards with minfenum hreshold levels of peonmance);
2 - must be consistent with evolving local and national legislation (suggesting the need far

aovernment involvement or specific consideration of international and national policy).

Only when all inferested groups are represented and feel that thelr views are respacted, or when the
industry has bean able to prove that they are making genuine improvements, will a standard be fully
trusted. The need for broad participation is especially nesded for SFM standards - for SFM itself iz =
construct resulting from many stakeholders' nesds from, and perceptions of, forests. The processes of
agresing, formalising, adapting, implementing and assessing standards should, in genaral, be basad an
the approach of ISO (Box 4) *. In this approach, stakehclder participation is integral and paramount- and

this 7 vital for the forest sector. At national level, such participation $hould be wider than {50 usually
operates.

Bt fs acknowledged that some forest stakehoiders do nat like some of the management system standards deveioped by S0,
which invelve management protesses and contindous improvernent rather than perfarmance thresholds. Equaily, some of the
eubjects for which 150 has had s major achisvements e.q. slectric seckels and light bulbs, Invelve A degree of standaradisation
which iz completely inappropriste for SFM, which in many insnces will be cubyrally-led and very diferent batweenc suntris.

However, the content of actusi 18 slandards should not be confused with 150 proceszes far setting standards, whizh ane
participateny and wel-proyvan.
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IS0 standards are developed by technical eommittees which include gualified representatives of industry,
reseatich institutes, government authorties, consumer bodies, NGOs and international arganisations from all
over the wonld. The major responsibility for administering a specific standards committes is accepted by ane of
the natioral standards bodies that make up the 180 membeship. The member body holding the secretarat of
& standards commlttee normally appoings one of two persons to do the technical and administrative work., A
commitiee chairman assists committee members in reaching consensus. Generally, a consensus will mean
ihat a paricular soiution to the pecblem at hand is the best possible one for indernational applicatian at that
time - since the membetship tends to encompass those with knowledge of the necessary policy, technical and
operationzt issues. Ezch member body interested in & subject has the rght to be represented on 2 committee.
International organisations, govemnmental and non-governmental, in lisison with 130, also take part in the work

The 180 Secretaniat in Seneva snsures the flow of documentation in all directions; clanfies technical points
with secretadate and chairmen; and ensures that the agreements approved by the tachnical committess ars
edited, printed, submitted as draft Indernational Standards to 150 member bodies for voting, and pubished.
WMastings of {echnical committess and sub-committees are convened by the Central Secratatat, Although the
greater pant of the |30 technizal work is done by coirespondence, there are, on average, a dozen IS0
mesings taking place semewhere in the world every working day of the year. IS0 standarnds are preparad
acearding to the following principles:

*  gonsensus - through commtess, warking groups and document distibution; the views of all interests
are taken inlo account (manufacturers, retailers and users, consumer groups, assessors, governments and
professionals)

+ industry-wide - global solutions are sought

= wvoluntary - as intermational standardizsation is market-driven, it is based on voluntary invalvement of all
the interests in the market-place

«  periodic revision - techhological evelution, new methods and materisls, and new sodetal requirements
for guality and =afety mean that 150 standards ae reviewed at least every five years

There are three main phases in the |50 standards develppment process.

1. The need for 2 standard is usually expressed by an industry sector, which communicates this need o a
national member body. Tha iafter proposes the new work item o 1SC. Onee the need for an internationat
standard has been recognised and formatly agreed, the first phase involves definition of the technical scops of
the future standard. This phase is usually caried aut in working aroups. which comprize technical experts from
counties interested in the subjest matter,

2. Onee agreement has been reached on which fechnical aspects are to De covered in the standard, a second
phase is entered, duting which countries negotiate the detsiled specifications within the standard. This is the
consensus-building phasze,

3. The final phase compriszes the formal approval of the resuliing draft internziional standzrd, The acceptance
criteria stpulate approval by two-thirds of the 130 members that have panicipated actively in the standards
development process, and approval by 7% of all members that vote.  Following this, the agreed text is
puklished as an 50 international standard. This can be anything from a four-page pamphlet to 2 1 000 page
fome:

Many standards require perpdic revision., Several factors combine to render 2 standard oot of date;
technologieal evalutian, new methods and materials; and new quality 2nd safety requiremeants as a result of
changing market and legislative demands. To take sccount of these factors, 180 has established the general
tule that all 150 slandards should be reviewed at intervals of not mere than five years. On occasion, i is
necessary to revise a standard earler,
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4.6 Costs and benefits of certification standards

Certification will result in two types of cost to forest arganisations:
+  Costs of improving forest managament
+  Costs of cerification

Costs of Improving Forest Management

The costs of improving forest management are likely 1o depend on hwo factors:
= The current standard of management in the forest

*  The standard of forest management required ('good”, "quality”, "sustainable”, etc)

Early certifivation activities have nottended to result in significantly increased management ¢osts for the
compares concerned, largely becatse the ploneers of certification have tended to be companies which
giready practice excellent forest management. Therefore, incremantal cost datg are not yei avaitable.
Howewver, in some temperate and boreal countries, there has been coensiderable public or legislative
pressure fo improve forest management for some time, which has already forced companies to spend
mongy on environmental management. For example, the Forest Engineering Research Institute of
Canada estimated that meeting the new Forest Practice Code in British Cofurnbia will result in an
increase of 20 - 30 % in costs.

While there afe several evamples of susheinable management of eperale and borea) foress, e
infarmation exisis an the costs of sustainable farest management in the tropics. A current ITTO exercise
ta jook at the costs of achieving QObjective 20008 ¥ addresses piincpally macro-level factors, and is
based largely on estimates rather than empirical evidence. Few fropical forests are currently under any
kind of management system and very Iit{le logging can be considered sustainable (Foare, 1989). One
of the main reasons for this is the damaoing logging techniques which are used. Therefore costs of
‘sustainabie’ management are likely to be closely related to the costs of mplementing lew-mpact legging
technicgues. The estimated costs range from UE538 ta USSEN par hectare in the tropics (Ghazal and
Simula, 1284} which is up o twice the cost of conventional logging. However, some studies cumently
underway fn tropical forests indicate that there may e substantial savings to be made by planning

operations carefully and carrying them out in & structured way.

There are many potential benefits associated with standards of improved management, although itis still

too early for the magnitudle of these in the forestry sector fo be quantified. Many of the benefits accrue

& A commitmenl made by [TTO members that all trepicai timber should be spunced from susiginabiy-managed forests by the
year 2000.
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to society @s a whole. However, |t seems likely that some of the benefits will go directly to the cperator

(IS0, 1884Db), thereby helping to offset some of the costs e.g.:

o meeting customers’ envirohmental expectations;

o

makntaining good publicfcommunity relations;

satisfying investor criteria and improving access io capital;
obtaining insurance at reasonable cost;

enhanced image and market share;

meeting yvendor cerification criteria;

impraving cest contral;

lability Gmitation;

demonstration of reasonable care,

cotsetvation of input materials and energy,;

facilitate the obtaining of penmits and authorizations,

technology development and transfer,

o o o o o L o o o o 0

improved industry-government relations,

The increased costs of improved forest management will have to be borne by producer or cusiomer or -

as seems most [kely - a combination of the twe. The main advantage for producers may be increassed
market share, rather than a price premium. For example, in a recent survey of furniture manufacturers
by TTJ {TTJ 21 Jan 95, Envirenmental Supplement p3}, three-fifths of respondents said that they would

prefer to buy cerlified mber given the chalce, while 28% said they would pay a premium.
Caosts of Cerfification:

The costs of cedification are not yet well-estabiished for different applications, for the simple reason that
certification is relatively new and has not been routinely used. Available estimates of initial certification
costs range from US$3,500 {o US$45,000 for a full assessment, depending on the size of the forest
organisation and the area of forest, Other estimates have used a figure of around 40 cents per hectare
as a rough estimate of costs, Subsequent annual audits are likely 1o cost between US$ 1000 and USS
3000 per annumnt. The cost per hectare decreases with increasing area of forest assessed, which may
make it relatively easier for larger forest crganisations to become certified. As most cedification has
been undertaken with Merth American or European inspectors, one might expect costs io drop if
inspection was done by developing-couniry-based aroups. Yet this has not heen the case for |50 9000
inspections (a process involving similar procedures). In fact, Brazilian and indonesian 180 9600 cosis,
for exampla, are high on a world scale. At presant, the same appears to be the case with forest

certification - it is presently a "neh man's club™ (TTJ 2 September 1895} and srmaller local groups have
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not been much involved - or if they have, the irmporter has paid the hili.

Varfaus strategies have been proposed to overcome the difficulties many small operations have in paying
for certification:

+  Some nen-profit certification arganisalions such as the Rainforest Aliznce have a policy of making
certification avaiiable to all forest organisations, iTespective of their ability to pay. The costs of
cerifying companies or organisations that lack sufficlent funds to pay Is subsidised by donations
or income generatéd from other certifications. However, this often results in delays.

+  Insome cases, part or ail of the costs of cerifying 2 farest operation are barme by buyers who wish
fo purchase timber or timber prodocts from a certified source and who may, fur PR or othar reasons,
favour simall producers. An example s the British do-it-yourself company B&Q, which covered the
costs of certifying the Bainings community forests in Papua New Guinea,

«  The 3CS approach for reducing the costs of cedifying small and medium operations is the
deveisprnent of an adjunct prograrnme for cerifying foresters and loggers. Foresiry operations ron
by certified professionals will require a less rigorous assessment (which is the main expense of
cartification), though regular inspections will be carried out to confirm continued commitment to -
and compliance with - sustainable management standards,

- Anather possibility, particularly in couniries where strong producers' associations or co-operatives

axigt, is for emall producers to pursus cerfification 8% 3 group, with o cottunan environmentalfarest . o

management policy and coondinated oparations.

One of the potential advantages of independant certification was demonstrated by the recent cuntmirersy
over mahogany imparts into the UK. Although imporiers had cedificates provided by producers, there
were consistent claims that, in fact, some of the mahogany was illegally taken from indigencus reserves,
This resulted in & carnpaign to take back this ‘stalen property’ from retailers in the UK, to be returned to
its rightful owners. However, the campaign group assured reposters that ‘members of the WWF's 1985
group and cormpanies who ifnport makogany from a soyrce verifiad by a fhied party will not be targeted’
(TTJ & May 1995, our emphasis), According to 2 major UK timber merchant, the certificale that was
provided by the mahogany preducers was meaningless because ‘it had no independent input whatsoever,

You can't seli-venfy and then expect people to take you seriously. Environmentalists won't buy it’ (TTJ
& May 95, p18).

In conclusion, whilz certfification standards confinue to be the forest standards with which there is most
practical experience, the cost aspects of both SFM and certification need serinus attention. The "rich
man's ciub” of organisations having cerfified forests should have the potential to become opeh te broader

groups. A graded system (2., the ‘Well-managed' and "sustainably-managed' categoriss of Rainfurest
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Aliance) for different aspects of B8FM, together with a continupus-improvement, EME approach, may
enabie @ higher degree of wke-up. However, EMS standards shouwid not be structured so as to make a
high-technology, corporate approach to EMS systemns obligatory; commurity participation and monitoring,
with simple technology, for example, could forrm the basis of a communily enterprize's EM3_ S0 couid

small producers’ associations - which could also provide other benefits in addition to making certification
maore accessible,

4.7 Dealing with "greenwash™

The issus of ‘greenwash’ was well summed up by John Heissenbuttel, an AFFA vice-president, who was
quoted in Tomorrow as saying "Through research we realised we were not going to be able to win the
rears and minds of ihe public mouoh slendsid corpmuaricstion brochures. The pubhc wanied a
behaviotral change' (Tomarrow, Vol IV:2, Apr-Jun, 1994, our emphasis).

As the pressure to improve envirenmental perfformance increases, some companies have resorted to
producing publicly material without actually changing their working practices. Or they tmake
mprevements in one ared, and use this o divert aftention fiom other areas whers perlormance is less
strong. This has led fo confusion and growing suspicion on the part of consumers, and iritation on the
part of environmental groups. WWF took up the guestion of maccurate advertising by contacting
companies directly, taking cases to the Adverising Standards Authority and producing 2 publication on
the issue (AAWWF, 19845}, As the develapment of SFM standards continues, there is likely to be increasing
antagonism, towards unsubstantisted, misieading ot dewodght untius dlaims  of eoviremsotal

performance from others in the industry as well as the environmental lobby, consumers and the media.

In conclusion, any comparny which wishes to maintain a reputation @s 2 respectable and trustworthy
organisation can no longer afford to make "greenwash” claims that it is unable o meet and demonsirate.
The lkelihood of exposure i now far greatar than a few vears ago. The issue iz therefore Tikely to
hecome less important as consumers, retaflers and producers become mote aware of the standards that

are becoming accepted, and as cerlification hodies contrp| the use of their lahels.

4.8 Lack of information on whichto base standards, and lack of monitoring/fassessment systams
O of the most common reasons given for the faiure to agree and implement SFMW standaids is the [ack
of information, particilarly in the tropics, on which to base the standard. However, there 3 a growing

consensus that, athough there is siill much to learn, a great deal is already known and it 5 imparative

that farest managament should he improved as sooh as possible, Indeed, this point was well made in

13

D00 CcC oo 0o o000

o O

CoGQo

O

SO GIOIGERS

-




00w

RO 0 B O R

"

Y

CLYUC OO

LU

-

O G

1388 (Poore, 1988). Only basic information is needed to move from g position of weak management to
adequate management.

There is a reasonably clear understanding about the information needed to assess limber and biomass
stack, logging damage and regeneration rateg. But the choice of indicators, infarmation needed and
assessment methods are less clear for Biodiversity and sociaf sustsinabilify. For biodiversity, in theory
it is genefic change which procesds quicker than species diversity or ecosystem diversity change.
However, there are difficuities in defining useful indicatars or cost-effective assessment methods for

idertifying changes in genetic diversity. WR! and WCMC are coordinating useful work on habitat candition
and vulnzrability,

The generai lack of routine assessment systerns for actually monitaring standards which apply at field
fevel, and the costs of such assessments, are considerable practical problems with the use of PCIES.
By and large, current forest inventory and information systerns focus on factors which were most
important t¢ forest objectives in the past e.g. forest area, stocking rate and regeneration. Currently used
inventary and information systems are not equipped to deliver the new information beginning to be
demanded by different actars as they hald one another accountable for different aspects of forestry. The
information base to report on PCI&S is patentially huge and costly to maintain, The EMS approachis.one
way to Tocus on just that infermation which matters for an individual enterprse. This still demands the
development of rapid (or at |east cost-effective) assessment tools for the chosen information and a
systemn for selecting the critical aspacts on which to focus. This is an area which the CIFOR study will
be investigating, in parallel with the definition of a minimum set of C&). For some lopics, composite
indicalors ar proxy indicators may be possible to derive and assess. For others, there may be a larger

burden of individual assessments,

At the level of the individual forest operation, assessment will be carried ouf by the assessors fom
certification bodies. If, as was discussed above, standards are kept gereral to allow for bbeal
fnterpretation, this puts a grest deal of responsibility on the asgsssor who must judge whether the forast
mahager's interpretation of standards is acceptable, This once again highlights the need for professional,
credibfe ceriification bodies, which in turn necessitates strong accreditation bodies capable of ensuring
that standards are maintained. This i$ not impossible, a5 has been shown by the success of the very
general Cualty Managemenrt standayd, 180 60040, '

in conciusion, more research will be needed in defining the social and biodiversity PCI&S. At the forest
level, a major advantage of the EMS continuous improvement approach is that it helps to focus on the
infoiration categories, sources and research that actually matter, thereby svoiding an overy-

comprenensive and heavy infermation/menitoring burden. However, such an approach may fail to give
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the resssurance cuirently demanded by consumers angd NGOs. At the nationat level, infarmation on
forests now needs to cover the physical, environmental, economic and management information that s
needed for halanced national forest resource stock-taking {an appreach becoming known as "Forest
Resource Accounting” - see [IED/WCMC 1994) or, mare ambitious siill, to cover the information
categories needed for valuation of the national forest asset (Eaton 1985). Forest inventory, and forest
infarmation systems, wilt have to evolve to produce and maintain PCI&S information, As far as possible
this information shoutd be genearated through routine management operations and not all as separate

"audit” exercises. Development of rapid assessment methods will be needed for certain CA&LL

4.9 Trade Barriers

One of the reasons repeatedly given by many timber-exporiing countries for the opposition to externally
imposed standards is the question of free trade. This is an imporiant issue which should be addressed.
As long @s standards are completely voluntary, they do not come under the ssgis of GATT or WTO,
However, if consumer and retail groups in certain countries make commitments o buy wood products
only if they come from certified forests, this may contravene free trade regulations. This issue is curently
under discussion. However, it should be pointed out that while a commitment to enly buy certified timber
products may be illegal, a cornmitment to preferentially buy them almost ceriainly would not. The FAD
harmonisation process, the Intergovernmental Panel on Forests, and the Committes on Trade and
Environment, will provide useful fora in whigh to discuss this issue.

Standards of forest management may become mare cormnplicated than simply an issue of 8 bar to free
trade, as environmental clauses are now being included in trade agreements which may be used by
envirenmental groups. For example, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) includes
clauses to ensure that signatories do not obtain unfair trade advantage by neglecting the environment,
The Canadian Naturaf Resources Defence Council pagsed g report te the North Amerdcan Commission
on Environmental Co-operation, established to oversee fair emvironmental performance of NAETA
signatories, claiming that forest management in Canada was waorse than in the US with more ancient

forest cut, clear-cut areas six times bigger, and poor salmeon stream protection {TTJ 1 Apr 85, p2).
Three main worries concem those in charge of trade aspects:

- fearthat compliance with currently voluntary schemes may become, in effect, compulsory for market

dCCess;]

the possible high costs of compliancs, and

- standards could be operated in a discriminatory way.
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& number of points can be made concerning the possible clashes between certificalion standards and
the Werld Trade Crganization (WTO) Agresrment (Dubois &t af, 1905):

According to the WTO Agreement, WTO Members are currently frée fo implement any domestic
environmental policies, provided they pertain only to their own countties. Thus countries are free
to protect their own foresis, but net those of other countries. They can prohibit the export of timber
fram unsustainably-managed domestic forests, but not the imperd of such timber from other
cauntrizs, Mone the less, these issues are not resolved in parpstuity and are hotly debated i WTO
and UNCTAD.

Consumption-related standards are not prohibited, as long as they do not discriminate between

damestic goods and imports. For example, & country may restrict the consumption of fruits with

* pesticide contarmination, provided that the restriction applies to both locally produced and imported

fruits equally. Thiz ie because discrimingtion between products is permissible if there @& a
detectable difference, e.g. a residue, in the differant products. This would rarely apply to timber,
produced under different managemant regimes,

However, all wood products fwhether tropical, bareal or temperate) are considered "like products”
and trade should not discriminate between ke products on the basis of processes, or production
methods {PPMs), or oigin. Members of the WTO are generally not permitted to distinguish between
domestic and foreign like producis, or among differert foreign like products produced by other
Members. To allow trade restrictiong based on PP differences "would underming the capacity of
countries to benefit fram their comparative advantage” (Sorsa 1892, quoled in World Bank 1993),
However, again, there are debates abaut whether GATT rules and the WTO Agrecmeant should
refiect current concerng about production processes. GATT was estabiished with 2 product Tocus,

some time befare environmental conesrns were congiderad impartant,

Ih spite of the ahove, four polficy routes are available for SFM which would not directly contravene WTO
rules (Appleton, 1995):

Efforis to achieve EFM through development assistance, or domestic efforts to encourage natienal

or local authorities, as well 25 communities and forestry campanies, are lagitimate

The negotiation of multidateral environmental agreements can be encouraged i.e. a non-trade
appreach to SFM

Voluntary certification and timber labelling schemes can procsed
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+  The development of an infernafionally recognised approach o certification, e.g. using processes
such as 180,

in conclusion, the trade aspects of standards, and cerification standards in particular, are far from clear
except with respect to voluntary programmes and domestic markets, Hence the current atisntion on
voluntary programmes in certification, In the fong run, centzin aspects of GATT and WTO rules are not
susiainable. It cnuld be argued that these should change - rather than enviranmental aspects having to
"fit" with rules which were set up before environmental cancerns were fully considered. Because all of
these issues are in flux, and it 1= important to avoid discrimination, an internationally-agreed approach
is desirable. Parties need {o agree on what the trade proiem is. They need to monitar current
cerification schemes as they progress towards mutual recagnition or harmonisation. They shouid alse
examine those aspects of GATT and the WTO Agreement which are obstacles to SFM, and certification
as an instrument of SFM, and seek 1o change them. (Duhois et al 1895).

4.10 Harmonisation

The current spate of infernational activity to harmonise the varicus FCI&S indliatives has been discussed
in 3.2. It fs necessary, however, to examine the purposes of harmonisatian, its legal possibilities, and its

implications. Prnciple 11 of the Rio Declaration provides that:

"Envirenmental standards... should refiect the environmental and developmental context to which

they apply. Standards applied by some countries may be inappropriate and of unwarranted

economic and social cost to ofther countdes, in particular developing countries.”

Agenda 21 therefore implies the need for some harrmonisation, to allow for comparability between
nations, and yet to avoid discrimination. However, harmonisation has no single, agreed meaning in
internafionat law. It can mean many things, including standards which are idenfical, or standards which
are broadly simiar, or standards of averaging, or any standards which are highet than an agreed
minimum. [t can also refer to different standards between which there is 3 mufusf recognifion, According

o FIELD (1993, soveradl faciors determine the Wkefhood of standards being hiarmonised a2t the
international level:

+  identifying and agresing upon the values fo be profected by the standards {the PC&| work has been
making headway here, but there are differences in giebal, national and local values)

. agreeing a consensus on the sdlentific evidence, or agreeing a fhresfiold above which standards
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are needed to adopt & precautionary approach

' agreeing the degree 1o which different ecosystems require different standards

. establishing the link between economic perfermance and the adoption of environmentat standards
feosts and benefits of standards implementation)

+  ensuring that differences in the social assessments of risk can bs accommodated by agreed

standards

. ensuring the adoption of equitable megans to parmit the sharing of economic blirdans associated with
standards

This suggests that, although harmonisation of initiatives wilt ultimately be important, full harmonisation
will take time to achieve because more experience in the above argas is needed. The fact that most
current certification schemes are aiming to ensure that their standards are compatible with the PAC of
the F3C bodes well for international compatibility in the not too distant fiture.

in conclusion, harmenization is an extremely sensitive process and will take some time to be achieved.
The IPF (the Intergovernmental Panel on Forests set up by the Commigsion on Sustainable
Development), the FSC and 130 processes, repregent promising vehicles for this. Harmonisation should
not lead either to the lowest common denominatar, or to inappropriate averaging of national standards,
or to maximum standards. [t ought to encourage the achievemnent at, or just below, industry best practice
in the country in guastion. The nead far comparability and harmonizstion should be balanced with the
nead for innovation that, in practice, is alke reguired if 3FM is to be achieved. Mearwhile, berause
harmonisation depends upon negotfation - which can end up in stalemate - monitoring of PCIAS, their

irpacts and their convergence, is also recammendead,

4.11 Generalised versus detziled standards

The issue of the level of deiail of standards has been raised in 4.1, While there is beginning to be broad
agreement on international P&C, there is less agresment on how this should be assessed for any one
type of forest or management type. Extremely detalled standards, as CIFOR's multi-national test is
heginning to reveal are impracticable s required assessment systems are notin place, and the fnencial
costs of assesement would be high. On e other hand, if standards are few and generalised, their

equitable application across different forest and management types becomes difficult.
Int conclusion, we would suggest that the more generalised standards are the way to start, provided these

ate supplemented by wairing local forest managers and assessors of local forest operafions In

interpretation of the FSC P&C and (generalsed} local standards, plus gond accreditation of assessors.
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This approach has besn outlined by Palmer:

"The most practical and equitabie solution at the moment seems o be assessment of about eight
contrasted aspects of good forest stewardship, as demonstrated in the farest management system
developed for any particular area. The certification inspectors check the rationale for the
management prescription, the details of the prescription ftself, and whether the prescription is
actually implemented. Each cperator or manager is thus free to devise systems which are
approprate for particuar forest types or demands an the forest, but has to provide reasons to justify
the choics. This solution overcomes objecfions to cerification as a challange to national sdvereignty,

and as an impracticat and costly external imposition.” (Palmer 1895a)

4.12 Overall conclusions on fitness of PCI&S for their purpose

We began this review by suggesting that, alkhough there is now broad agreement on the principle that
forests should be managed sustainably, confusion remains as to how to do this in practice. We proposed
that the transifion to sustainable forest management would be achieved through a more-gr-less cyelical -
or at least Rerative - process. This process would be a paricipatory one and would be composed of
various tasks: agreeing the agenda and basic goals, knowledge generation, practice, monitaring and
continuous improvement, To be of use, PCI&S should help these tasks. \We have emphasisad the point
that principles, crtera, indicators and standards need to be fit for thelr purpose -and that both specific
purpose and PCI&S content need 1o be agresd amonpst stakeholders and defined at a number of scales:
global, naticnal and locat. It iz also important to diffsrentiate the different stages in the development and

implementation of standards:

. The development of principles, critetia and indicators
. The formulstion of standards

. The implementation of standards

" Assessing compliance with standards

We now summarice some of the conclugions supgested by this review for each of these four stages,

4.12.1 The development of principles, criteria and indicatars

Inifialives to develop pringiples and criteria of forest management at a global level are aimed at sither

naffonal pfanning, manitoring and reporting, or at forest cerfiffication. 1n both cases the main purpose has
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been to provide g definition of what conslituies the important elements of sustainable forest management,
10 priotitise the areas which require most urgent atiention and {0 provide guidance in what should be
raohitored to assess the degree of sustainability.

Mational initiatives tend to 12ke one of three basic approaches, depending upen whether the nation is &
wood impeorter, an exparter, or both, Importers e.g. the Netharlands focused first on P&C far imported
timber, Exporters e.g. Canada and Scandinavia started by sefting standards for domestic forests.

Coundries that both produce and import e_g. UK and Germany have looked at both foreign and domestic
affairs.

There have been a large number of initiatives, developed by different groups with 2 wide range of
agendas, resulting in considerable confusion. There has also been distrust and sometimes conflict
between groups with different definitions of sustainable forest management, To overcome this, it will be
necessany for some degree of harmanization of the different initiafives to be made. As was shown in the
discussion in secfion 3, despite the differences there is also a considerable degree of overlap and
agreement between initiatives. Therefare, one of the first challenges for thase interested in prometing
susteinable forest management is fo understand the content of the many initiatives which exist and
identify the areas of agreement. Once this is done, the work of addressing the rea! differences of priority
and definiiiun between initiatives and stakeholders wilt be considerably easier. Industry should be actively
imvelved in this process both to listen to the cancemns and priotities of other stakeholder groups and to

explzin their own concerns and needs.

This having been said, although convergence is ultimately desirable, especially for trade purposss, the
scope of PC&| initiatives should not be prematurely restricted by international panels fntent on a process
af harmonisation without being clear what the purpose is. A very impontant step is to get national working
groups developing national PC&| sets which cover the broad areas found in international initiatives, but
adapt them for local needs and conditions.

The process of developing national versfons of international PCA&] sets is already under way, with
Canada's forestry criteria ('The Canadian Approach’), developed from the Montreal Process, being the
most advatced. Progress s alzo baing made in interpeating the Halsinkl Precess in same Eurgpaan
cowRtnes and the [TTO criteria in seme tropical countries. However, this process is not always
participatory and as a result some stakeholders may feel exclyded and thersfore become opposed to the
process. Again, industry can and should play an important rele since not only is it likely to be directly
affected by the process, but it alse has the greatest first-hand knowledge and experience of managing
foresis under local condiions. Powever, i s alse impotiant inst 7o party dominaies discussions, sinte

this is will aienate other stakeholders and thereby reduce the credibility of the initiative.
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However, the notion of PCI&S for maintenance of the genuinely globsf bensfits of forests still requires
much work. The global purposes of PCI&S is an arga where international discussion is required, and in
large part has heen avoided because of the many {perceived) agendas, such as the contentious notion
aof a glohal forests convention, The [ntergovernmental Panel on Forests, set up by the CSD and aided
by the FAO, presenis a special opportunity to redress this balance. At present, it is clear that
measurement criteria could be helpful, such as bjomess {for carbon sequestration and storags),
biodiversify and perhaps the status of forest-dependent peoples. Itis only when internativnal agreements
can be made, 8.¢. on payment transfers for carbon sequestration or biodiversity conservation, that

performance criteria and policy criteria will be appropriate.

4.12.2 Formulation of standards

International standards, if they are to be fit for their purpese - which is ultimately to confirm to the global
community that forest resources are being well-managed - must have credibility with the general public,
consumer groups, retailers and NGOs. They must also be practical and have the support of government
and industry sa that they can be adopted and implemanted in praciice.

Frogress is being made in: developing and testing suitable P&C for national use and standards for lacal
use; ensuring appropriste international comparison of performance (noiably through F3C) and of
management processes (notably threugh SO approaches); and in developing international coordination
{notably through FAC and now the Intergovernmental Panel on Forests).

There rermain divisions between those who adhere to performance-hased approaches, and those who
gdhere to continuous improvement EMS-based approaches, but convergence is beginning. Convergence
can be achieved in part by a focus on the precautionary principls and the preventative pringiple - which

apply to both management systems and performance,

There is also the guestion of how detailed a standard should be. The evidence emerging from studies
such as thal of CIFOR is that it is bast not to produce overly-detajied standards, but to keep them
general to allow national interpretation in each counfry, and even local interpretation for each forest
organigation. Those werking at the ncal level often feel that their needs and concerns are marginalised
when issues are discussed at international and even national fora. Forests are found in such a wide
range of geographical, secial and economic situations that a single definition of management is
untenabie. This is especially true of some of the more contentious and complex issues raised in section
four, such as fand-use planning, forest conversion and social issues which vary enormously from forest
to forest.
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However, local interpretation in a country must be uniform enough to allow international recognition. The
degree of international unifernity with which nationai arcups need to be pressnted could be, for example,
a core set of PAC, such as CIFOR is trying to isolats from the 1068 being considerad, together with
mechanisms for adding those with local significance. Practical issues, of how fo set up {apid)
assessment methodologies to examine chosen national sets of PCIAS in the field, and how to integrate
these with forest inventory and information systems, should receive more attention. Again, CIFOR Is

making & useful beginning; and the IEDAWCME work on forest resource acecunting is providing practical
guidance at hational leveals,

4.%2.2 Implementation of standards

The first iorestey standards to have been implemartad in practics were those develaped under the FSC
umbrella. There are already forests in all five continents which have been certified, but as yet they are
a tiny fraction of the wurlci's. total productive forest area. EMS standards are further behind, with no forest
yet registerad for IS0 14000, although there are a few forest organizations which have achieved
cerification to the quality standard iSO 5000, However, there are a farge number of forest organisations
beginning to implament improved management and canduct internal audits of their own environmental

perfonmance,

This s an area.which still requires consierable development, and one-where the input of forest
managers is essential. Athough there iz ¢onsensus on the importance of many issues such as
sustainable production of imber orthe conservation of biodiversity, there is much less agreement an how
to achieve this in practice. Therefore, an extremely imperant element of the discussion of sustainable

forest management st be on how to bridge the gap hetween theory and practical managemert.

hMuch of this will need to be done at & national or even local level by stakeholders with a detaited
knowledge of lncal conditions, needs, privrities and imitations. This requires serous consideration of how
to decide whe should be involved. At the same time, local interpretations must be in ling with global
expectations {o maintain the wider goals of standards. |t is also essential that the standard befng
implemented is credible, Thers is some danger that a profiferation of different standards could mitigate
against this unless they are harmonised under a single umbrella organisation such as the Forest
Stewardship Council or 150, The recent conflict befween the developers of the Ganadian Standards
Associgtion SFM standard and the backers of the FSC initiative was a good example of the type of

negative publicity which conflicts hetween different stakeholders with different standards can attract.
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4.12.4 Assessing compliance with standards

If international standards are kepi general to allow local and even site-specific interpretation, as

suggested abave, then there are several important pre-requisites for success,

The first of these is the re-esfabfishment of frust between the forest industry and the general public. Much
of the motivation for prescriptive, performance-bazed standards has been tha assumption that industry
and goverament, If feft o itself, will manage forests badly, Less prescriptive standards ¢an succeed only
if industry and government claims are believed. This may require a degree of self-policing by the industry
to ensure that false claims made by a minorty of operators do not jeopardise the reputation of the

majority.

The second issue is the credibilily of cerfificalion bodies. Since It will be up 1o these organisations to
decide whether the local interpretation of @ standard is acceptable, it is essential that these bodies are
professional, reliable and credible. This can be achieved through rigorous accreditation procedures
together with constant monitaring of the performance of cerification bodies, as is the case with the

quality managementi standard 150 S000,

However, the use of general standards coupled with site-specific interpretation and rigarous manitoring
is Tkely to have cost implications. A way of minimising the costs of monitorng is the implementation of
a management system. Where all operations are well-documented, much of the work of monitoring and
assessment can be done from offices with field visits, the most costly element of an assessment,

restiicied to confirmation that documented procedures are followed in practice,

In conclusion there is still much uncertainty about the implementation of sustainable forest management
standards, with those actively managing forests often the most confused. However, this masks the
considerable advances which have been made over the last decade in both defining and in implementing
improved forest management practices. But there s still 2 long way to go at every stage of the process.
There is a need for understanding and some degres of harmaonisation between both principles and criteria
developed by different stakeholder groups and the various standards which have been formulated.

Industry has a viial role to play in this process in a number of ways:

. Froviding infarmation for both PEC development and the farmulation of standards based on

axiensive management exparience,

. Being open to new needs and ideas thrown up by the initiatives which have been developed,
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- Contributing {o the re-establishment of trust between NGOs, the general public, govermnments

and industry by adopting & positive, open attitude to discussion and implementation of improved
forest practices.

Current standards all cover, to a greater or lesser extent, the needs and dimensions of SFM, but some
are more stiited o seme purposes than ethers. Most of the standards initiatives are currently evolving.
it Is not the intention of this report to make a definitive Judgement on which PCI&S initiatives are bast
sat up for speclic purposes. This is @ matier for slaksholder discussion. However, in assessing the
suitability of sets of standards for specific applications, we can suggest a number of questions that should
be asked (Box S} These questions could also he used in designing standads.
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1g _x_pé'rn'a_l Standards - Questions to Ask

When developing standards, development must occur at each seale of application: global, nationa!

and local. However, there are somg broad general pAnciples and quesiions which are useful:

1. PROCESS

Have all lsgltimate stakeholders been (denfified and are they involved in the process #
Does the formulation foliow 180 Principles:

L I ]

technical scope defined first through wide participation?
developed through consensus?

indestry-wide i.e. globally applicable?

voluntary approach adopted?

allows far pertodic revision?

Are standards developing alongsids:

*

the institutional and regulatory structure for standards use e.g. certification?
development of effective procedures for implementation and manitaring?
the possibility for local interpretation fitting with EME continuous improvement approach?

2. CONTENT AND STYLE

Are thers clear overall gaals for the standard 7

Are there defined boundary conditions e g, forest, landscape, nation?

|5 the standard complementary to national |egislation or codes of practice?

|s the standard balanced and relevant to economic, social, cultural and environmental objectives?
Is the level of detail low enough, except for priarty threshold issues?

If detail is low, is [t accompanied by a strong acereditation process?

|5 the standard practicable and implementable?

Is there a focus on culting out poor practice and bringing in current best practice, not just an ideal?
Are the requirements pitched just below industry best practice, to allow for effective take-up?

ls the standard flexible but not allowing poor performance?

Harmonisable .. covering nomally-aceepted tapics?

Is the standard compatible with free trade?

is the standard fair in relative ease of application by different groups?
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Supplement; Preliminary recommendations to the WBCSD

Our discussion and conclusions {section 4) concern ali stakeholder groups. There are some
recommendations, however, which we wish to draw to the attention of the WBCED, as representing a
key group of stakeholders, the industry.

Thers have heen considerable changes in forest management practices in recent vears as forgsters fry
to adapt to changing (and often conflicting) perceptions of the most desirable nature and uses of forests.
However, there is still cansiderable antagonistm and mistrust betwéen environmental and sacial NGOs
on the ong hand, and somme parts of industry on the other. This has been highlighted in the recent
dehates on the FSC and 1SO standards,

Recormmendation 1; The WBCED should lead the way in re-establishing frust and a co-operative working
refafionship befween industry and N3 Os. it should provide a confinuing forum for the discussion of
cifficulties and suggestions for how 0 overcome them. Those members of WRBCED who have prograssed
furthest with improving fores! management practices should assist those who are fagging behind

A very wide range of stakeholders covering government, industry and environmental groups agree that
sustainable forest management no lunger refers only 1o the sustainable production of timber, The
definition has expanded to cover sustainable production of many forest goods and services, However,

there is still considerable disagreement and confusion about the relative importance of the various issues,
both generally and in specific situations,

Recommendstion 2: The WBCED should anafyse all the lapics which have baen included in the current
sustainable forest management initiafives, and assess their reaction to sach one, based on section 4.
This should be done in the most positive and Innovative way possible. National stakeRolder groups or

round tabfes should then be encouraged, in order o set the agenda for inter-stakehofder discussion.

Even if agreement has been reached on the imporiance of a padicular issue, thers remains disagresment

about how It should be implemented in practice.
Recommendation 3: The WBCSD should assess what operafional experience its members have on the
difemmas of secfion 4 and in discussion with other inferested parties, communicate posifive ways

forward fo bofh members and non-members whose environmental praciices need to be improved.

The cerfification of forests to internaficnaily-zccepted standards of sustainzble forest management

provides a guarantee to environmental groups, consumers and governments that best managsment
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practices have been implemented,

Recommendafion 4: WBCSD shouwld suppeort the concepf of independent third-party assessments of
forest management, feading fo cenrfficafion. A standard shoufd be chosen or developed which has the
full suppott of both NG Os and industry. Where centffication standards are being developed, this should
he done gt the same fime as consideralion of the necessary assessmenf systerms and accreditation

procedures - so that the standards, their assessmernt, and acoreditation of fhe assessors arg
complementary.

Forestry is one of the most potentially sustainable ways to provide the world with sretgy and raw
materials, but it s currently viewed with some suspicion by the general public. As a result, reports of bad
forest praclices tend to be befisved more readily than industry publicity of good management, Self-
proclaimed SFM is no longer adequate, and is treated with suspicion In many markests and by most
NGOs.

Recommendafion & Members of WBCSD should try lo communicate wiltft the public about fhe
advaniages of forestry, buf this must be combined with a res! improvement in forest management world-
wide, as one or two highly publicised cases of bad forest management can adversely affect the entire

ihclustry. Independent research and assessments of industry progress shouwld confinue to be supported,

As the concepl of standards of forest management is developad, it is likely to inflrence market share and
trade.

Recomnendation 8: The WBCED should ensure thal an industry forthn exists fo ofscuss the pofertial
implicalions of sustainable forest management on business. This forum mightf include progressive
comparnies - farge and small - fo provide leadership, as well as some indusiry associations fo provide
represenfativencss. Members of WEBCSD who atfend such fora shauld use thelr influence fo ensure that
discussions are innovative and proactive rather than defensive. The indusfry forum should, af appropriate
times, vpen s participation fo NGOs and goveryiments! inferests.
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1. {TTO criteria for the measurement of sustainable tropical forest management
organisation: International Tropical Timber Urganisation, based in Yokoharma, Japan.

declarad aim/ rationale: The criteria were developed to aid producer member countries of ITTO 1g
both assess and report on their own progress towards achieving sustainable tropical management
and Target 2000° - as part of ITTO's strategy to ensure that all trade in tropical timber is sourced
from sustainably managed forests by the year 2000. The griteria were developed in ling with the
ITTO statement that: "progress can anly be achieved through a definition in simple practical terms
linked to operational criteria in the figld™.

propesed gse: "These criteria will help to focus current wezknesses in management, and will
therefare help 1o identify achievable improvements in management practice. They can alsg provide
a basls for a standard reporting systern to facilitate comparison and discussions for conperation and
assistance.” The criteria represent an advisory guideling,

target groupn: loitially, natonal graups, in trogical tmber peoducing countries, respansible for
developing national standards, whose "target group’ in turn includes forest managers and planners
working in tropical countries,

geographical scope: Tropical timber prodying countries whe are members of ITTO.

application ta forest tvpe: The document addresses natural forest management at both the national
and the local Torest management levels,

stafus: Not mandatory,

stakeholders invofved it preperation of standard: An Expert Panel was convened to ™formulats
passible methods for defining gereral eriteria for and measurermnent of sustainable tropical forest
managernent”. The pangl consizted of experts from both producer and consumer countries and
representatives from conservation NGQs and the timber trade,

process! formufation of standsrd: On the basis of a detailed discussion paper developed by two
sonsultants, an Expert Panel developed a working definition of sustainable management of trapical
forests and a list of criteria for sustainability and examples of indicators. The ITTC further
streamlined the definition and the griteria. and invited both producer and consumer rmember
countries to contribute 1o the process, before further consideration by the ITTC.

process: fmpfementation of standard: The document emphasises that “determinations of
suzizinebility and thersfore use of the st of oritera must be spacific 1o sach nation o each
mianagemeant unit”. The criteria are dediberately kept simple and field-oriented. There is generally a
low degree of detafl, such that the eriteria may be adapted at naticnal or local level.

whel constiiutes the starrdard? Eleven criteria and assoctated indicators are defined $or sustainability
at, firstly, the natfonal level ang secondiy, the level of the forest management unit.

Criteria for sustainability 2t the national level cancern;
- the forest resource base

- the continuity of flow {of products)

- the level of environmental contral

- socio-economic ¢ffects

- institutional framewworks

Criterta for sustainability at the level of the forest management unit concern:
- TESCQUNCE Security
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- the continuity of timber production

- the conservation of flora and fauna

- an accaptable level of envirpnmental impact
- socig-econemic benefits

- planning and adjustment to experience

For each criterion, examples of indicators are given.

progress 1o dater An ITTO project to disseminatg and promote the use of the Criteria is under way
in the Brszfian states of Acre, Rondonia and Mato Grosso. The aims of the project are to
dissemninzte the criteria (and the 1TTO Guidelines for the Sustainable Management of Natural
Tropical Forests) to relevant people in the region, develop a databank of forest managemaent plans
already in existence and assess their compliance with the ITTO guidelines and criteria, and introduce
the concepts embodied in these documents to relevant personnel through training workshops.

Busink et al {1594} describe an attempt to test the applicability of the 1TTO crhteria for sustainshie
forest management in the Metherfands, both in terms of an overall picture of forest management at
the national ievel, and by applying the 1TT0 criteria to a farest management unit in the Netherlands.
ITTQ criveria for the national level were used to review the actuzl forest management situation in
the Netherlands. The criteria comply with those proposed by (TTQ, but nat all indicators as
proposed by ITTO are used; others have been specified to the national situation. The study
concluded that the "ITTO criterfa and indicators may be used for the assessment of management
in non tropical countries as well, eg the Netherlands. They proved to be most relevant with regard
to the sssessment of the national forest policy. For the managemant unit level criteria and especiaily
fndicators had to be further specified and detailed according to the prevailing circumstances”.

A team fram indonesia’s Association of ledonasian Forest Cancessions (APHU znd lndonesian
Forestry Community {MFPl) prepared guidelines, ¢riteria, indicators and checklists for sustzinable
forest management to be used by members of APHI. This was based on the {TTQ Criteriz with
madifications for Indonesia, and was also vsed as a reference by the Ministry of Forestry in its
policy making. The team produced criteria for national forest management, sustainable forest
managament indicators for forest management unit and assesament criteria Tor forest management
unit, following the ITTO criteria adapted for Indonesia. Field testing took place in Sumatra and
Kalimantan. '

Based on the results the Mimistry of Forestry issued an Act on the indicators for sustainable
management of natural production forests. A team of experts from various universities then held
a series of workshops with concession managers, planners and owners, for the purpese of
'disseminating information on aspects of sustainsble forest management ', prior to assessment of
the performance of natural production forest management. '

position in Fgure 2: Principles and criteria,

finks with other initiatives: Complemented by |TTO guidelines for the sustainabie management of
natural tropical forests, and ITTO guidelines for the establishment and sustainable management of
planted tropical forests.

comments: The eriteria areintended for use in tropical forest managemant: howaver the Natherlands
amployed the criteriz to show that they can be used in any country, and to show what is possible

to other countries. The Netherlands study recommended that similar $tudies be dong in boregal and
temperate, as well ag tropical, countries.
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2. ITTQ Guidelines for the Sustainahle Management of Natural Tropical Forests
proenizgation. Wwemationsl Tropicat Timber Organisation, based in Yokoharna, Japan

declsred aim/ retionaie: This inftiative is to help member states meet ane of the objectives of the
1983 International Tropical Timber Agreement, ie. "to encourage the development of national
policies aimed at sustainable utilization and conservation of tropical forests and their genetic
resources, and at maintaining the acological balance in the regions concerned”. The guidelipes are
aflsg ponsidered an important contribution towards ITTO's target to produce tropical timper for
expart from sustainably managed forests by the yvear 2000, (TTO states that the adoption by ITTO
and its member countries of these international guidelines "is In the best interest of all producer and
consymer countries which are concerned with the efficient and sustginable developmen of the
tropical forest resources and forest-based industries.”

proposed use: These advisory guidelines aim 1o gonstitute the international reference standard for
natyral tropical forests; it is intended this standard is used in the development of more specific
guidelines, at the national level, for sustzinable management of natural tropical forests for timber
production. *The development, application and snforcement of national guidelines based on this
standard are matters for national degision by individual timber producing countries”,

targer group: "Forest managers and administrators in all three tropical regions”..
geograpiiical scape: Tropical timber producing countriss which are members of ITTO,

spplicarian to forest type: The document addresses natural forest management and distinguishes
between national and local forest managemeant levels,

status: Mot mandatory

stakeholders involved in preparation of standard: The guidelines were prepared by a panel
comprising représentatives from tropical timber producer and consumer countrigs, environmental
NGOs (WWF, UN agencies (FAQ), the trade, and other consultants from ODA, CSRO and IIED, on
the basis of drafts prepared by consultants.

process: formulation of standard: The initial draft was considered at 2 workshop by an internaticnal
13 member panel of experts. The panel’'s report was subsaquently endorsed by the (TTC.

process: implementstion of stendard: ITTO intends that national guidelines be developed in each
country, and assists member countries in doing so. The guidelines are general 1o allow for country-
and forest-specific interpretation.

what constittites the standard? The ITTO guidelines are presented in the form of pringipies and
possible actions covaring considerations ranging from general policy to forestry operations aspects.
wWhere available, examples of elements for possible inclusion in national and operational guidelines
are given in appendices. The Guidelings are detailed, containing 41 principles {or guidelines) grouped
under the fallowing issues:

- policy and legistation: forest policy: national forest inventory; permanent Torest estate;
forest ownership; national forest service;

“ forest management: planning: harvesting: protection; legal arrangements; monitgring and
research; _

- socig-economic and financial aspects: relations with local populations; economics,
incantives and tawation.

Most, but not all, principles are combired with one or mere ‘recommended actions”. An appendix
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includes an ‘indicative scheme of prerequisites for sustainable management at variops levels,
including guidelines’.

ITTC acknowledges that the guidelines will need ta be modified and expanded as understanding of
the forest resource increases.

progress to date: Early efforts to interpret the guidelines have begun, or are abaut to begin, in
Ghana, Papua Mew Guinea, Camergon and Ecuador.

An ITTO project to disseminate and promate the use of the Guidelines s under way in the Brazitian
states of Acre, Rondonia and Mato Grosso. The aims of the project are to disseminate the guidelines
(and the ITTQ criterial to relevant people in the region, develop a databank of forest management
plans alrgady in existence and assess their compliance with the ITTO guidelings and criteria, and
ntroduce the concepts embodied in these documents to relevant perscnnel through training
workshops.

position in Figure 2: The forest management guidelines are not a full standard but behave like

principles, with associated criteria. Howevar, they arg fairty detailed and could be tumed into a
standard quite easily.

inks with other inftigtives: Complemented by ITTQ guidelines for the establishmert and sustainable
management of planted tropical forests, and ITTO criteria for the measurement of sustainsble
tropical forest management.

comments: Grayson {1995) notes that: "[the {TTO Cuidelines] principles underlie 'griteria” and
'indicators’ as understood in the Helsinki and Montreal processes.” ’ :

ITTO's guidelines are frequently cited, and are used by many more progressive forestry operations
and development assistance projects in the tropics as checklists tat least) for forest managemsant

and policy. There is fairly strong politicsl commitment, but less practical action, on the part of
governments,
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3. ITTO Guidelines for the Establishment and Sustainable Management of
Plantad Tropical Forests

orgarnisation: international Tropical Timber Oroanisation, based in Yokohama, Japan

dedlared afm/ ratfonsfe: These guidelinegs were prepared "to help promote sustainability in all aspects
of tropical forest management and to help solve existing problems. It is hoped that the guidelines
may:

- stimulate policy development and the adoption of comprehensive planning processes;

- help to ensure environmentaliy and socially acceptable selection of sne, species and forest
design:

- help 1o adopt appropriate procedures of establishment and management for all types of
planted forests in the tropics;

- help planners to reduce the risk of selecting unsuitable species, provenances or populations;

- stimulate the adoption of appropriate management throughout the whole of the life of the
planted forest with particular emphasis on the often neglected post-establishment peripd;

- focus the attention of forest managers and planners on the importance of pre-establishment
and continued market evaluation and the ultimate end use of the forest products they are
attempting 1o grow;

- help to prevent the misaliocation of scarce human, land and financial resources.”

Guidelines for ‘best practice’ for planted tropical forests were requested by the ITTO Councit in
1880, "The guidelines are not meant to be an encyclopaedic silvicuhursi manual for the
gstabirshrment and management of planted tropical forests...(buth provide a succingt summary of the
major issues and principles that need to be addressed in the planning, esteblishment and
managerment of planted forests In tropical environments.”

progosed wse: These advisory guidelings aim to constitute the international reference standard far
tropical plantations - a set of "universally relevant fundamental principles” - established by 1T70 for
the development of more spacific guidelines, at the national level. "The deveiopment, application,
adherence and enforcement of national guidehnes based on this standard are matters for national
decision by individual timber producing countries™,

target grotp: Initially, national groups, in tropical trmber producing countries, responsible for
develaping naticnal standards, whose "target group” in turn includes forest managers and planners
working in tropical countrigs.

geographica! scope: Tropical timber praducing countries who are members of [TTO,

application te forest type: The quidelings are designed to be retevant to any deliberate planting of
trees in tropical envirpnments, but they outlinge principles and actions that should be particularly
relevant 1o the establishment of intensively managed large scale plantation forests for industrial
wood production. They are addressed to both the national and forest management unit level,

status: Not mandatory.

stakeholters fnvofved in preparation of standard: An international panel of experts convened on
behalf of ITTO, including representatives from tropical timber producer and consumer countries,
envircnmental NGOs (WWF), UN agencies [FAD) and the trade in tropical timber, as well as
academic research staff,

process: formulation of stangard: The initial draft guidelines, prepared at the Institute for World

Farestry and Ecology in Hamburg, were reviewed by an internationsl pangl of axperts. The report
of the panel was subsequently reviewed, revised and endorsed by the ITTC.
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process: implementation of standard: ITTO intends that national guidefines be developed in sach
country, and assists member countries in doing so. The guidelines are gergral to allow for country-
and forest-specific interpratation.

what constitutes the stenderd? The guidelines are very detailed: they present a set of "fundamsntal
concepts’, and consist of 66 principles {or guidelines} and 75 assacizted recommended actions. The
Principies are grouped under the following headings:

- policy and legizlation,

- feasibility assessment,

- establishmam of planted forests, and

- post-estabiishment management.

The guidelines alse include descriptions of categories of forests, defined by function and condition.

progress lo date: * [have any specific guidelines been developed at national level?]

pasition in Figure 21 The forest management guidelines are not a full standard but behave Jike
principles, with associated criteria. However, they are fairly detailed and can be turned into a
standard quite easily.

links with other initistives: Complemented by ITTO Guidelines for the sustainable manzsgement of
natural tropical forests and ITTO Criteria for the measurement of sustainable tropical forest
management.

commaents: These guidelines incorporate greater attention 1o social issues than other [TTO guideling
documents. This possibly refiects the fact that they were prepared later: ITTO was initialfy
concerned with trade and environmental issues and has onfy latterly picked up on the importance
of social aspects in sustainable development of forests.
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4. ITTO guidelines on the conservation of biological diversity in tropical
production forests

organisation: International Tropical Timber Organisation, based in Yokohama, Japan

declared aimy/ rationale: 1TT0 states that "the objective of these guidelines is 1o provide a practical
description of key issues in biodiversity conservation, 1o record technical considerations for policy
formulation, and to guide the implementation of such activities.” It also describes the principal
objective: "to optimise the contribution of [tropical production forests] ta the conservation of
biological diversity that is consistent with their primary objective, namely the sustainable production
of timber and other products.”

ITTC considers ong of its roles to be promotion of "the conservation of biodiversity in trapical
produstion forests as an integral part of sustainable forest management,” The guidelines are seen
as a contribution: to achisving the ITTO objective: "to encourage the development of naticnal
policies aimed at sustainable utilization and caonservation of tropical forests and their genetic
resources, and at maintaining the ecological balance in the regions concerned™, as stated in the
1983 international Tropical Timber Agreerment.

proposed user These guidelines aim 1o constitute the international reference standard established
by ITTO for the development of more specific national guidelines.

target grovg! Forest managers and adminmistrators in tropical regions.

geegraphiical scope: Tropical timber producing countries which are members of (TTO.
application to forest type: Production forests.

status: Not mandatory.

stakeholders involved in preparation of standard: The guidelines are “the result of international
callaborative efforts which invalved [a technical working aroup of] specialists of ITTO member and
nen-member countries and international NGOs".

process: formulation of standard: The ITTO warking group’s report was based in large part an a pre-
project repart on ‘realistic strategies for the conservation of biological diversity in tropical forests®,
prepared for ITTO by IUCN. This report summarised the autputs from a workshop conducted in
conjunction with the General Assembly of the UCN, held in Perth in 1990, 1UCH revised draft
guidelines prepared at the GA workshop; these were then considered by the working group.

[TTO states that "This process facilitated the development of guidelings that could be accepted as
an international standard and used as a technical reference for addressing biadiversity conservation
issues in tropical production forests”.

process: implementation of standard, ITTO states that the "details of {these) national guidelines are
matters for national decision by individual tmber producing countries, in accordance with their
national objectives and land use strategies”.

wiist constitutes the standard? Fourteen principles and 20 associated recormnmended actions. The
pringiples are grouped under the following headings:

- policy and legisiation
- promoting the role of sustainably managed production forests in conserving biodiversity at
the landscape level

- considerations for the conservation of biodiversity at the management unit level in
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praeduction forests (inctuding planning - choice of silvicultural concept: vield regulation,
annual allowsble cut and rotation time; managsment invertory and mapping: - and
eration)

- implementation, and
- reésearch and monitoring.

posftion in Figure 2: Principles and criteria,
finks with other initfatives: These guidelines are described by ITTO a5 2 supplerment! complemeant

to ITTO guidelings for the sustainable management of natural tropical forests, iTTO stares that the
guidelines are consistent with the ‘Forest Principies’ agreed at UNCED.
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5. Montreal Process: ‘Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and
Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests’

organisation: The "Working group on criteria and indicators for the conssrvation and sustainable
management of termperate and boreal forests’, set up by the Organisation (formerty Conference) on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, to which, inrer afiz, Canada and the USA betong.

declared sirn/ rationaie: The Working Group was set up to “advance the development of
internationally agreed criteda and indicators for the conservation and sustainable management of
temperate and horeal forests at the naticnal level.”

The Montreal Process was developed in response te the Forest Principles contained in agreemerts
made 2t UNCED. The Working Group states that the Criteria and Indicators "provide a common
understanding of what is meant by sustainable forest management. They also provide a common

framework far describing, assessing and evaluating progress tawards sustainability at the national
fewval.”

proposed use: The Criteria and Indicators "are not intended to assess directly sustainability at the
furest management unit level, As such, [they]l should help provide an inmternational reference for
pelicymakers in the formulation of national policies and a basis for international cooperation aimed
at supporting sustainablg forest management.® Their principal use is for national level manitoring
and reporting.

target group: “The criteria and indicators shouid be useful in improving the quality of information
available not anly to decision makers but also to the general public. This in turn should better inform
the policy debate at nationat and international levels™.

The Criteriz and Indicators are intended as guidelines for use by policymakers in the courtries
representad by the Working Group. The Group also encourages other states which have temperate
and boreal forests 1o consider the endorsement and use of these Criteria and indicators.

geographicsl scope: Temperate and boreal forests {a separate sgreement exists for forests within
Europe: the ‘Helsinki process’t.

application to forest type: Both natural forests and plantations.
status: Non-legally bhinding,

stekeholders involved in préeparation of standard: [Governmental] participants in the Working Group
represented 30 per cent of the world's temperate and boreal forests irepresenting governments of
Australia, Canada, Chile, China, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, the Republic of Korea, the Russian
Federation and the USA). Several international organisations, NGOs and other countries also
participated in meetings of the Working Group.

pracess: formutation of standard: The set of criteria and indicaters was endorsed following a number
of technical meetings of the Working Group. The statement of endorsement is krnown as the
"Santiago Declaration’. The approach favoured parallels that set out in the Helsinki pProcess
formulated specifically for European countries, but is more detailed.

process: implementation of standerd: The Criteria and Indicators showld help provide an international
reference to assist with national-levet monitoring, evaluation and reporting. Specific measurement

schemes to address how data would be gathered, appropriate to national conditions, would need
1o be developed.

what constitutes the standard? Seven criteria, each with a number of possible indicaters. The first
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& criteria retate specifically 1o forest conditions, acributes or functions, and to the values or bensfits
associated with the environmental 8nd socio-economic gonds and services that forests provide. The
seventh criterion relates 1o the overall policy framework of a country - such as the broader socistal
conditions and processes often external to the forest itself but which affect criteria 1 1o B. The
criteria address:

canservation of biological diversity;

maintenance of productive capacity of forest ecosystems;

maintenance of forest ecosystem health and vitality;

conservation and maintenance of soil and water resources:

maintenange of forast coniribution to global carbon oyclas;

maintenance and enhancement of long-term multiple socicesonomic benefits to meat the
negds of societies; and

the legal, mstitutional and economic framework for forest conservation and sustainable
managemeani.

B &y QTN B

|

progress to date: The weorking group first met in 1823; the final version of the guidelines was
endorsed in Santiago, in February 1985, The 'Santizgo Declaration’ notes the ongoing nature of the
discussion and the nged w0 review and update as new information and data become @vailable and
assessment capability increages.

position In Fgure 2t Principles and critaria.

finks with other inftfatives: Forests within Europe are covered by a separate agreement, under the
'Helsinki process’. The Montreal Process (s simmilar to the Helsinki Process, but includes @ seventh
criterion referring specifically 1o the institutional framework for forestry.

cormments: The Santiago declaration notes that "indicators should be understood to have a temporal
dimension. This means they will need to be assessed ag trends.. or with an historical perspective
to establish trends. The monitoring of changes in indicators will be essential to evaluating whether
and how progress is being made 1oward the sustainzbility of forest management at the natfonal
level.™

Being based on nationat-ievel assessment, the use of the "Montreal' criteda and indicators appears
1o be aimed at mutual reporting on a8 voluntary basis, but could also be used for adherence to a
possitsle forests convention or country-leve! certification.

The Montreal Pracess was developed for similar reasons, and has a similar purpose, as that of the
Helsinki Process.
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6. Helsinki Process: ‘Eurcpean Critetia and Indicators for Sustainable Forest
Management’

arganssation: Ministerial Conferenice on the Protection of Forests in Europe.

Haclared aim/ rationgie: To "better contribute to national and regional abjectives with respect to the
rural sector, to the envirpnment and to econormic growth, trade and sustainable development in all
European countries™. The Helsinki Process has a number of intentions:

- 1o provide mutual assistance and coordination especially for forestry sectars in poorer
European countries;

- agreements on data collection and reporting formatsg;

- research for mitigation of and adaptation to climate change;

- enabling participation by lozal communities and NGOs; andg

- general stimulation of the implemertation of the Forest Principles, the Clirmate Change and
Biodiversity Conventions and Agenda 27 in Europe.

The Helsinki Resolutions constitute a joint response of the European countries to many of the forest
decisions of UNCED, having begun as a response to growing concern over the effects of acid rain.
The process was motivated by "the need for the cooperation of all European countries in the
prevention and controf of forest degradation, coherence in the recommendations and themes
elaborated by the intergovernmental orpanisations and their subsidiary bodies, and the usefulness
of the process as a reference for other countries.”

proposed use: The criteria are the same for all Eurepean countries, They are intended for evaluating
progreas/ status at the national [evel, not at the logal forestry level. The criteria are defingd in such
a way that thay are easy 1o measure, The guanniative and descrptive Indicators are interdependent

and should be seen as joirntly providing 2 full picture of the state of forests and forest management
in a country.

The ministerial conference on the protection of forests in Europe {1993} states that "the criteria and
indicatars are useful not only as a guide for government action, but also 85 a demonstration to the
consumers and the general public akout the sustainability of national forest management.” Thay
continue that by repeated measurement of the fulfilment of the griteria, it will be evaluated whether
forest Mmanagemeant is moving towards of away {rom sustainability at national level. In that way the
criteria are uzed as & "toplbox’ for reporting on the implementation of the commitments made in the
Halsinki Conference and thus whether the objectives are being met.

target groun: Mational level forest stakehoiders in Europe.

geographical scope: Europe, including Russia, aithough the Helsinki process a2lso acknowledoes the
global dimension of European forests, which smount 0 approximately a quarter of the world's
farasts. The Halsinki Process focuses on fargzity issuss at 2 natonadl leval,

application to forest type: Both natural forests and plantations.

status: Non-legally binding, but the signstory states and the Europesn Community "cormmit
themselives to promote™ the implementation of the guidelines.

stakeholters invalved in preperstian of standard. The criteria and indicators were formulatad
through braadly based pan-Europsan coaparation, national preparation 3nd canvergence of differant
approaches. The second Ministerial conference was atiended by representatives of 37 states and
the European Community, a5 well as representatives of UN agencies and international NGOs,

pracess: formudation of standard: At a roundtable meeting in Brussels in March 1293, participants
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agreed on a care set of scientifically-based criteria, which were further developed by the Scientific
Advisory Group assisted by the Lisison Unit. A circular letter to participants at the Agril 1504
Helsinki confarence elicited comments on the proposed lst of criteria and quantitative indicators
and & revised core set of ¢riteria and indicators was adopted in Geneva in June 1994.

£

pracess: implementation of standerd: The Helsinki Process has been kept general to allow country-
specific interpretation. The Helsinki initiative stresses the need for effective foltoww-up, and
menitoring and evaluation at each conference of wark accomplished to date at national and
international levels. The conference coordinators produce detalled actions required for each
vaschution. They atknowledpe the need 10 revise over Time,

what constitutes the standard? Four "Helsinki resolutions” ('H1” to "H4'} act as general guidelines:

1 general guidelines for the sustainable management of forests in Europe - twhich recognises
and builds on the Ferest Principles and other UNCED instruments):

H2 general guidelines for the congervation of the biodiversity of European forests [which
recognises and builds on the biodiversity convention and many othsr precading
agreements):

H3 forestry cooperation with countries with economies in transition;

H4 strategies for a process of long-term adaptation of ferests in Eurppe to ¢limate changs.

These initiatives (M1 and H2 particularly} call for national planning and action without delay, and
this has hegun at the planning ievel,

Six vriteria and assotivied indicstors act a8 the 100is for pathening and assessing vfarmation on
how the signatory states have succeeded in implementing the general guidelines for sustainahle
forest management as described in the Helsinki Resolutions, particularty H1 and H2. in addition to
the adopted list, descriptive indicatars and some additional guantitative indicators have been
proposed for the purposes of the follow up work of the Helsinki conference. The criteria are
designed to be the same for all European countries. The quantitative and descriptive Indicators are
interdependent and are 1o be seen as jointly providing a full pizture. The six critaria are:

- maintenancy and appropriate enhancement of forest resowrges and their contribution to
global carbon cycles

- maintenance of forest ecosystem Health and vitality

- maintenance and encouragement of productive functions of forests {wood and non-wood}

- maintenance, conservation and appropriate enhancement of Dialogical diversity in forest
ECOSYStems

- maintenance and apprepriate enhancement of protective furctions in forest management
notanhy soi and waten)

- mamtenance of otfer socic-econenic funetions and conditions

Arogress to date: European ministers committed their governmeants at a mesting in Helsinki in June
1323 to the nged for cooperation among aki European countries to implement the guidelines of the
UNCED Forest Pringiples and Agenda 21, Two follow-up meetings (Geneva, June 1994 and Antalya,
January 198%) have produced six agreed criteria and 27 quantitative indicators, plus some
degeriptive indicators,

The quantitative and descriptive indicators will be analysed and further developed during the
ongoing Helsinki process. Documents describing folfow-up action needed are produced and updated
regularly. National planning and action in relation to the Helsinki Resolutions has already begun, as
has the revision of monitoring.

it is planned that there be & pan-European round table meeting in Brussels in November 1495,
expert level follow-up meetings in 1996 and 1297 and a ministerial conference in 19298 in Lisbon.
{Kremer, pers. comm.)

position in Figure 2: Principles and criteria.
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finks with other initiatives: The Helsinki process resemblas the Montreal Process, but is confined
to Eurcpe.

Comnrients

Upton and Bass (1995} note that, for the first time in a European document, the Helsinki process
defines the sustainable management of European forests.

The conference coordinators state that this instrument could be very effective | the following two
conditions were met: coliaboration and fruitful technical work is done with and within the existing
international organisations; and approprizte policy analysis is carried out for common prablems.

The Helsinki resolutions represent a political commitment and reby upon politica!l will as an incentive
for reporting 1o the Conference.

The Helsinki process should not be put at the same level as the Montreal process as far as its

peopalitical and negotiating nature is concerned, While the Helsinki process 1s & ministerial process
with political commitments, the Montreal process is purgly technical (EC-DGVI.

Appendix page 14

OO-O@OGOOOOOOOOCS*O'Q_OOD




IR IR IO IS

SIS R

ORNUERY

SN

i

7. Forest Stewardshkip Council "Principles and Criteria for Natural Forest
Management’

grganisation: The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) is an international, independent, non-profit, non-
aovernmental association., Tounded In 1853 by a diverse group of representatives from
environmental institutions, the timber trade, the forastry profession, indigenous peoples'
prganisations, community forestry groups and forest product certification groanisations from 25
countries. The FSC is bazed in Qaxaca, Mexica,

declared simf rationale: The goal of the FSC is to set 3 worldwide, common standard for good forest
management by promoting widely recognised and respected Principles and Criteria of Forest
Management. "The FSC will promopte management of the world's forests that is:

. environmentafly appropriate: such that the harvesting of timbar and non-timber products
maintaing the forest = bodiversity, productivity, and ecalogical processes;

- socially beneficial: such that both local peopile and society at large enjoy long term benefrts
from harvesting forests;

- econamically vizhle: such that forests are pronecly vabeed, the prices of forest groducts

refiect the full costs and benefits of good management and that sufficient reinvestment is
made in the farest resource.™

The FSC ams to provide consumers with relizble information about forest products and their
sources. It aims to help 1o eliminate confusing and false claims {as to whether forest products come
from well-managed forests] by evaluating, accraditing and monitoring nationally based certifying
bodies according to the int¢rnationally agreed upon F3C Principles and Criteria and FSL Guidelines
for Certifiers. The FSC also intends to promote good forest management by encouraging the
development of national and regions! forest management standards, and by strengthening natienal
cartification capacity by suppaorting the development of cartfication inittatives worldwida.

propgosed use: The FSC Principles and Criteria form a broad wrnbrella, under which specific
standards ¢an be formulated by certification bodies for different forest typeg in different parts of
the world, and by which theze forests can be consistently ewgluated. FSC promotes forest
stewardship through a voluntary accreditation programme for certifiers of forest products, Those
standards developed under the FSC Principles and Criteria are performance standards.

target groups: Mational and/or regional standards are intended to be developed nationally or
regionally through g multi-stakeholder consultative process (eq. national working groupsl, to includs
interested and affected pacties such as comunercial, enviegnmentzal, gocial, government and ather
interests. Certification bodies isome of which may bg ser up as a result of such working groups)
are also “targets’ in the sense thar FSC secks to accredit certifiers 1o ensure they all work in
comparable ways.

geographical scope: Global. The intentinn is that the Principles and Criteria are regarded as a
superset of standards from which more focused national or regional standards are developed.

api¥ication to forest type: The Principles and Criteria apply 1o all forests which are managed for
production of forest products, including natural forest, plantations and conversion forest.

status: voluntary

stakehofders invelved in preparation of stendard: The FAC itself is an asszocistion of voting
members, and the membership has the highest authority. FSC's Board is structured to achieve an
intended balarce bétween social, environmental and economic interests, as wall as Morth and
South. The FSC has "consistently ingisted on the widest possible consultation™ during its formation
and the development of its standards {eg. national consultations were hald in several gountries on
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the possible role and procedures of the FSC - the UK consultative process took place over 3 months
and sought 1o gather feedback from as many interest groups as possible). Formulation of the FSC
Principles and Criteria was carried out by an international committee of NGOs, certfication bodies,
World Bank and industry represertatives.

process: formuistion of standard: In the preparatory phase of FSC, consultations were carried out
in ten countries, There was a separate consultation for indigenous peoples. Industry representatives
were alzo consultad.

Matignal/ local standards should be compatible with FSC Principles and Criteria and other recognised
standards and agreements to which the country is signatory, and should be used in conjunction
with nstional and intarnational laws and regulations. The FSC aims to ensure that imbial local
standards are not so high that they only define an 'alite” few Jorests, but not so low that standards
are meaningless. Periodic revision and an insistence 1o assess change aver time, which is one of
the FS{ Principles, should ensure that quality is continually raised,

process: implementation of standard: (accreditation procedurs) certification bodies can apply
voluntarily 1o the FSC for accreditation and the right 1o use the FSC name in their documentation
and {abets. The FSC will assess these requests based on the centification body's adherence both 10
the global FSC Principles and Criteria and evidence to support the existence and use of adequate
assessment procedures, Certifiers will vse site-specific national/ regional forest management
standards for the evaivation of individual forests. FEC and accredited certifiers will not insist on
perfection in satisfving the Principles and Criteria, but rmajor failures in individual Principles will
normaily disqualify & candidate from certification, The FSC Council will alsg monitor the accredited
certification organisations.

whar constitstes the standard? Ten Pringiples, sach with several Criteria, which form the basis for
the development of more detailed standards. Eight Principles refer to all types of forest, while
Principles @ covers conversion of natura! forest and Pringipte 10 is specific to plantations. The
Principles concern: .

compliance with laws and F5C principles
tenure and use rights and responsibilities
indigenous peoples’ rights
community relations and workers’ rights
benefits from the forest
environmental impact
management plan
monitoring and assessment
maintenance of natural forests

0 plantations.

- D 00 = R e b —

Indicators are not included in the FSC Principles and Criteria as it is intended that these be
developed a2t regional ar national level. The Guidelines for Certifters concern:

- compliange with FSC

- independence

- sound evaluation procedures

- transparency

- reciprocity

- public information

- varifiakila chain-of-custody

- compliance with applicable laws
- equity of access

- maintaining adequate documentation
- appeal procedures
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- integrity of claims

progress to date: The FSC has established an international Board of Directors, consisting of two
representatives of economic interests, and seven members who may represant social, indigenous,
ecological, or environmental interests. The Board mests quarterly. The FSC Statutes, Principles and
Criteria, and the Guidelines for Certifiers were approved by the Founding Members in a postal bailot.
FSC has now ratified all 10 of its Principles and Criteria. The text of the principles and criteria for
nenural forests was agresed in June 1994, those for plantations in garly 19935, The FSC expects 1o
commence farmal accreditation of cerification bodies i Auvgust 1985: it will be the first
organisation to accredit certifiers of sustainable forest management standards.

FSC has been invited to collaborate in planning for certification and for national and regional
stangdards of forest management in several countries including Brazil, Costa Rica, Guyana, Indonesia,
Mexfco and the member countries of the African Timber Organisation. Te date ne national Erinciples
and Criteria have been finalised.

position in Fgure 2: FSC is both a ‘specialist group’ and an ’accreditation body’. It is rot a
certification body. The Principles and Criteria constitute an "ecolabel’ standarg.

firrks with other inftiatives: FSC intends to complement, not supplant, other initiatives that support
responsible forest management worldwide, such a5 ITTO and 150. FSC procedures will follow the
appropriate 150 standards and- guidelines for certification and accreditation,

ComTrents

During the UK consultation {as pant of the formulation of the international Principles and Criterial
gome consultees felt certain issues to be missing: educatfon, policy, {and for UK} landscape,
recieation and sfforesiation: 1hey slso feh that Printiples and Criteria should maybe be exrended
to include elements of the milling and manufacturing processes,

(Ghazail and Simulz {1994} contend that the "Suceess of the FSC will depend gn the Frinciples being
realistic and financiafly viable.” They point out the risk that two types of standards may be used
o regulate forestry, 12 the national rules and regulations of the respective forestry administrations,
and thase used by F5SC and adapted to national ievel. FSC has been criticised for being biased away
from industry in general (partly by being performance-based rather ithan EMS3-based), and
furthermore designed primarily to meet the needs of trade and industry in the developed counties,
with insufficient attention given to the specific reguirements of the forest industry in tropical
gountries, and insufficient involvement of governments viz, the implications of converging FSC
standards and national legistation. However, although FSC’'s Board of Directors and voting structurs
iz weighted against commercial representation, this is not the same as the organisation being anti-
industry in its work. That should be self-svident, since FSC could not function without industry
interest and cooperation éxpressed as demand for certification. Thers is certainly a philosophy that
there must be minimum or threshold levels for indicators, and that FSC should seek to achigve

equivalent levels of forest sustainability worldwide, 50 a simple 150 9000 approach would not be
acceptabla,

Grayson (1225 notes that "with One OF Twh eXceptons, and unbike the indicators in the Helsnid
and Montreal systems, these [principles and criterial do not lsnd themselves readily to numerical
expression.”

Not all industry representatives felt their concerns were adequately refiected; some consider there
tor have been minimal input fram industry.
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3. Initiative Tropenwald

organisation: Initiative Tropenwald (ITW), an association formed jointly by German industry,
academics and NGOs, founded in 18932,

declared aiml rationale: TTW aims to ensure that "only tropical timber from sustainable sources is
imported and processed”. They intend 1o achieve this through the creation of a certificate of
sustainability for tropical timber.

In addition, "ITW propoges to create a unique trademark for the Eurcpean market for all kinds of
certified tmber, in order 10 give to:

- producers, a strong incentive towards sustainability, and

- consumers, the confidence that the tirmber they buy comes from sustainable sources.”

proposed use: A performance standard... ... .

Lt

target groug: ITW seeks to establish g gystem of certification in which industry, trade unions, and
NGO are working together and the government is plaving a faciiitating role.

geagraphical scope: Tropical forests; the Intention is that all forests are ingluded in due course.

anplfcation to forest type: The ITW standard addresses natural forests at the national, regional and
local levels,

siatusy Voluntary,

stekeholders involved in preparation of standsrd: The scheme was generated by emplovers and
employees in the German forestry and fimber indostry. WWF-Germany was also involved
considerably in some stages of the Standards.

process: formdation of standard: A committes of experts’ was set up to develop a labelling system
for tropical timber and tropical timber products from sustainable sources.

process: implementation of standard: ceriificates are designed to be awarded to both forestry
operations and to countries {in the case of state forests).

"The uze of the trademark is only allowed for members of the trademark association, Members are
obliged to:

- respect the principles of e rrademark associanon

- give a periodic input-output report on the flow of certified timber

- accept inspactions,”

what constitutes the standard? ITW uses the ITTO guidelines as the basis for the ITW labeling
scheme, since the producer countries themselves have recognised this standard.

MW is an extremsly detailed standard with defined performance criteriz snd detzils of monitoring,
assessment and third-party auvditing. it addresses forestry at the national, regional and local levels
and covers sustainable vield, biodiversity and the institutional framewark for forestry. The standard
allows for different levels of management:

- "admittance standards’ which cover mainly formal requirements, most likely to be applied during
a trensitional period;

- "well managed stangards’ which concern an "acceptable’ level of management:

- 'sustsinably managed standards’ which refer to the 'best quality’ management.

progress to date: ITW is testing the effectiveness of its standards alongside others in a variety of
forest envirgaments in 1895, The first test, undertaken at Bgvenden in Germany during January
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1935 showed the field assessment of detailed external standards 1o be extremely time-consuming.
These prefiminary 1esults suggest that the approach taken by FTW will result in costly agsessment.
Muore effective appears tu be less detailed standards snd informed interpretation of these standards

by the forest mangger and the certifier,

ITW has also been wuorking towards the establishment of a certifying organisation, the non-
governmental ‘European Working Group on Timber Certification’, which involves representatives
of NGOs, trade unions, trade and industry. This group first met in February 19985 and is striving to
achigve a common position on centification.

position i Figure 21 Standard; certifying body

inks with other initistives: The TTW standard is based on ITTC quidelines.

comments: ITW seeks to set up the centification body for the German and if nossible for tha
Eurcpean timber market. The EU also sees ITW in this fight.

ITW was formed by trade unions, industry and the timber trade, hence has mainly economic

interests - this explains why in Germany, except for WWF, practically all the NGOs reject this
initiative.

ITW propose erma of reference for a European working group ontmber ceriification, and proposes
ITW as the agency responsible for the working group.

ITW has developed a very detailed catatogue of criteria, which are fikely to need simplifying.
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9. Soii Association: Responsible Forestry Programme

arganisation: Soil Association {of the UK), an environmeantal, non-profit NGO, The Saoil Association
established an arganic food certification scheme 21 yvears ago to help promote organic aroduction
and protect consumers and genuine producers from fraudulent claims. This scheme is the larpest

in Britain, certifying over 70 per cent of British organic produce and covering some 40 overseas
producers.

taciared aim/ rationate; The Responsible Forestry Frogramme {RFF) was started in 1982 to "carry
cut education and research into responsible timber production and to provide an ethical and well-
regulated basis for the certification of timber through the Timber Certification and Labelling
System.” The timber gertification and labelling programme is known as Woodmark (rnot to be
confused with the Forest Industry Council of Great Britain label of the same name, which is not a
symbol of independent certification but mergly 3 hallmark to certify GB origin. The FICGE
"Woocdmark™ is also intended to indicate compliance with FCGB requlations.

"The Timber Certification and Labelling System Tinks the producers of omber and timber products
from responsibly-reanaged forests with consumers who wish to buy such products, 50 encouraging
the implementation of good forestry practices. Certification enabies producers of timber and timber
products from responsibly-managed sources 1o promote their products and provides an assurance
to ponsumers that their timber purchases have come from & well-managed forest”. In addition, the
RFP zims to improve company efficizney, information gathering, record keeping and quality control
at managemernt ang production levels.

propesed use: The BFP proposes that local forestry standards be developed, based on the generic
standards, UK standards have already been devsloped. The Systern comprises independent
inspection of forests and manufacturing centres, evaluation of inspectors’ reports, licensing of
producers and manufacturers, and regular and spot re-inspections to confirm that Standards
continue 1o be rmaintained, Woodmark is a pgrformance type of standard.

target group: Producers.
geograpfiical scope: Global.

application to forest type: These standards are generic in that they deal with general forest
management worldwide, and are not specific to place or forest type. They apply to natural and
modified forests, planiations and timber and timber products, They defing the mirimum
management standards which all forests worldwide should mest.

sratus: Voluntary

stakeholders involved in preparation of standard: During development of the standard, field testing
and consultation took place "with a wide range of organisations from statutory bodies to NGQOs”
{Rowland, 1824). The Advisory Board, which constantly reviews the Standards, is composed of
practising foresters, forestry academics, ecologists, social scientists and representatives of the
tirmber trade.

process: formiulation of stendsed: In 1991, the UK Timber Certification Working Group lcomprising
environmental groups, foresters and timber traders) encouraged the Soil Association to apply its
certification expertise to forests and timber. The principles and criteria were developed from those
of the Forest Stewardship Council.

The Besponsible Forestry Standards are kept under constant review by an Advisory Board and
Standards Committee, and will be revised annually based on experience and new knowledge.

process: implementation of standard: L is intended that local forestry standards are to be adapted
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from the generic standards through consultation with relevant farestry authorities and all interest
groups. Wnere appropriate, Woodmark will work closely with Incal saunterparts and organisatiens,
to cooperate in building the foundations of national certification organisations.

wilat constitutes the standard? The Responsibile Forestry Standards comprise six principtes, divided
into T8 sections, and each of whish is gualified by a number of criveria. The six "Principles of
Regsponsible Forestry' address:

- environmental impact:

- sustained yigld;

- land rights;

- tocal contral;

- consent and benefit;

- economic potential; and

- management and monitoring.

The standards cover forest management and chain of custody as well as setting out criteria for
operations, application, regfstration and control over the use of the Woodmark label. Some sections
refate specifically to plantation forests.

progress to date: Following two years of development, during which time standards were drawn
up and inspection and certification procedures tested, Woodmark became operational. Under
Woodmark, additional local forestry standards have been drawn up. These address specific
sitvicultural, socisl and economic conditions in different countries or geographic regions. This has
been achieved for forestry in the UK: Hesponsibie Forestry Standards for the UK were produced in
February 1594, By mid-1354 two British woodlands, comprising 157ha, had been certified under
the Woodmark name. The Soil Association is now develoging its RFP in other countries.

pasition in Figure 2: The Sail Azsociation is 8 certifying body., Waodmark is an “ecalabel’ standard.

finks with other inftiatives: Once FSC's aceraditation programme is establighed, Woodmark will aim
to operate under the auspices of the F2C. Woodmark cperates its own systemn of approwval for other
certification schemes or certified sourges in order to permit formal recognition of production areas
and products certified by other schemes and s0 svoid duplication of certification activity. The RFP
has a list of approved certification schemes and sources.

comments: By intending to cooperate in building natural certification bodies, and by applying for
FSC accreditation, the RFF could work as ong "agent’ for FSC in responding to national-lavel
demands to explore the feasibility of certification. ’

Bowland {1994) points out that the Standards have been centred on concepts of 'good forest
management’ rather than attempting to defing ‘sustainability’, thus avaoiding the range of
irterpretation:s of susisinabifity. "The toncept of good forest managemant accents that timber
production will cause some ecological changes, but that these can be managed and minimised to
gngure lang-term survival of a healthy forest ecosystem and benefits to focal communities and
sagiety as 8 whole.”

Appendix page 27



10. Rainforest Alliance: Smart Wood Certification Programme

organisation: Rainforest Alliance: an international nonprofit organisation basad in the USA, and
founded to conserve tropical forests. The Smart Weod programme was founded in 1980.

deciared aim/ rationsfe: The aim of Smart Wood is to provide objective third-party evaluation of
tropical timber sources and companies, enabling consumers 1o identify products whose harvesting
does not contribute to the destruction of trapical Torests. By promoting the use of wood from well-
managed forests, Smart Wood aims to encourage the adaption of sustainable farestry practices that
meet long term environmental, economic and social objectives.

The Smart Wood Programme is the oldest forestry certification programme. It uses a two tier
gystem, certifying "well-managed” and "sustainable” sources of tropical timber, as well a3
companies that sell certified wood in raw or finished forms in the US market.

proposed use; Smart Wood is a pertarmance standard. The programme seeks ta certity independant
forest operators. Official Smart Wooed policy is to develop pubiicly-avallable and country-specific
Smart Wood certification guidelings for all countries where the Rainforest Alliance works,

target group: Producers of wood and wood products

geographica! seope: Global. The programme started i the tropics, but in 1994, Smart Wood
gxpanded its scope of operations ta include temperate and borezl forest regions i the US and
Canada,

epplication to forest type: All types. There are separate standards for natural and plantation forests.

status: Volurtary

stakeholders involved in preparation of standard: Smant Wood generts forést management quidelines
have been developed in conzultation with professionsl foresters, ecologists and social scientists.

process: formudation of standsrd: Smart Wood generic forest management guidefines were
developed in cansultation with professional foresters, ecologists and social scientists, and are
revised conrinually. These criteria form the basis of field evaluations.

process: implementation of stendard: The Smart Waod "seal of approval” is awarded w focest
managers and loagers who can prove that they are maintaining the forest's capacity to regenerate
itself, contralling &cological effects such as soil erosion, and returning the banefits of their business
to local residents. Specifically, certified forests are classified according 1o how closely they adhers
to three principles {see below). The standard is general to alfow country- and forest-specific
interpretation, but where Smart Waood has developed country or region specific guidelines, these
supersede the generic guidefings,

what canstitifes the standard? Under the Smart Wood scheme, forest assessment 1s based on three
principles:

- mairignance of environmental functons, including watershed stahity and biclogicst
diversity

- sustained vield forestry production

- posgitive impact on local commuonities,

There are two lovels of certification: "sustainable”™ for ocperations with very strict adherence fie.

gvidenge in the field} to the principles and puidelines, and "weall managed”, for operations that
demonstrate a very strong operational commitment to them. {lIt is not stated what a "very strong
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wperational commitment” is meant te imply). Forests may also be certified as one of the abaove but
including specific conditions that have been identified for improvement prior to the first annual audit.
Once a company ar source is certified, random audits may take place at any time, and annual field
audits are also conducted. Audits are executed by the Rainforest Alllance.

grogress to date; By March 1985, Smart Wood had centified six forest operations in Brazi) (59,000
ha), Costa Rica (1,336 hal, Handuras {25,000 ha), Indonesia (2,831,500 ha!, Mexico {85,000 Ra)
and the UEA (80,000 hal. It has 2so canified 1 3 forest products companies in England, Honduras,
Indonesia and the USA, Rainfarest Alliance has expanded its certification activities to the borsal
forests of the USA and Csnada. In addition, the programme launchsd the Smart Wood Netwwork, a
cooperative effort to link regional nonprofit certifigation organisations throughout the world.

in March 1955, the Smart Wood Programme joined forces with the Institute for Sustainable Forestry
{I5F} to promote sustainable forest management in California. ISF will spearhead Smart Wood
certification efforts in the redwood region of California.

position in Figure 2@ Rainfarest Alliance is a certifying body. Smar; Wood is an ‘ecolabel’ standard.

links with other inftiatives: Once the FSC "forms 3 complete whole, Smart Wood will join the FSC*,
Smart Wood has apphied for acereditation by FSC.

comnents: Sips (1924 points out that the criteria are appropriate to the concession level only. Too

little attention is said to be paid to the total regianal forest area and the national forestry legislation.
Furthermorg, it is said that criteriz have not been elaborated enough into clear requirements.
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11.  WWEF-UK - on Forest Quality
organisation: World Wide Fund for Nature (UK}

declared aim/ rationafe: "A way of highlighting and assessing differences between forests, by
defining a new set of criteria of forest quality. These criteria could be used to provide a more
sophisticated assessment of the state of forests in different regions, and in drawing up strategies
for changing management and conservation practices to improve forest quality.”

Following a study which showed that, while the area of temperate forest is stable or increasing, its
quality is declining, WWWF attempted to develop ways of assessing the quality of forests, noting that
standards such as the sustained yield of timber, on its own, have littie to do with the maintenance
of overall forest quality. WWF's study showed that the decline in forest quality was related
"specifically to a decling in the environmental and social quality of forests.”

proposed use: Assessment of the overall quality of forests.

target group: The WWF exercise has concentrated on the UK so far; no ather target group is
mentioned.

geographiics! scope: Global
appfication to forest type: Natural forests.
statuz: Advisory,

stakeholders involved in preparstion of standarg: The draft was develaped and discussed by WWE
in consultation with "informed people involved in forestry and forest policy fram the public and NGO
sectors”.

process: formulation of standard: The draft document, an agempt to break down forest quality into
g number of criteria, was prepared by WWF in consultation with a range of consuliants at the
Oxford Forestry Enstitute, World Bank and [WCN. The draft was then considered in a further
consultation exercise,

process: implementation of standard: Mo detailz are given regarding implementation of this
initiative.

What constitutes the standard? Four broad criteria have been used to defing forest guality:
authenticity, forest health, environmental benefits, and social and economic values. Each is broken
up inte a number of elements. WWF add that many of the elements need o be fitted into a
framework of time and space and identified with certain interest groups - important qualifying
canditions eg spatial considerations {local, national or international); temporal issues [whethar
decisions are taken with a regard for guality Tor current or future generations). The glements are not
alt suitable for "point scoring’ or a strictly quantified assessment. They are an 'aide memoirg’ rather
than a compiete reference.

WAWF note that some of the elements are difficult to reconcile with each other and that a medium-
sized forest is unlikely to score highly on all, although it is possible for a forest region, or national
forest policy to achieve this,

"COuality’ has at least three meanings of relevance here: as 3 standard, a5 a characteristic, as a
measure of excellence. All these can be imputed from the draft criteria.

progress 1o date: No progress has been made since the colloguium, but options for further work
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have been identified by WWF:

- developing ways of quantifying the various forest criteria in order 10 use them a8 a means
of assessing the 'gualities’ or "values’ of forests

- devising an ‘optimal mix’ of benefits, so that 2 good quality forest will be defined as one
where no single value can be improved without greater losses of other values

- not attempting to gquantify the criteria at all, but using them simply as 2 stimulus against
which forest quality is investigated via interviews and discussions with reps of the various
industry, locel, conservation and recreational uses of the forest.

pogition in Figure 2: Although described by WWF as criteria, this initiative presents four principles
{or Tactors) and many criteria {referred 1o here as "elements’).

cormmrents: Upton and Bass {T99E8): "An sarly finding of the WWF research on temperate forests
was that conservation issugs were less corcerned with quantity of forest than with guality. ...
There are now moves within the UM Economic Commission for Dwope 1o broaden {he scope of
surveys 1o include wider coverage of quality. This is approprizte given the net stasis in quantity of
European forgsts, but considerable stakeholder eoncern about the loss of many values.”

WWF notes that adding up values to reach a concept of "total quslity” is unlikely to providse a useful
vardstick for development. ‘However, assessment of the various qualities, perhaps without frying
to ¢ombing or sum them, would give 2 more accurate picture than one based on areas of fand
cryarad or guantites of timber produced,”’
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12. SCS Forest Conservation Programme

orgarisation: Scientific Certification Systems. Founded in 1884, 505 is a for-profit, multi-disciplinary
scientific organisation. Formerly known as Green Cross, it has developed a series of programmes
that provide independent evalustion and certification for environmental and food safety
performance. SCE established its Forest Conservation Programme in 1891,

declared aim/ rationafe: The Forest Conservation Prograrmme aims to encourage incremental
improvements in forest management practices by:

- creating internal management auditing systems

- providing baseline data on existing management practices

- clarifying and facilitating the development of long-term forest management goals
- monitoring the movement towards long term goals through periodic sudits

- providing marketplace recognition through a labelling and promotional system.

The Forest Conservation Programme is a third-party forest management certification programme
designed to distinguish and recognise “well-managed' {orest operations in which timber products
are produced in a manner that sustaing the timber resource, maintains the forest ecasystem, and
meets minimum financial and socip-economic griteria.

praposed use: Provision of uniform guidelines for assessing the relative sustainability of forestry
operations worldwide and an independently verified basis for potential marketplace claims. The SCS
Forest Conservation Programme is a performance standard.

targer group: Produecers of timber,

pecgraphical scope; Global,

application to forest type: All forest types. There are sgparate standards for natural and plantation
forests.

states: Voluntary,

stakeholders involved in preparation of standard: Regional stakeholder meetings (will be) held to
solicit comments on the prograrmme.

process; formdation of stendard: *

procass: implementation of stangdard A set of pracedures has been developed for each of forest
gssessment, chain of custody procedures, and fabelling.

whar constifutes the standard? There are 3 programme elements:

- timber resource sustainability

- forest ecosysterm maintenance, and

- financral and socio-economic corsiderations.

Each has a pre-established set of base criteria, frorm which the team decides upon & working set of
evaluation criteria, before an evaluation starts. Separate elemenis and criteria have heen developed

For national foregt rnanagement and for evaluation of plantation forests.

A feature of this standard is that it uses scoring to assess forgst oraanisations, and the resulting
certificate is graded for each programme elernent based on this score,
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progress 1o date: To date 6 forest areas have been certified, totalling 530,350 ha in the US, 33,000
ha in Mexico, and 3,900 ha in Costz Rica.

position in Fgure 2: Scientific Certification Systems is a certifying body. The Forest Conservation
Programme constitutes an “ecolabel’ standard.

fnks with other initigtives: "5CE intends to be consistent with any credible international standard
setting body that attempis to establish international standards for evsluating sound forest
management practices. This could inclede FSC, 150 and any other arganisation that may il this
role.” {Ghazali and Simula, 1994). SCS is seeking acoraditation to FSC.

The auditing system produced by 5CS have been developed independently, slmost like a separate
standard, but it conforms to FSC standards. '
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13. Canadian Standards Association Sustainable Forestry Management System

organisatior:: Canadian Standards Association [CSA). This is Canada’s largest integrated standards
development and conformity assessment oroanisation.

declared aimy/ rationafe: The CSA developed 3 Sustainable Forest Management {(SFM] system to
"provide a congistent national framework that considers and integrates the multiple environmental,
geconormic, and social values of Canadian forests." It grew out of the need toc provide assurances
that Canadian forests are being managed to acceptable standards. The Canadian Council of Forest
Ministers set the goal of the SFM system as "to maintain and enhance the long-term health of cur
ecosystems, for the benefit of all living things both nationally and globally, while providing
environmental, economic, social and cultural opportunities for the benefit of present and future
generations.”

proposed use: The framework is designed to be used for developing, implementing, assessing and
certifying an SFM systemn. The guidance document is a first step towards providing the forest
industry with a means of demonstrating its adherence to standardised SFM practices. The CSA
standard follows an environmental management system format.

targe! groug Forest industry, The $ystemn iz being developed specifically for use with individual
forest operations.

geographical scope: Canada,

application to forest type: covers both natural and plartation forests. The CSA state that the
"reguirements listed [in the guidance document] relate to all environmental, economic, and social
aspects of SFM™.

stztus: Still in draft form. Voluntary.

stakeholders invalfved in preparation of standard! "The CSA SFM system was developed in an open,
inciusive, and consensus-orierted process” - including producers of forest products, governments,
academnia, aboriginal pecples and MGOs as well as scientific and technical experts.

The Canadian Pulp and Paper Association provided suppaort and financial assistance for development
of the standard. Environmental groups such as WWF were invited to participate in the process of
furmulating the standard, but withdrew from the process, objecting to the fack of threshold
performance levelz in the standard.

process: formulation of stendsrd: The SFM system was prepared using the format of the
Environmenial Management System established by the S0, in order to adopt a ‘continuous
improvement’ approach that is favoured by industry in general as a means 1o building up towards
higher standards. But it does also have soms performance standards based on principles and criteria
concerning the essential environmental, social and econemic values agreed by the Canadian Council
of Forast Ministers (CCFM} at the beginning of 1385, {Such criteriz were based on the CCEM's
interpretation of the Montreal Process).

process: implementation of standard: To comply with the CSA& standards the LEML must
demonstrate firstly, that its management system is in conformity with the standard; and secondly,
that the level of environmental and socfal performance achieved by the management system on the
ground complies with the specified principles and eriteria. Certification of the SFM systern only
applies to a defined forest area - ie. an arganisation could be certified for some forests it manages,

but not others. Third-party. independent audits are required by auditors accredited by the Standards
Council of Canada.

There are three essential inputs to an SFM systermn which can be audited: the current state of the
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Forest, stakeholder input related to the forest, and the management goals and objectives for the
forest. These three inputs dictate how the components of a SFM system are applied.

what gonsiitutes the stendard? The CE4A recommends the framework of nadons!l oriteria and
indicaters of SFM approved by the Canadian Council of Forest Ministers in 1995, The framework
imcludes six criteria and associated indicatars reflecting the essential environmental, social and
economic values related to Canadian forests. The griteria are:

- conservation of biological diversity

- maintenance and enhancement of forest ecosystem condition and productivity
- conservation of soil and water resources

- forest ecosystem contribiutions to global ecological cycles

- mualtiple benefits 1o society

- accepting society’s responsibility to sustainable management,

These criteria are specific elemants of the principles, which include:

an open and transparent process for stakeholder participation

a requirement for clear fotus an planning

identification of eriteria and indicators bagsed un those produced by the CCFM
allocation of sufficient résources ta achieve SFM objectives

a requirement 1o continuously measure, monitor and assess performance, and
gontinuous review of and Improvements to the SFV system.

MO W=

Each component of the systemn s subject to auvdit procedures which assess their conformance with
the pringiples and criterfa above.

progress to date: Working draft documents were produced in Febroary 1995, The ‘guidance
document’ (Z808) presents the set of guiding principles for planning, starting improving,
communicating and carrying out the other elements of a SFM system. A separate document {(Z809)
aives the specification of the gystem; a thied (Z8094) pravides details of monitoring, assessment,
third-party auditing and aecreditstion of auditing bodies.

The CS4 standards aim 1o incorporate the merits of a systemns approach to forestry, as defined by
an EMS, and which seis an acceptable level of performance through specified principles and criteria
of SFM. The first forests are expected to be certified by the end of 1895,

position in Figure 2; Standard. The CSA standard is an environmental management system type of
standard,. It also includes a set of principles, criteria and indicators based on the Canadian Council
of Foragt Ministers” intacpretation of the Mongreal Frocass,

finks with other fnitistives: The CSA initiative is designed 50 that the Principles and Criteria could
he rade compatible with an acceptable internationally defined standard.

The C5A set of standards for SFM are an example of a mode! which is designed to fit in with IS0
practices and allows for improvement over time within a definegd and assessed environrmental
management system. [ndeed, the C5A [with Australia) had proposed a global 150 forestry initiative
{turned down by 150, which did not wish to see 3 mutiitude of industry-specific EMS standards).

comments: The L5A guidance documant, gaints aut that, to daal with chellanges ariging from scale
of ownership, application of the SFM systern to the woodlor sectar requires an approach that
combines the commitment to SFM at two levels, one applying to individual properties, and the other
applying to the regional/ landscape level. (Thus a simple management plan is needed at the
individual level, and planning capacity and implementstion strategy at the regional level).

Upton and Bass (1985} note: "Many environmental groups, who generally supportthe FSC, intarpret
the abzence of any recognition of the FSC in CSA standards az a sign of hostility. They are alsn
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voncerned that the essential values agreed ta by the CCFM slfow for too loose an interpretation
and, therefore, provide an Inadequate assurance that the standard's prescribed management system
will reach the required level of performance - is. that the management system approach allows for
too little improvement over too much time, _, In practice, there appears to be little difference in the
scope covered by the FSC and the CSA. It remaing to be seen whether the accreditation rules for
certification bodies will provide greater assurance that the essential values agreed ta by the CCFM
weill be interpreted adeguately. In the meantime, the C5A’s contribution of using an EMS framework
o deat with the site specific nature of forestry operations should be acknowledged.”

The CSA standard has been dominated by business and industry interests and accused by some
NGOs of failing to involve full participation of 2 wide range of stakeholders.
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14. Indonesian Ecolabelling initiative.

organisation: Indonesian Ecolabeling Institute (LEI): gstablishment of the institute was initizted by
the Indonesian government. [t i ervisaged that LEI "will be an independent, linstitute], and not
anuther government agency nor subsumed under the Ministry of Farestry or any [other] Ministry,.",
The preparation for establishment of LE! is conducted by & working group known as the Indonesian
Ecolabelling working group, which will dissalve az soon as LEI is established.

declzred aimy/ rationale: "The working definition of sustainahle forest management withir the LEI's
working group scheme are basically these three dimensions:

- sustainability of the forest production function
- sustainability of the ecological function of forest
- sustainability of the social and cultural functions of the forest.”

Since these are closely related, they are not separated as criteria: integrating the three also avoids
the aecurrence of multiple assessment for an indicator.

proposed uge:
iarget groug:
geographical scope: indonesia,

application to forest tvpe: The Ecolabelling Institute is aiving pricrity to criteria and indicators for
the management unit. "However, it is realised that these eriteria and indicators cannot be detached
from thosze to be applied to performance appraisal of the goverament bodies.®

status: Draft: the current draft was submitted to CIFOR for field testing.

stekeholders involved in preparation of standard: The Indonesian Ecolabelling Working Graup has
been "engaged in dizlogue with various parties both nationally and internationally™ since its
inception. "Such dialogue enabies the group to set the foundaton for being an independent
institution. The group is working hard to be accepted by various organisations both domestically
and internationally. As an independent institution LEl has to stand en nevtral ground and should nat
he swayed by gither the government's or the private sector's interests.”

process; formudation of standard: Draft principles and criteria of sustainable forest management
weare reviewed following an international conference supported by FSC. "In addition, discussions
with various stakeholders held in March 1995 have contributed significantly ta the improvement of
the criteria and indicators... The revised draft .. is being tested by CIFOR.” Improvements to the
critaria and indicators will ba pragested 1o stakeho\ders a2t the newt ool stakeholders consuliative
meeting. '

process: implementation of standgrd: The Ecolabeliing Working Group has started to define the
valvation of the field assessment, and has designed a training programme for assessors.

what constitures the standard? Five criteria of sustainable forest management have been developed
for the managemant unit:

- clear and secure land tenure

- production and forest regeneration

- financial rentability of the management unit
- the efficiency of Torest resource utifization
- professional management

Appendix page 31



Criteria are subdivided into a number of "key elements’, which are in turn determined by variables.
Each variable has a number of associzted indicators.
Similar criteria are being developed for sustainable forest management at the national level,

progress to date:
pasition in Fgure 2:

finks with ather initiatives: "In developing both the criteria and the institutional arrangement the
working group takes as reference the frameworks and the pguidelines from ITT0, FSC, and to a
certain extent 150 14000 standards. 1t has alse taken into consideration the reguirements of the
Mational Standard Council of Indonesia as well as other domestic schemes such as the initiatives
taken by the Environmental Agency.™

comments: [Indanesian Ecolabel Working Group. 19851 The initial focus on sustainable forest
management is "based on the underiying assumptian that the forest sector has the urgent need for
such criteria and indicators as the tropical forest condition in Indonesia carries global
regercussions.”
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15. Preliminary Criteria for Environmental Certification of Sweadish Forestry

organisation: Swedish Society for Nature Conservation and the World wide Fund for Nature
Sweden,

declared gim/ rationgle: The overall 5im 18 1o adapt forest management 10 Biological and ecologicat
demands. Furthermore, the ohjectives deal with multiple use of forest resources and the relationship
between forestry and the Sami people and iocal populations (Qisson, 1988},

Certification requires the forest manager to "strive for futfilment of” eight abjectives concemning:

- maintenance and restoration of natural productive capacity and ecologica! process

- avoidance of damage to other ecosystems

- use of renewable, recyclable, non-harrmful substances

- use of best avaflable logging and transport technology

- promotion and preservation of bislogical diversity

- reapett fof the culture, scontmic fequirermets and tradionat foms of indipenous and 'ocal
peoples, and to bensfit local employment

- consideration of "other human uses’ of the forest and forgst products, inciuding wild foods
and racreation

- willingness 1o discuss management of the forest with other stakeholders.

propesed use: Certification of forestry in Sweden. The gritéria 52t 8 number of environmental
standards for Swedish Forestry, focusing on modifying forest management practices and protecting
important habitats in order 1o mzintain bindiversity in the Swedish forest landscape.

terget group: Forest owners in Sweden,
geggraphical scope: Sweden
aaplication to forest type: All forast types in Swaden.

status: Preliminary until the criteria and the Swedish certifying body are accredited by the Forest
Stewardship Council {gurrently under review by the FSCh.

stakehaldars involved in preparadfon of sandard: World Wide Fund for Nature (Sweden) and the
Swedizh Society for Mature Canservation.

process: farmulation of standard: The griteria are presented ag an ‘agraement’ - drawn ug by WWE
{5weden) and the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation, and to which forest owners sesking
certification aré required to commit themselves - which is based on the following considerations:

“ the importance of forestry and forest industry to Sweden;

- that all utiligation of forest resources musgt be based on preservation of the ecosystems’
long-térm productive capacity;

- that very little primary forest remains in Sweden, hence preservation of natural processes
and bintogical diversity must to a great extent be incorporatgd into forest management -
requiring the re-creation of "'natural forest structures’;

- protection and restorgtion of large forest areas in nationaf reserves and national parks;

the nged for further studv of ecosvstem dynamics and use of enviranmental mpact
assessment.

The criteria will be evaluated after a couple of years in operation and subssquently revised, if
feeded 1o teach the objectives.
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process: implementation of standard: [n order to achieve the standard, a forest owner is committed
to strive towards the eight objectives.

what consiitutes the standard? 21 criteria, which the forest manager "pledges to observe™ as
regulations, apart from what is required by law. The criteriz are detalled; in brief they address:

- congervation of certain habitats

- set aside of at least 5% of the productive area for biodiversity conservation
- management for promotion of biodiversity

- reforestation on land other than grazing or certain cultivated areas
- use of chemical pesticides and herkicides

- batance of soil minerals and nutrients

- construction of logaing roads

- removal of deadwoad

- maintenance of at least 10% of the stand as deciduous trees

- natural features, cultural and historical values

- balance of age structure of stand

- regenaration of coniferous forest

- maintenance of special habitats and buffer zanes

- contral of drainage ditches

- =oil seanfication

- burning of areas for fire-dependent biodiversity

- reforestation with indigenous species

- cooperation with indigenous and ather local residents

gragress o date: Preliminary criteria were developed in 1285,
position in Fgure 21 A country specific standard, developed from the FSC Principles and Criterfa,

finks with other inifiatives: WWF Svweden and the SSNC aim to have the criteria and the Swedish
gertifying body accredited by the FSC.

gorments: Olsson (1995) notes that Greenpeace criticises the criteria for being weak on several
points eg. that the use of fertilisers is not banned, that some radical soil scarification methods are

allowed and that the demands for leaving trees and buffer zomes at stand level loggings are
ingufficient.
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16. AF&PA Sustaingble Forestry Principles and Implementation Guidelines

arganisation: American Forest and Paner Assaciation, which, represents 429 farest andd papar
companies and related trade associations and organisations.

teclared aimy rationafe: The stated objective of AF&FA members is to "achieve a much broader
practice of sustainable forestry throughout the United States. In this way they will perceptibly
improve the performance of member companies, and will set new standards for the entirg forest
industry as well as for other landowners".

The Principles and Guidelines constitute the AF&PA "members’ commitment to sustainable forestry
and the measures by which the public can benchrnark this commitment.” AF&PA views these
Principfes and Implementation Guidelines as the latest of many steps in a progressive evolution of
United States industrial forestry practices. Through this step AF&PA members seek to rnéet the
needs of humanity for egsential wood and paper products while protecting and enhancing other
forest valuss™.

The underlying premise of the Pringiples is continuous impravement.

proposed use: Advisory guidelines: adoption by members is done in the same way as an industry
code of practice. Wo independent verificaton is envizaged.

target group: All members of the AFAPA, who account for about 9% per cent of the paper
production, 65 per cent of the solid wood production, and 30 per cent of the industrial forest land
in the UJS.

geographical scope: USA,

application to forest type- The Principles are applicable to company-owned forests and to forest
management operations conducted by member companies on tracts owned by private individuals.

status: All AF&PA members were required to agree to adhere to the Sustainable Forestry Principles
by 1 January 1896. From that date, compliance with the Pringiples and Guidelines will be a
condition of continued membership in AF&PA. Whilst mandatory only for AF&PA members, at the
state level contractors and loggers will also be encouraged o take courses, along with AFLPA
mebers, on the implermentation of "Sustainable Forestry Initiatives” (SFis} and "Best management
Practices” (BMPs).

stakeholders involved in preparation of standard: A forest industry task force was established,
comprising company gxecutives, resource managers, loagers, and Assotiation staff. Howvever, it
is perceived by some as an industry standard developed with litde input from other stakehdlders.
The AF&FPA has established an accountability procedure and invites public scrutiny.

process: formulation of stendard: In 1982, the AF&PA sommissioned an independant public apinion
firm to improve industry’s uniderstanding of the sustainable resources issue. Extensive interviews
with forest indusiry exennives, politician: end represaentatives of groups nfluential in seting poblic
policy showed a significant difference between industry’s leadsrship and members of the other
groups in their perception of the forest and paper industry. In an effort to improve the forest
industry’s credibility, indusiry executives embarked on a campaign calling for proof-cf-performance
inittatives in which industry's assertians of its envirenmeantal commitments would be ascompanied
by appropriate and measurable behavioural changes. As part of this campaign, the executives
challenged their employess, through the AF&PA, 10 develop a programme for managing forest
resources that would improve sustainable production. This led to the start of the Sustainable
Farestry Initiative.

AF&PA commissioned an extensive naticnwide fotus group and telephons survey research to agsist
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in the programme’s development, and found that the concept of third party involvement would
significantly enhance the public’s perception of industry commitment to behavioural change. The
public opinion research identified several aspects of forests or forest practices as particularly
important and showsed how the public rated the forest industry’s performance on each. Following
this intensive public opinion research, a nationwide task force of more than 60 representatives from
member companies, affiliated state and regional forestry associations, and logger associations drew
from research results and presented the first draft proposal in May 1884, The draft was field-tested
in the summer of 1994, In 15 regional workshops, the task force solicited comments and griticism
on the draft as well as proposals and suggestions for improving it from those mdividuals who weould
be responsible for implementation: field foresters, procurement personnel, loggers, and consulting
foresters. The workshops were also used to underscore the need for such a programme. During this
period the draft was also circulated for comment to selested state snd federal agency personnel,
canservation organisations, academics, and others in the forestry community. The task force
reviewed the feedback and revised the proposal for approval by the AF&FA Board of Directors in
autumn 1994,

process: implermnentation of standsrd: 1995 is the 'implementation yvear’ for AF&PA members, during
which time they are required to develop the programmes and practices necessary for adhersnce to
the ohiectives and measures contained in the Principies and Guidelines. The AF&FA are also
infurming the broader forestry community (forestry and logging associations, state and federal
agsncies, academia, professional and conservation organisations, consulting foresters, and private
and public sector technical assistance programmes| of the programme and soliciting their
assistance. A number of national forestry associations have expressed support to the Sustainakle
Farestry Initiative.

", .Implementation guidelines will be most effective if they are tailored to the unigue forest
conditions at the regional, ownership, or site level. For this reason, AFERPA member companies will
individually or collectively - at the site, state, or regional level - adopt performance measures that
are most appropriate for the given forest condition, even if they are different from those [given in
the guidelines document], provided they are fully consistent with or exceed the spirit and intent of
the objectives stated..”

what constitutes the standard? Broad objective statements, which establizh the measuring criteria,
with supporting performance measures, to implement the give geners) principles. The Principies far
Sustainable Farestry cover five areas:

- sustainable forastry

- responsible practices

- forest health and productivity

- protection of special sites

- COTtinUoUS IMmprovement

The implementation guidelines for swustainable forestry on AFRPA members’ forests are

encompassed in ning ohjectives, each with a number of ‘peformance measures’ . The objectives

address:

- "broadening the practice of sustainable forestry’ through scientifically, environmentally and
aconomically sound practices;

- prompt reforestation;

- mrotection of water quality through use of EPA approved Best WManaopement Practices;

- enhancement of guality of wildlife habitat;

- minimisation of visusl impact;

- attention to lands of ecological, geologic or historic significance;

- contribution to biodiversity;

- continual improvement in forest utilisation;

- ‘prudent” use of forest chemicals.

Cuantified performance measures are stated for clearcut size {not to excesd an average of 120
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acres - B0 hectares), and for glapsed time for régeneration aftsr harvest {2 years for artificial
regeneration, b vears for natural},

The implementation guidelines for sustainabie forestry by AFEFPA members in the procurement of

wood and fibre from foggers and ather landowners are set aut under 3 tenth abjective lagain with

& number of perfarmance measures) which addresses:

- 'broadening the practice of sustainable forestry by furthér invelving non-industriai
landowners, loggers. consulting foresters and company employees who are active in wood
procurement and landowner assistance programmes.’

Implernentation guidelings for AF&PA member companies for public reporting and invetvement in

the practice of sustsinabfe forestry are covered In two objectives:

- public reporting of members’ progress in fulfiling their commitment 1o sustainabie forestry

- provision of opporiunities for the public and the forestry community to paricipate in the
AF&PA membershiz’s cormmitment to sustainable forastry

The implementation guidelines for AF&FPA purhlic palicy goals for sustainable forastry o aif privare

and pudiic land in the (/5 are presented as s number of subheadings. similar to the ‘performance

megsures’ presented under each objeciive:

- increase forest growth, quality, diversity and productivity by practising sustainable forestry

- help to implement appropriate ecosystem management on federal lands

- reduce the risk and ocourrence of wildfires

- promote and utilise integrated pest management

- encouraqgs forest health and productivity research

- gncourage continging education

- recagnize excellence

- protect the atiiity of all private landowners to manage their foresttand in 2 sustaingble
Manner.

progress to date; The principies and guidelines were approved by the AFEPA Board of Directors in
Cretober 19584, Itis anticipated that new objectives and criteria will be established as implemeantation
proceads. The AF&PA has not ruled out making 3 sustainable forestry logo available 1o members
inn good standing once its Sustainable Forestry Principles are in place.

position in Figure 2 Srandard
links with other initigtives:

comments: Frankel (18* * | comments: "How much of departure from businesss-as-uzual the AFSPA
document represents remains to be seen. |t has the flavour of a compromise document that has
tried to stake out progressive turf while getting buy-in from conservatives. [This] perhaps helps
gxplain the docurment’s vagueness and the considerable operational latitude it grants member
companies. Much will depend on how the principles are actually implemented.”

This ‘vagueness’ and "latitude’ is shown, for example, in the "special sites’ principle which requires
companies to manage lands of special significance "in @ manner that takes into account their unique
gualities”. The vice president of AF&PA states that this does ot explicitly require member
companies to keep oid-growth forest off-limits. _

However, the Implementation Guidelines d¢o indicate a cormnmitmant to sustainability of the entire
ecosystem rather than the much more limited “cut one, plant one’ version of sustainable forgstry,
Despite the findings of AF&PA’s survey - that the concept of third party involvement would
enhangce pubiic perception of industry commitment to behavioural ¢hange - there arg no apparent
requirements for third-party auditing and no details for how monitoring or assessment should be
carried Out; hence determination of compliance s left largeily to internal self-regulation, However,
members are encouraged to include credible third parties in providing advice and confirming
company annuai reports.
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17. Bhell/WWF Tree Plantation Review Guidelines

organisation: Shell International Petroleum Company Limited {SIPC), and Warld Wide Fund for
Mature, 1 {WWF).

declered aim/ rationalfe: "These guidelings identify issues to consider when planning and managing
environmental and sccial aspects of plantation enterprises. They address the factors to be taken into
account in planning a plantation; the measures needed to optimise the benefits; possible difficulties
which may be anticipated; and ways in which management may he modified te meet changing
circumstances.”

"These guideiines are a contribution to the debate on the environmental and socTal acceptability of
tree plantations for wood production. .. This publication is not a statement of policy from either
WWF or SIFC. It is the outcome of 2 collsborative review from diverse perspectives.”

proposed use: These are advisory guidelines. "The guidelines relate specifically to the environmental
aspects (both natural and human} of plantation forestry. They focus on those basic principles and
implementation practices which will halp to ensure that plantation projects are both socially
desirgble and environmenmtzally sound as a consequence of careful and comprehensive planning,
enlightened management practices and continuing monitoring and refinement.”

"It is assumed throughout that the decision to proceed with any plantation enterprise makes
economic sense at the natonal level and than financial viability is a pre-condition at alf stages. The
guidelines concentrate, therefore, on measures 1o ensure that the enterprise is hoth socially
desirable and environmentally sound.”

target proup: Planners of new plamation projects and managers of existing plantation projects
geogrephical scope: Glabal,
appficatior: o forest type: Plantations.

status: "SHIPC will itself recommend the field-testing of the guidelines in the development of new
plamtation projects and will also recommend their consideration 10 management of existing Shell
Forestry Companies.” The guidelines are written in terms of recommended actions and were
disseminated in an advisory! information document to the industry, government and envirgnmental/
social NGOs,

stakeholders involved fn preparation of standard: Consultants from the Oxford Forestry Institute,
WWF, SIPL, King's Coilege Landon, IIED, the Institute for Terrestrial Ecalogy, the UK Forestry
Commigsion, and independent consultants.

process: formufation of standard: The guidelines for 'best practice” were drawn from a set of eleven
study reports in the Tree Flantation Review. The study reports address the history, roles and need
for plantations, physical and social issues, environmental planning and managament,

process: implementation of standarg. The guidelines are intended for universal application and are
thus expressed in general terms. "In practice, it will also be necessary 1o develop specific guidelines
gecording to local circumstances™.

what constitures the standard? Seven principles, concerning:

- need for guidalines

- need for ptantations
- social and buziness responsibility
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- focal involverment

- sustainability

- 5ite seiecOon and sepunty
- environmental management

The guidelines are presentsd in five sections, concerning:

- sogial environment

- natural environment

- planrning

- environmantally sound plantation management systems

- monitoring and auditing the natural and social environment

Each sectian is subdivided inta a number of issues,

progress to date: All Shell projects are "encouraged” to implement the Guidelines, according to
Shell’s Mon-Traditional Business section {Richardson, perz comm, September 1985}, Shell alsa
knows of many exarmples of corporations using the material. For example, the Corporacicen Chilena
de Madera requested permission 1o translate the majerity of the guidelines into Spanish, far use
throughout the Chilean plantation industry.

pagition in Figure 2: Set of principles.

finks with other initistives: For guidelines relating more specifically to technical and ecanomic
aspects of forestry planning and management practices, the document refers the reader to "other
sources such as ITT07.

comments: The premise of these guidelines is ways to build on currént best practice. As such, they
are operationally sound. They are in no sense a palitical document, which means that they have
been able 1o address practice comprehensively, but equally means that few parties feel a strong
commitment 1o them.
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