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Public Review Comments 
for the 

Development of the 2010 ï 2014 SFI Standard 
 

Notes: These are the actual comments submitted during the second public comment period (January 30
th
 , 2009 ï March 2

nd
 , 2009) for the development of the 2010-2014 SFI Standard. Only names 

identifying the commenter, organization or individuals have been deleted (shown as:XXXXX).  

 

Introduction 

Sustainably managed forests provide many benefits to society. Managed forests make a vital contribution to the world by providing economic, environmental, 

and social benefits indispensable to the quality of life.  A commitment to provide these social benefits extends to promoting human health and safety; providing 

employee training and education; protecting water quality, soil, and wildlife; protecting unique resources; and communicating the benefits of the practice of 

sustainable forestry to the general public. The SFI Standard reflects this commitment to social responsibility through its principles, objectives, performance 

measures, and indicators.  

¢ƘŜ {CL ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǿŀǎ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ƛƴ мффп ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ŝǎǘŀōƭƛshed by the 1992 United Nations 

Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED).  It was developed with multi-stakeholder input including Environmental Non-Government Organizations 

(ENGOS), industry, scientists, academics, government agencies and professional organizations. The SFI program is based on the premise that responsible 

environmental behavior and sound business decisions can co-exist to the benefit of communities, landowners, manufacturers, shareholders, customers, the 

environment, and future generations.  

 Following UNCED, many nations began to consider how they would measure and track their progress toward the goal of sustainability. In 1993, a United Nations 

committee convened an international seminar in Montréal, Canada on the sustainable development of temperate and boreal forest. This conference led to the 

formation of the Working Group on Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forest. This working 

ƎǊƻǳǇ ǎƻƻƴ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ϦaƻƴǘǊŞŀƭ tǊƻŎŜǎǎέ ŀƴŘ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ¦{ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƎƴŀǘƻǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƻƴǘǊŞŀƭ ǇǊocess.  Other signatories 

include Argentina, Australia, Chile, China, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand and Russia.  These 12 countries represent 90 percent of the worƭŘΩǎ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ōƻǊŜŀƭ 

ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ όсл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎύΦ  .ȅ ŜƴŘƻǊǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ aƻƴǘǊŞŀƭ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŎǊiteria and indicators, participating countries have made a 

national commitment to work towards the sustainable management of their forests.  Although the Montréal Process criteria and indicators are intended to track 

progress at a national level and provide an international reference for policy-makers, many of the criteria and indicators can be reinforced and supported at a 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {CL {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΦ   The Montréal Process criteria are: 

      1.  Conservation of biological diversity. 

    2.  Maintenance of productive capacity of forest ecosystems. 

    3.  Maintenance of forest ecosystem health and vitality. 
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    4.  Conservation and maintenance of soil and water resources. 

    5.  Maintenance of forest contribution to global carbon cycles. 

    6.  Maintenance and enhancement of long-term multiple socio-economic benefits. 

    7.  Legal, institutional and economic framework for forest conservation and sustainable management. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

The introduction has been greatly expanded with good information. 
We need to state that only the Objectives, Performance Measures, and 

Indicators are auditable. 

Good background explanation -- no change proposed.  

It is important that confusion does not exist between language contained in 

the "Introduction" and language within the Standard itself.  We believe that 

the Introduction is nƻǘ άŀǳŘƛǘŀōƭŜέΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ 

Performance Measures, and Indicators are auditable.   

{ǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǇǊŜŎŜŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƘŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŘǎ ά{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 

Forestry Initiative (SFI) Program.  See below for new header to the Principles 

ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƘŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŘǎ άнлмл-нлмп {CL {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέΦ 

Lƴ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊƛƴƎ ǿƻƻŘ άƻŦŦ-shore (beyond North 

!ƳŜǊƛŎŀύέΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ {CL ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ¦{ 

and Canada.  Is Mexico considered off-shore?  

Recommend clarifying that North America is US and Canada and does not 

include Mexico throughout the document. 

The intro is great but it needs to be made very clear that the introduction can 

not be a part of the audit. 
This introduction is not an auditable portion of the SFI Standard. 

The Montreal Process criteria listed for # 6 and 7 do not match the updated 

criteria (see Annex F: Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and 

Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests... The Montreal 

Process.  Third Edition, December 2007).   

Criteria 6 and 7 should be revised in the SFI Standard to be consistent with the 

actual Montreal Process Criteria which currently state: 

6.  Maintenance and enhancement of long-term multiple socio-economic 

benefits to meet the needs of societies. 

7.  Legal, policy and institutional framework. 

Language:  Recommendation - SFI Inc. should pursue every opportunity for simplification. 
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Concern ς  

A) The standard is generally wordy, often with duplicate language between the 

Objective; performance measures and indicators.   

B) Duplicate language across objectives; EXAMPLE - repeated reference 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƻ άƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜƭȅέ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ 

addressed in a blanket statement in the introduction. The introduction could 

make it clear that cooperative initiatives are encouraged by including 

ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ άŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƛǎ 

encouraged and promoted as participants strive to demonstrate how they 

ƘŀǾŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

participant to demonstrate how they have addressed the intent of the 

standard and what evidence they have either independently or in cooperation 

with others. 

C) General tendency throughout the standard to refer to operations as 

άƘŀǊǾŜǎǘέ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ - ƳƻǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘŜǊƳ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ άŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ 

which tends to capture road work, harvest, silviculture, tending. 

Recommendation - SFI Inc. should pursue every opportunity for simplification.  

 

Recertification cycle: 

Concern - SFI Audit Procedures and Qualifications (SFI APQ) states that 

recertification is needed every 3 years.   

Recommendation - We recommend maintaining a 5 year recertification cycle 

with retention of annual surveillance audits for a Continuous Certification 

option.  A 5 year cycle is more conducive to demonstration of forest 

management procedures and can (and should) be synchronized with the 

current 5-year Standard Review cycle. 

 

Reorganization of the Principles, Objectives, Performance Measures and 

 

Recommendation - We recommend maintaining a 5 year recertification cycle 

with retention of annual surveillance audits for a Continuous Certification 

option.  A 5 year cycle is more conducive to demonstration of forest 

management procedures and can (and should) be synchronized with the 

current 5-year Standard Review cycle. 
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Indicators: 

 The shuffling of the Objectives, Performance Measures and Indicators is 

disruptive to the development and continuous improvement of individual 

program systems. The result is having to completely reorganize number and 

cross-ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ  

Develop a method by which additions and changes to the Standard in such a 

ǿŀȅ ŀǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

would promote continuous improvement and allow individual programs to 

continue to excel rather than essentially starting over every five (or three) 

years. 

 

Concern: It is unclear if participants still have the ability to have continuous 

certification over the 3 year time frame.   

Recommendation:  Continuous recertification over the 5 (or 3) year cycle 

audits should be retained. 

 

LǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

"Introduction" and language within the Standard itself. 

Specify the purpose of the introduction as well as (and more importantly) that 

the introduction is not an auditable part of the standard. 

¢ƘŜ ¢ŀōƭŜ ƻŦ /ƻƴǘŜƴǘǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎ άCƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 

match the label on page 22, Objectives for Procurement.   Also the section 

ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎ ά[ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ CƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŀǘŎƘ 

page 25, Objectives for Forest Management and Procurement.  These headings 

should be consistent, and particular attention should be paid to whether the 

{ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘΦέ  Lƴ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ 

is not much difference between them conceptually, but if public perception is 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΣ άŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ Ƴŀȅ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƳƻǊŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΦ  ¢ƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴΣ ǿŜ 

recommend that only one of the terms -- άŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘέ -- 

be defined and used appropriately.  
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Contradictory 'Introduction' narrative/impplications may result in conflicts 

between Objectives and the Introduction. 
Add a statement that affirms the 'Introduction' is not auditable narrative. 

 

 

 

Global Recognition 

   

The SFI Program has progressed steadily into a globally recognized North American standard composed of principles, objectives, performance measures and 

indicators.   The SFI Standard is recognized by governments, corporations and social and environmental groups across North America and globally.   

   

In December of 2005, the Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification schemes (PEFC) announced it endorsed the SFI Standard and appointed the 

Sustainable Forestry Board to be the PEFC-US governing body. PEFC sets minimum benchmarks for national forest certification systems worldwide and 

endorsement schemes that meet or exceed those requirements.  PEFC endorsement of the SFI Standard brings greater recognition to the SFI internationally and 

enhanced marketing opportunities for SFI Program Participants in numerous countries in Europe and Asia and throughout the world (www.pefc.org).   

   

The SFI Standard is applied to larger forest operations, and SFI Inc. recognizes the American Tree Farm System®(www.treefarmsystem.org) as the non-industrial 

landowner certification program in the U.S., encompassing thousands of family forest owners.  The American Tree Farm System has also been endorsed by the 

PEFC.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

This section should recognize that SFI follows the ISO standard and the audit 

protocols are established on an international basis. 

SFI follows the ISO international standards and requires certified ISO trained 

auditors to conduct the verification process. 

LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƘȅ {CL LƴŎΦ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ¢ǊŜŜ CŀǊƳ {ȅǎǘŜƳ 

certification and not other certifications (i.e. Pan-Canadian Woodlot Program).  

If only 10% of the world's forests are certified, then why is SFI Inc. only chosing 

Add recognition to developing certification programs in Canada such as the 

Pan-Canadian Woodlot Program.   
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to promote 1 brand of non-industrial landowner certification.  FSC also has a 

certification program for small non-industrial landowners; however I realize 

that SFI Inc. is in competition with FSC.  I would think that SFI Inc. would want 

to be very cautious about promoting other certifications. 

This section should recognize that SFI follows the ISO standard and the audit 

protocols are established on an international basis. 

SFI follows the ISO international standards and requires certified ISO trained 

auditors to conduct the verification process. 

Good Section.  

 

 

 

SFI Governance and Stakeholder Involvement 

   

The SFI program is operated by SFI Inc. which is a fully independent non-profit charitable 501(c)(3) organization.  SFI Inc. is governed by its 18-member board of 

directors made up of three chambers with equal representation: environmental, social and economic. The diversity of the board members reflects the variety of 

interests in the forestry community. This multi-stakeholder Board of Directors is the sole governing body over the SFI Standard and all aspects of the SFI 

program, including the SFI Standard, chain of custody, labeling and claims as well as marketing and promotion.  

   

The SFI External Review Panel, comprised of environmental, conservation and forestry experts, annually reviews the prograƳΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

report publicly.  In 1997, the Panel adopted an independent charter under which it selects its own membership and develops its own agenda to represent the 

public interest as an outside observer of the SFI program.  

   

Thirty-seven SFI Implementation Committees (SICs) across North America operate at the regional, state, and provincial level to help promote the SFI Standard 

through targeted local actions.  They involve public agencies, universities, local forestry associations, landowners, loggers, partnerships with conservation 

groups, and other community-based organizations.  As part of the SFI program, SICs promote logger training programs to reach the thousands of independent 

contractors that are the key to the quality of forest harvesting operations. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

 
Question regarding decision making - Do all three chambers have to be in 

majority agreement to measures?  

Appropriate mention of External Review Panel - no change proposed  

This section should recognize both logger and resource professional training 

requirements. 

SICs promote resource staff and logger training programs in an effort to reach 

out to thousands of landowners and independent contractors that are the key 

to the quality of forest harvesting operations. 

This section should recognize both logger and resource professional training 

requirements. 

SICs promote resource staff and logger training programs in an effort to reach 

out to thousands of landowners and independent contractors that are the key 

to the quality of forest harvesting operations. 

Just aboout all forest management work is done by contractors; rather than 

just "harvesting," as implied as written. 

Last sentence: ...key to the quality of forest management and harvesting 

operations. 

non-timber forest products and stakeholder groups seem to be excluded from 

most objectives. For instance, recreationists are identified only sparingly (and 

only as examples), as are private landowners (i.e., non-woodlot or forestry 

related ownership) and yet they represent some of the major conflict groups 

with forestry operators. Some objectives provide for their input or comment 

(e.g. 2.2) but none of the land management objectives consider co-

management or input from these groups in the decision-making process. There 

doesn't seem to be a natural fit with the listed indicators, except to include 

sensitivity towards their inclusion.  

 

 

 

 

Conservation Support  
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SFI has the support of conservation groups who recognize that SFI certification helps to protect wildlife habitat, biological diversity and other important forest 

values.  Many of these conservation groups partner with SFI Inc. and SFI Program Participants on research to advance understanding of forestry-specific issues, 

achieving mutual conservation goals and providing tangible, on-the-ground benefits for forests in North America. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

  

 

 

 

Public Involvement 

   

Public involvement, communication and public reporting in the SFI program is welcomed and reflected in the SFI Standard under Objectives 17, 18 and 19.  

Program participants are required to support and promote mechanisms for public outreach, education and involvement related to forest management. In 

addition, on public lands, program participants are required to participate in public land planning and management processes with appropriate governments and 

the public.  On these public lands, program participants are also required to confer with affected indigenous peoples.  

   

The SFI program also requires a SFI Certified Program Participant to provide a report prepared by the certification body to SFI Inc. after the successful completion 

of a certification, recertification or surveillance audit to the 2010-2014 SFI Standard. These reports are publicly available on the SFI Inc. website 

(www.sfiprogram.org) 

   

The public also has avenues to voice aƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {CL ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ {CLΩǎ ƻǇŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ 

complaint process. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

  

 

 

 

Requirements for Program Participants  

   

SFI Program Participants must comply with all portions of the SFI Standard relevant to their operations, taking into account their local conditions and 

circumstances and the scope and scale of their operations. In addition, the SFI Standard requires Program Participants to take their commitment to responsible 

stewardship beyond the bounds of their own lands and operations by encouraging others to adopt the principles and objectives of the SFI Standard.  Program 

Participants are required to work with their suppliers to make sure they are meeting program goals for best management practices (BMPs). And Program 

Participants are required to invest in research to enhance the practice of sustainable forestry, add to scientific knowledge, improve forestry practices, and 

increase the overall productivity of forests.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Requirements for Use Of Trained Loggers, Use of BMP's, and Legal Compliance 

should be shared by both Procurement Only Organizations and Forest 

Landowners Only organizations. The standard should clearly reflect that these 

are requirements for all program participants. The Objectives need to be 

restructured so that proposed Objectives 9,10, and 14 apply to Landowners. A 

renumbering and arrangement will be necessary. 

Rearrange the Objective numbering. 

Concerns that the statement "... by encouraging others to adopt the principles 

and objectives of the SFI Standard" can be interpreted very broadly. As an 

organization we support several SFM standards and cannot endorse one 

Link this statement more clearly to the following sentence regarding 

requirements for working with suppliers. 
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standard over another. 

I would like to applaud the addition of this paragraph (and generally the whole 

introduction section to the revised standard) and the statement "taking into 

account their local conditions and circumstances and the scope and scale of 

their operations".  Thank you! 

 

The Standard does not articulate that joining SFI, Inc. and participation in SICs 

is required.  Language requiring the Application for Participation, and the 

requirements therein needs to be included. 

SFI Program Participants must:  1) apply for and be accepted as a licensee in 

the SFI program; 2) comply with all portions of the SFI Standard relevant to . . . 

scope and scale of their operations; 3) participate personally and financially in 

the SFI Implementation Committee in the state(s) or provinces(s) in which the 

Program Participant operates; 4) pay the annual license fee.  In addition, the 

SFI Standard . . . . 

The 2010 Standard makes significant context and objectives changes, which 

will add considerable implementation cost to participants, wood suppliers and 

logger training organizations. 

Add a statement that acknowledges the added 2010 Standard considerable 

implementation cost to participants, wood suppliers and logger training 

organizations. 

Of concern is the current land development component of forest industry. 

Only one large integrated forest management company remains in the U.S. All 

of the rest have become TIMOs (Timber Investment Management 

Organizations) or REITs (Real Estate Investment Trusts). These may manage 

land holdings using forestry, but are actively selling lands, primarily for 

development purposes. A company should not be considered to practice 

sustainable forestry if it can sell any parcel it wants, with potentially severe 

impacts on wildlife or other levels of biodiversity, and is not held responsible 

for these impacts because they no longer own the land. Companies must be 

held accountable for the impacts to wildlife or biodiversity resulting from the 

sale of their lands for development. If such sales cause losses to wildlife or 

biodiversity, then the company, on its remaining lands, should not be 

considered to be practicing sustainable forestry.  
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SFI: the North American Standard with a Global Reach 

   

SFI is the only single North American standard and is one of the largest and fastest growing certification standards in the world, with hundreds of program 

participants across North America.   Program participants include private landowners, public landowners and managers, as well as conservation groups and 

universities. 

   

The SFI Standard applies to the United States and Canada, where Program Participants must comply with numerous federal, provincial, state, and local laws that 

protect the environment, their workers, and those who live in the communities in which they operate. Such laws include hundreds of thousands of rules that 

cover a broad range of issues. Just some of the applicable federal, state, provincial, or local forestry-related environmental laws and regulations found in the 

United States and Canada include the Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, Species at Risk Act, and state or provincial forest practice laws. The social laws 

of the United States and Canada cover civil rights, equal employment opportunities, antidiscrimination and anti-harassment measures, ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǿŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘional health and safety. 

Antitrust, business competition and other laws in the United States and Canada outline business procedures that must be followed.  

   

Given the comprehensiveness of the laws already in place in North America, the SFI Program does not try to duplicate sustainable forestry processes that are 

already mandatory in the United States and Canada. Both countries have mature legal systems that consistently discourage and punish illegal behavior. Given 

the wide range of due process and compliance mechanisms that ensure conformance with applicable laws, the SFI Standard purposefully focuses on continual 

improvement of the practice of sustainable forestry, forest productivity, environmental performance processes and community outreach that complements the 

existing legal framework.  

   

When a SFI Program Participant procures wood off-shore (beyond North America), the SFI Standard stipulates the need to avoid controversial sources of supply, 

including illegal logging of fiber from countries without effective social laws.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Comments ς XXXXX  is committed to the principles of responsible paper  
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sourcing and was the first global publisher to set out and disclose a global 

policy on this issue. It was updated it 2008. SFI is specifically named in the 

XXXXX policy as a standard it encourages. Welcomes the commitment of SFI to 

continuous improvement and in particular the three-chamber board of 

directors. Separations between SFI and the certified organization is important. 

Recognizes the opportunity that this consultation provides to further 

strengthen the standard. XXXXX is considering its strategy with regard to on-

product labeling, however, consensus endorsements for all parties including 

ENGOs on the standards efficacy is an important factor. Would welcome 

dialogue between FSC and SFI to align the standards. 

Paragraphs 2 & 3 cover a topic that is a great source of misunderstanding in 

the international arena.  Well done - no changes suggested. 
 

It sounds like FSC is moving toward one North American Standard.  We should 

be careful about making statements that may not be true for the five year 

term. 

SFI is currently the only single North American standard and is one of the 

largest and fastest growing certification standards in the world, with hundreds 

of program participants across North America. Program participants include 

private landowners, public landowners and managers, as well as conservation 

groups and universities. 

I'm a little confused why we state we're the only single North American 

Standard, but then go on to state that it doesn't cover Mexico or Central 

America.  What are we trying to state by saying "single North American"?  Or 

does it still apply to Mexico/C.A. but they just don't have those laws?   

 

Unsure of what "single North American standard" means 

 

Hundreds of thousands of rules is overstated and not based on fact 

(delete hundreds of) thousands of rules 
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Responsible Fiber Sourcing 

   

¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {CLΩǎ ŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ {CL ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŀǇŀǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŎŜǊǘification programs by supporting and promoting responsible forest 

management on these lands.   

   

¢ƻŘŀȅΣ мл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŦƻǊŜst lands are certified, less than 1 

percent of family forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages certification of lands owned by small family forest owners, it is also a fact that many family 

forest owners do not have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur the annual cost associated with maintaining a certified forest ς particularly in 

the case of those who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10 million family forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and more 

than 50 percent of the raw material used by SFI Program Participants. In Canada, family forest owners in many regions provide a significant share of the raw 

materials used by SFI Program Participants. Yet, the lack of certification does not mean these forests are not well-managed.  

   

In North America, SFI Program Participants who source fiber from uncertified lands, must engage in private landowner outreach and logger training and require 

their suppliers to use the services of qualified professionals and trained loggers, and adhere to best management practices that protect water quality on those 

uncertified lands.  In addition, the fiber sourcing requirements promote the identification and protection of important habitat elements for wildlife, including 

critically imperiled and imperiled species and communities; and foster prompt reforestation of harvested sites.    For SFI certified Program Participants, these 

fiber sourcing requirements are audited by a third party independent accredited certification body which includes sampling for evidence of logger training, 

landowner outreach, reforestation, conformance with applicable laws and adherence to BMPs on uncertified lands as well as the other requirements set out in 

the SFI fiber sourcing objectives.   

   

Fiber sourcing labels do not make claims about certified forest content but they do make claims about certified fiber sourcing practices for procured wood fiber.  

Supporting fiber sourcing is supporting family forest owners and their efforts to keep forests as forests while at the same time providing the market place with 

forest products from well-managed forests. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Since the term Responsible Fiber Sourcing is not in the definitions therefore, 

remove the word responsible (with procurement and sustainable) in the first 

¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {CLΩǎ ǿƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ {CL ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŀǇŀǊǘ 

from other forest certification programs by supporting and promoting 
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ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΦ  {ƛƴŎŜ άƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŀƴŘǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 

procurement encourages elements of sustainability beyond land management 

change the end of the sentence to reflect the full range of actions (practices) 

and scope (wood supply area) of influence by procurement participant 

operations. 

sustainable forestry practices throughout the combined geographic reach of all 

ǘƘŜ {CL ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǿƻƻŘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

Responsible Fiber Sourcing should be defined in the definitions section Add definition in definition section. 

To emphasize the procurement, as well as land management aspects of the SFI 

standard 

Through SFI's wood procurement/fiber sourcing requirements....on these 

lands, and responsible practices in all the SFI program participant's wood 

supply operations. 

²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƻŘŀȅΣ мл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

and industrial forest lands are certified, less than 1 percent of family forest 

land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages certification of lands owned by small 

family forest owners, it is also a fact that many family forest owners do not 

have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur the annual cost 

associated with maintaining a certified forest ς particularly in the case of those 

who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10 million family 

forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and more than 50 

percent of the raw material used by SFI Program Participants. Today, 10 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ 

tracts of public and industrial forest lands are certified, less than 1 percent of 

family forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages certification of lands 

owned by small family forest owners, it is also a fact that many family forest 

owners do not have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur the 

annual cost associated with maintaining a certified forest ς particularly in the 

case of those who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10 

million family forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and more 

ǘƘŀƴ рл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ {CL tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎέΦ 

 

However, Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) needs to take this further.  We 

Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) needs to take this further.  We believe SFI 

should consider formal recognition between SFI and independent third party 

certified logger certification programs.  Further, there should be a recognized 

difference between fiber sourced from family forestland by qualified logging 

professional and an independent third-party certified logging professional (e.g. 

Minnesota Certified Master Logger). 

 

Specifically, SFI should develop a template to assess logger certification 

programs against.  See proposed performance measure 9.2   
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believe SFI should consider formal recognition between SFI and independent 

third party certified logger certification programs.  Further, there should be a 

recognized difference between fiber sourced from family forestland by 

qualified logging professional and an independent third-party certified logging 

professional (e.g. Minnesota Certified Master Logger). 

 

Specifically, SFI should develop a template to assess logger certification 

programs against.  See proposed performance measure 9.2   

 

The first sentence in the third paragraph introduces the requirement for 

Program Participants to require their suppliers to use the services of qualified 

professionals and trained loggers.  This statement should be revised or 

removed as it is not always possible to procure wood from a supplier who is 

employing qualified professionals and trained loggers.  We have procured 

wood from small landowners who are clearing a small portion of land for 

agricultural purposes, home building, etc.  We also purchase wood from a large 

private landowner who is not certified and does not employ trained loggers.  

With the state of the forest industry and the economy, XXXXX would be hard 

pressed to convince this landowner of the requirement to provide training to 

loggers with 20+ years of experience.  

Suggest using the word "encourage" vs. "require".   

The language in this sentence is inconsistent with the language in Objective 9.   

Objective 9 stŀǘŜǎΣ ά¢ƻ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ōȅ 

encouraging forest landowners to utilize the services of forest management 

ŀƴŘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ 

the sentence under Responsible Fiber Sourcing in the introduction uses the 

ǿƻǊŘ άǊŜǉǳƛǊŜέΦ   

 

The XXXXX strongly recommends that the proposed changes shown below be 

made in the language of this section of the Introduction.  Further, the XXXXX 

In North America, SFI Program Participants who source fiber from uncertified 

lands, must engage in private landowner outreach and logger training and 

encourage their suppliers to use the services of qualified professionals and 

trained loggers, and require adherence to best management practices that 

protect water quality on those uncertified lands. 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.                                                           April 20, 2009      16 
 

believes that requiring suppliers to utilize the services of qualified 

professionals and trained loggers is inconsistent with the intent of the SFI 

Standard.  The role of Program Participants is to practice and promote 

sustainable forestry and work toward continuous improvement.  The language 

ƻŦ άǊŜǉǳƛǊŜέ ƛǎ ŀƴ absolute, which we believe will actually create an 

impediment to achieving the goal of continuous improvement.   

 

Although it is a fact that SFI Program Participants current source over 90% of 

their fiber needs from operations utilizing trained loggers, the premise of 

Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ 

100%.  As acknowledged in the same section of the Introduction, less than 1% 

of family forest land in North America is certified and many family forest 

owners do not have the resources to maintain a certified forest.  This section 

ŀƭǎƻ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǿŜƭƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘέΦ       

 

Many of these family forest owners, especially the owners of small acreages, 

are dedicated to conducting their own harvest operations.  For the same 

reasons these landowners do not have the resources to maintain a certified 

forest, they often do not have the resources to become and maintain the 

status of a trained logger.  The XXXXX believes that refusing to purchase logs 

from family forest landowners who conduct their own logging and do not have 

the resources to certify their land, will have a net negative impact on the 

practice of sustainable forestry.  For example, if a SFI Program Participant mills 

refuses to purchase wood from a family forest land owner, these individuals 

will be given an incentive, if not forced, to sell their wood to non-program 

participants.  By ceasing a business relationship with the SFI program 

participant mill, these landowners will not have the continued benefit of 

receiving supplier outreach information and education from that program 

participant.  This will largely isolate these individuals and create the exact 
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opposite affects of expanding the practice of sustainable forestry. 

 

In conclusion, it is the XXXXXs belief that Program Participants should continue 

to encourage, not require, their suppliers to use the services of resource 

professionals and trained loggers.  There are millions of small family forest 

landowners across North America that conduct responsible timber harvesting 

on their own property.  SFI program participant mills should not be forced to 

decline logs from these individuals simply because they prefer to do their own 

harvesting and they, unfortunately, do not have the resources to maintain a 

trained logger status or certification on their land.  In our opinion, Program 

Participants should instead be judged on this objective based on their work 

towards continuous improvement. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻǊ ǘŜǊƳƛƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άwŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ 

CƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ ŀǊŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΤ 

they are not used in the Objective.  As noted above, we recommend that only 

ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘΦ  !ƭǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

ƭŀƴŘǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘΦ   

 

Because procurement encourages elements of sustainability beyond land 

management, we suggest changing the end of the sentence to reflect the full 

range of actions (practices) and scope (wood supply area) of influence by 

procurement participant operations. 

 

Taking into consideration the forests of Canada and the United States are so 

productive, we recommend that the introduction also point to the importance 

of minimizing deforestation. 

 

We agree with the comments on land ownership patterns in the U.S. and 

discussion of the role of the family forest land owner.  However, immediately 

ά¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {CLΩǎ ǿƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘκŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ {CL 

program stands apart from other forest certification programs by supporting 

and promoting responsible forestry practices throughout the combined 

ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ {CL ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǿƻƻŘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

 

The last sentence of last paragraph on page 8:  We think this should read 

"Responsible" fiber sourcing (or procurement)... rather than "Supporting" fiber 

sourcing. 
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following this section, the value of certified forest content in products is 

ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ άƘŜƭǇǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ 

ŀƴŘ ƎƛǾŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǿŜƭƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ 

ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ άƳƻǊŜ 

ǘƘŀƴ рл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ {CL tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦέ  Lǘ ƛǎ 

important to strengthen the support of the sustainable procurement/ 

responsible fiber sourcing.  Also, we would suggest that there be a re-check of 

ǘƘŜ άрл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘέΧΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǳǇ-to-date number should be used. 

 

Good information I would expect to use in public fact sheets.    

XXXXX is encouraged by this section and the recognition that less than 1 

percent of family forest land is certified.  This class of landowners represents a 

significant amount of forestland within the U.S. and it is appropriate that SFI 

acknowledges this group of landowners in the new standard.  XXXXX supports 

the basic principle behind the comments submitted by the XXXXX.  SFI should 

recognize and make a distinction between fiber sourced from private land by 

άǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέ όǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎΣ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ 

ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜǎΣ ŜǘŎύ ŀƴŘ άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέ όǘƘƻǎŜ ŜƴǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ 

an independent third-party certification program).  

 

It is in XXXXXΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ άaŀǎǘŜǊ [ƻƎƎŜǊǎέ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎƛƴƎ ƛƴ abΦ  

The Master Logger program in MN is a credible and beneficial program.  It 

provides MN loggers with continual training, education and professional 

development opportunities.  XXXXX believes that there should be incentives 

and/or at a minimum, recognition of MN Master Loggers and other similar 

programs by SFI.  That said, XXXXX can not limit competition on XXX timber 

sales to a subset of loggers, as this would discriminate gainst smaller operators 

ŀƴŘ ƭƻƎƎŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀōƭŜ ƻǊ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ άaŀǎǘŜǊ [ƻƎƎŜǊέ 

certified.  The SFI standard should NOT be changed in a manner that would 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέ ƻƴ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭŀƴŘǎΦ 

In order to make such a distinction, SFI could add an additional indicator 

(indicator 9.2) as well as updating the glossary / definition of these terms.  

(Refer to comments submitted by XXXXX for more details).  
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²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƻŘŀȅΣ мл ǇŜǊŎŜƴt of the 

ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

and industrial forest lands are certified, less than 1 percent of family forest 

land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages certification of lands owned by small 

family forest owners, it is also a fact that many family forest owners do not 

have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur the annual cost 

associated with maintaining a certified forest ς particularly in the case of those 

who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10 million family 

forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and more than 50 

percent of the raw material used by SFI Program Participants. Today, 10 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜrica, while large 

tracts of public and industrial forest lands are certified, less than 1 percent of 

family forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages certification of lands 

owned by small family forest owners, it is also a fact that many family forest 

owners do not have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur the 

annual cost associated with maintaining a certified forest ς particularly in the 

case of those who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10 

million family forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and more 

ǘƘŀƴ рл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ {CL tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎέΦ 

 

However, Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) needs to take this further.  We 

believe the SFI should consider formal recognition between SFI and 

independent third party certified logger certification programs.  Further, there 

should be a recognized difference between fiber sourced from family 

forestland by qualified logging professional and an independent third-party 

certified logging professional (e.g. Minnesota Certified Master Logger). 

 

Specifically, SFI should develop a template to assess logger certification 

programs against.  See proposed performance measurer 9.2   

 

 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.                                                           April 20, 2009      20 
 

 

 

 

From the Forests to the Market 

   

Forest certification is often complemented with a chain-of-custody certification, which is a mechanism used to track wood from a certified forest, providing a link 

between the certified forest and the certified product.  SFI offers a suite of product and promotional labels that allow appropriately certified organizations to 

make claims to the content in the product they sell that comes from certified forests.  So whether it is a paper, packaging, or construction materials a claim can 

be made regarding the certified forest content, similar to recycled content claims and labels seen on products.  This helps customers and consumers of forest 

products identify and give preference to products from well managed forests.   In this age of increased corporate social responsibility and consumer awareness 

we believe SFI provides the market with a valuable tool to buy responsibly.  The SFI program provides a label for certified content as well as a label for fiber 

sourcing, see Annexes 1 and 2 respectively. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Credibility of the standard 

¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ  ƴƻǿ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ άwŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ CƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ ǘƘŀǘ 

describes the land ownership patterns in the U.S. and recognizes the role of 

the family forest land owner.  This addition is appreciated.  However, 

immediately following this section, the value of certified forest content in 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ άƘŜƭǇǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ 

identify and givŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǿŜƭƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 

ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ 

ŦƻǊ άƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ рл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ {CL tǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦέ  Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻrt of the responsible fiber 

sourcing.  Also, we would suggest that there be a re-ŎƘŜŎƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άрл 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘέΧΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƛǎ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘΦ   
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Third Party Independent Certification 

   

 The SFI Standard requires third party independent certification audits by competent and accredited certification bodies.   This 3rd party certification is necessary 

for both the forest land certification, fiber sourcing certification and chain-of-custody certification.  All certification bodies must be accredited by one of the 

North American members of the International Accreditation Forum, i.e. ANSI-ASQ National Accreditation Board (ANAB), American National Standards Institute 

(ANSI), or the Standards Council of Canada (SCC). 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Previously, SFI certificates could be issued without independent audits. 

Program participants can self verify. This appears to have been removed- 3rd 

party certification (page 8) and SFI Audit Procedures Scope 1 ( page 44)  

 

Issues raised before as not covered also do not seem to be in current draft - SFI 

offers a- "Procurement Certificate" and a C-of-C. The Procurement certificate 

standards have limited assurances associated with them. 

 

Documents all the benefits of SFI certification.   

This is where the public would look for this type of information, not in the back 

of the Standard. 

Add a sentence about how the SFI Audit Procedures support the International 

Organization for Standardization ISO. 

 

 

 

Emerging Themes: Bioenergy and Carbon 
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The SFI Standard is a research and science-based standard that also takes careful consideration of social, economic and environmental issues related to forest 

management as well as the interests ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǇƭŀŎŜΦ  ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {CLΩǎ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ōǳƛƭŘǎ ƴŜǿ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

reflect new information and science as it becomes available.   In the SFI 2010-1014 Standard, there is new language to address the issues of climate change, 

carbon management and bioenergy feedstock harvesting. 

   

The SFI Standard applies to management of forests throughout North America, regardless of the forest products derived from management of such forests.  High 

intensity, agro-forestry operations, while they may serve a role in the production of bioenergy feedstock production, are beyond the scope of the SFI Standard.  

Bioenergy feedstocks are not new products from managed forests, however, there is growing interest in such products given government policies and positions 

to promote renewable energy.  The SFI Standard provides the same assurances regardless of the final product, whether it is solid wood building products, paper 

products, or feedstocks for bioenergy.  In addition, the requirements for forest management and fiber sourcing are the same regardless of whether the end-user 

is a traditional forest or paper product company or emerging bioenergy production company. 

   

Additionally, sustainable forestry makes an important contribution to mitigating climate change and adapting to changing ecosystems.  Notwithstanding the fact 

that policy solutions have not been solidified regarding the role of managed forests in a regulatory framework, the process of carbon sequestration is a natural 

by-product of tree growth and therefore an important component of carbon management.  As a result, Program Participants have an opportunity to monitor 

information generated from regional climate models and consider how well-managed forests contribute to resilient ecosystems as an adaptation to a changing 

climate.    

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Bioenergy feedstocks sounds bad. Biomass raw materials 

There should be some language added to this section to address the fact that 

the science around carbon management is still in its infancy stages.  Some 

Program Participants may not have access to regional climate models and thus 

do not "have an opportunity" to monitor that information.     

I'm not sure how to re-word this section other than to recognize the fact the 

science is around carbon management is new and the resources to mitigate 

climate change impacts will vary from province to state.   

Climate change, carbon management, and bioenergy feedstock harvesting are 

all very new emerging issues.  The science behind, and related to, these issues 

is still being developed and is rapidly evolving every day.  The XXXXX believes 

The XXXXX proposes that all language and references related to bioenergy, 

climate change, and carbon sequestration be removed from the 2010-2014 

Standard. 
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that these topics are still too new and the science and knowledge base still too 

undeveloped for them to be included in the 2010-2014 SFI Standard.  

 

The draft standard does temper these new provisions by the recognizing that 

these issues belong to an emerging science and that regulatory frameworks for 

the role of managed forests for carbon management is evolving.  However, this 

recognition forces the question of whether these issues should be included in 

the new standard until the science and regulatory framework is more firmly 

developed.      

Agro-forestry needs to be defined in the standard. Agro-forestry needs to be defined in the standard. 

Include biomass utilization in bioenergy feedstock discussion.  This is a broader 

term that is unrelated to the end use.  Include biomass utilization in 

definitions. 

Biomass production is not a new concept from managed forests, however 

there is a growing interest in biomass from forests to be used as bioenergy 

feedstock given government policeis and positions to promote renewable 

energy. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new language for the Introduction: 

TOC 

Rationale 

¢ƘŜ ¢ŀōƭŜ ƻŦ /ƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƭŀōŜƭ άCƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ ннΣ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŦƻǊ tǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴt. 

!ƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƭŀōŜƭ ά[ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ CƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǇŀƎŜ нрΣ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŦƻǊ CƻǊŜǎǘ aŀƴŀƎement and Procurement 

Proposed 

Objectives for Procurement 

Objectives for Forest Management and Procurement 
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Principles for Sustainable forestry  

   

Program Participants both support sustainable forestry practices on forestland they manage and promote it on other lands. Moreover, Program Participants 

support efforts to protect private property rights and the ability of all private landowners to manage their forestland sustainably. This support stems from 

tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊs have an important stewardship responsibility and a commitment to society, and they recognize the 

importance of maintaining viable commercial, family forest, and conservation forestland bases. In keeping with this responsibility, Program Participants shall 

have a written policy (or policies) to implement and achieve the following principles: 

   

1. Sustainable Forestry 

To practice sustainable forestry to meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs by practicing a 

land stewardship ethic that integrates reforestation and the managing, growing, nurturing, and harvesting of trees for useful products and ecosystem services 

with the conservation of soil, air and water quality, carbon, biological diversity, wildlife and aquatic habitat, recreation, and aesthetics. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

1. Sustainable Forestry: This is a run on sentence that could be slightly 

ǊŜǇƘǊŀǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘŀōƭŜΦ  ά9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŀƴŘ 

άŎŀǊōƻƴέ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ 

1. Sustainable Forestry:  Re-ǿƻǊŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ άΦΦΦŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ 

services, such as the conservation of soil, air and water quality, carbon cycling 

and sequestration, biological diversity, wildlife and aquatic habitat, recreation, 

ŀƴŘ ŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎǎΦέ 

It is important that confusion does not exist between language contained in 

the "Introduction" and language within the Standard itself.  We believe that 

the InǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ άŀǳŘƛǘŀōƭŜέΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ 

Performance Measures, and Indicators are auditable.   

 

Ecosystem services should be defined 

 

wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άŎŀǊōƻƴέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ǾŀƎǳŜΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ 

Suggest leading this section on Principles for Sustainable Forestry with a 

ƘŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŘǎ άнлмлςнлмп {CL {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέΦ 

 

ΧŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭΣ ŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ 

carbon sequestration, biological diversƛǘȅΧ 

 

ecosystem services - components of nature, directly enjoyed, consumed, or 
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ensures is carbon sequestration. 

 

used to yield human well-being 

 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ōƛǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŘǳƴŘŀƴŎȅ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘ άŀ ƭŀƴŘ 

stewardship ethic that integrates reforestation and the managing, growing, 

ƴǳǊǘǳǊƛƴƎΦΦΦέ  5ƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊŜŦƻǊŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ƴƻǘ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎΣ 

growing, and nurturing?  As already noted in the introduction section of the 

Standard, carbon management is still in its infancy stages.  Thus, I think the 

ǘŜǊƳ άŎŀǊōƻƴέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ removed from this principle. 

I would suggest re-ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ά¢ƻ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 

forestry to maintain and enhance the long-term health of forest ecosystems 

for the benefit of all living things while providing environmental, economic, 

sƻŎƛŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέΦ  ¢ƘŜ 

term forest ecosystems in my proposed principle can imply carbon 

management, biological diversity, etc.   

Definition could be better stated with the recognition that the latter part of 

definition summarizes several key ecosystem services. 

To practice sustainable forestry to meet the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs by 

practicing a land stewardship ethic that integrates reforestation and the 

managing, growing, nurturing, and harvesting of trees for useful products with 

the maintenance of forest ecosystem services such as the conservation of soil, 

air and water quality, carbon sequestration, biological diversity, wildlife and 

aquatic habitat, recreation, and aesthetics. 

Please define the term "ecosystem services" in the glossary  

"ecosystem services" is an undefined term that seems redundant (as I define it) 

with the remainder of the sentence.  I suggest it either be removed or at least 

defined in the definitions. 

....a land stewardship ethic that integrates reforestation and the managing, 

growing, nurturing, and harvesting of trees for useful products with the 

donservation of soil, air and water wuality, cargon, biologicall diversity, wildlife 

and aquatic habitat, recreation and aesthetics. 

In order for future generations to meet their own needs there must be forests.  

Nothing in SFI standards rewards or promotes creating new lands into forest 

uses or keeping existing forests in forest land uses. 

Program Participants both support sustainable forestry practices on forestland 

they manage and promote it on other lands. Moreover, Program Participants 

support efforts to protect forests and encourage forests as the most desireable 

land use. 
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2. Forest Productivity and Health 

To provide for regeneration after harvest and maintain the productive capacity of the forestland base and to protect and maintain long-term forest and soil 

productivity.  In addition, to protect forests from economically or environmentally undesirable levels of wildfire, pests, diseases, and other damaging agents and 

thus maintain and improve long-term forest health and productivity. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Some forest damaging agents are beyond the capability of participants to 

manage to protect the forest. Mountain pine beetle and large forest fire event 

sare examples. 

In addition, within the ability of the participant to influence, to protect... 

L ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŘƛǎŜŀǎŜέ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŘǳƴŘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƭƛǎǘ ƛŦ ŀŦǘŜǊ άǇŜǎǘέ ŀǎ 

the definition of a forest pest includes insects, tree diseases, and noxious fungi.   
 

I like the proposed language.  

 

To provide for regeneration after harvest and maintain the productive capacity 

of the forestland base and to protect and maintain long-term forest and soil 

productivity. In addition, to protect forests from economically or 

environmentally undesirable levels of conversion to non-forest uses, wildfire, 

pests, diseases, and other damaging agents and thus maintain and improve 

long-term forest health and productivity.  

invasives should be included as a factor in determining forest health.  ŀŘŘ άƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎέ ŀŦǘŜǊ άǇŜǎǘǎΣ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎΣέ  

 

 

 

3. Protection of Water Resources 

To protect water bodies and riparian zones and to conform with best management practices to protect water quality. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Does not mention use of Trained Loggers 

To protect water bodies and riparian zones and to conform with best 

management practices, utilize qualified trained resource professionals to 

protect water quality. 

part of this principle is a strategy to achieve the principle. 
To protect water bodies and riparian zones. remove and to conform with BMPs 

to protect water quality. 

¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳ ǿƛǘƘ ōŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

protection of watŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΦ  hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ о ōŜƎƛƴǎ ά¢ƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ 

ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦΦΦέ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

broad in context. 

Sustain the quality of forest water resources. 

consider using adhere instead of "conform".  Each state has differnent BMPs.  

We we feel "Conform" is a better term.   
We we feel "Conform" is a better term.   

I don't believe it is necessary to elevate BMPs to the Principle level.  I don't 

beleive that conforming with just any water quality BMP is part of the vision of 

forest sustainability.  It is more appropriate to leave BMPs as an objective 

(goal).  They are a possible means to an end (water quality) not the end.  

Otherwise, why would be monitoring their effectiveness. 

To protect water bodies and riparian zones. 

 

 

 

4. Protection of Biological Diversity 

To manage forests in ways that protects and promotes the diversity of wildlife habitats, forest types and ecological or natural community types. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

άtǊƻǘŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜǎέ ŀǊŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¦ǘƛƭƛȊŜ άƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ ƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎέ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜǎέΦ 

Recommend revised language to stay consistent with wording in Objectives 

Section and throughout Standard 

To manage forests in ways that protects and promotes the conservation of 

biological and habitat diversity. 

While we appreciate the practicality of managing for habitat as a proxy for 

species, we would caution that an overemphasis on habitat diversity may have 

the unintended consequence of selecting for edge species, smaller range 

species, etc. Species diversity at larger scales and species requiring broad 

ranges may not benefit from the heterogeneity resulting from managing for 

habitat diversity.   While the commitment to biological diversity, including 

species, is clarified at the level of the indicator (#1, p. 19) it is not reflected in 

the relevant Principle or Objective.  Recommend editing Principle and 

Objective to be more inclusive. 

Recommend that the principle include promoting the diversity of species 

(including plants).   

 grammatical in nature 
 To manage forests in ways that protect and promote the diversity of wildlife 

habitats, forest types and ecological or natural community types.  

OK  

 

 

 

5. Aesthetics and Recreation 

To manage the visual impact of harvesting and to provide recreation opportunities for communities. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Visual impacts are affected by more than just harvest operations 
To manage the visual impact of forest operations and to provide recreation 

opportunities for communities. 
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XXXXX supports the addition of this new principle, as this supports/recognizes 

multiple use and fits with the mission of public land management agencies.  It 

is appropriate that the SFI standard address this issue surrounding forest / 

resource management. 

 

Need to clarify how the community is to have a recreational opportuity as well 

as expand this to include cutural and social aesthetics which are more than 

merely visual.  Hunting and fishing uses require access 

To manage the visual impact of harvesting and to provide access for forests for 

cultural, and recreation opportunities for communities. 

 

 

 

6. Protection of Special Sites  

To manage forests and lands of special significance (biologically, geologically, historically or culturally important) in a manner that protects their integrity and 

takes into account their unique qualities.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

άLƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ 
¦ǘƛƭƛȊŜ άƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎΣ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜǎΣ ƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎέ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ 

άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎέΦ 

The supporting statement of Protection of special sites lacks an adjective with 

the words biologically, geologically and historically.  Culturally important is a 

ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘŜǊƳΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ 

ǘŜǊƳǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅέ ƛƴ 

Objective 6 and in the definition of Special Sites, and should be changed to 

άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅΦ  Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ άƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭέ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

included in the definition of culturally important... Its use is duplicative in the 

Principle and should be deleted.   

ά¢ƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ όŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

unique or culturally important) in a manner that protects their integrity and 

ǘŀƪŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΦέ 

Good revision  
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Given narrow access rights by public difficult to imagine what good a cultural 

site would be without access to it by the specific population. 

To manage forests and lands of special significance (biologically, geologically, 

historically or culturally important) in a manner that protects their integrity 

and takes into account their unique qualities inclduing providing access. 

 

 

 

7. Responsible Procurement Practices in North America 

To use and promote among other forest landowners sustainable forestry practices that are both scientifically credible and economically, environmentally, and 

socially responsible. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Little easier reading. 

To use and promote sustainable forestry practices that are both scientifically 

credible and economicall, environmentally, and socially responsible among 

other forest landowners. 

Concern: Principle 7 addresses responsible procurement practices in North 

America while Principle 8 addresses them outside of North America.  These 

two Principles should be written in a manner which is more congruent. 

Recommendation (PǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ тύΥ ά¢ƻ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ 

landowners sustainable forestry practices that are both scientifically credible 

and economically, environmentally, and socially responsible, and to avoid 

wood fiber from illegally logged forests. 

The text of the principle is identical to current principle 2.  Since it now focuses 

ƻƴ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ όŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎύΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

ƭŀƴŘǎ ƛǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ άǳǎŜ ŀƴŘέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

deleted. 
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8.Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Illegal Logging in Off-Shore Procurement 

To avoid wood fiber from illegally logged forests when procuring fiber outside of North America and to avoid sourcing fiber from countries without effective 

social laws. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Concern: Principle 7 addresses responsible procurement practices in North 

America while Principle 8 addresses them outside of North America.  These 

two Principles should be written in a manner which is more congruent. 

!ƭǎƻΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ άŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƭŀǿǎΦέ 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ όtǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ уύΥ ά¢ƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǿƻƻŘ ŦƛōŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ƭƻƎƎŜŘ 

forests when procuring fiber outside of North !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΦέ 

The language in Principle 8 should include language from Principle 7, with the 

ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƻŦŦ ǎƘƻǊŜέ 

ά{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ tǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘκCƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ hŦŦ-Shore of 

North America.  Ensure that procurement/fiber sourcing from outside North 

America precludes wood from controversial sources including illegal logging 

ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦέ 

This seems tricky since the US does not have effective social laws.  

 

 

 

9. Legal Compliance 

To comply with applicable federal, provincial, state, and local forestry and related environmental laws, statutes, and regulations. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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10. Research 

To support advances in sustainable forest management through forestry research, science and technology. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Genetically modified trees were raised as an issue before but not covered in 

the current draft 
 

This principle duplicates the language of the objective, and focuses on 

άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ   

To contribute to advances in sustainable forest management through research 

that supports the development of science and technology. 

 

 

 

11. Training and Education 

To improve the practice of sustainable forestry through training and education programs. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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12. Public Involvement 

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry on public lands through community involvement. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

In essence are we saying broaden SFI certification on public lands?  The 

definition in the Standard of "public land" is land enrolled in the SFI program, 

so why do we need to broaden the practice of sustainable forestry on SFI 

certified public lands?  Coming from a certified public lands organization, what 

would this mean to us?   

 

Involvement would be more meaningful if access was included 
To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry on public lands through 

community involvement and access 

 

 

 

13. Transparency 

To broaden the understanding of forest certification to the SFI Standard by documenting certification audits and making the findings publicly available. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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14. Continual Improvement 

To continually improve the practice of forest management and also to monitor, measure and report performance in achieving the commitment to sustainable 

forestry. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

 Keeping forests in forest land uses is critical for long term sustainability 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Principles: 

the current standards permit land owners to sell off their forest land or convert theri forest land and as long as they mange what they have left by the existing 

standards then they can claim sustainability which it isn't 

 

 

 

Some Program Participants own forestland, others own forestland and manufacturing facilities, and still others own manufacturing facilities only. As such, 

   

SFI Standard land management objectives 1ςт ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ compliance with the SFI Standard on forestlands they own 

or control through long-term leases. Through these objectives, addressed in forest management plans, Program Participants are implementing sustainable 

forestry principles by employing an array of economically, environmentally and socially sound practices in the conservation of forests-including appropriate 

protection, growth, harvest and use of those forests-using the best scientific information available. 

   

SFI Standard fiber sourcing objectives 8-1о ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {CL {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ 

programs. 

   

SFI Standard land management and fiber sourcing objectives 14-нл ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇliance with the SFI Standard 
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for research, training, legal compliance, public and landowner involvement, management review, and continual improvement. 

   

A summary of SFI Standard Objectives follows:  

   

Objective 1. Forest Management Planning  

To broaden the implementation of sustainable forestry by ensuring long-term forest productivity and yield based on the use of the best scientific information 

available.  

   

Objective 2. Forest Productivity 

To ensure long-term forest productivity, carbon management, and conservation of forest resources through prompt reforestation, soil conservation, 

afforestation, and other measures. 

   

Objective 3. Protection and Maintenance of Water Resources 

To protect water quality in streams, lakes, and other water bodies. 

   

Objective 4. Conservation of Biological Diversity including Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value 

To manage the quality and distribution of wildlife habitats and contribute to the conservation of biological diversity by developing and implementing stand- and 

landscape-level measures that promote habitat diversity and the conservation of forest plants and animals, including aquatic fauna. 

   

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits.   

To manage the visual impact of harvesting and other forest operations. 

   

Objective 6.  Protection of Special Sites.   

To manage Program Participant lands that are ecologically, geologically, historically, or culturally important in a manner that recognizes their special qualities. 
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Objective 7. Efficient Use of Forest Resources.   

To promote the efficient use of forest resources.  

   

Objective 8.  Landowner Outreach.  To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by forest landowners through procurement programs.  

   

Objective 9.  Use of Forest Management and Harvesting Professionals.   

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landowners to utilize the services of forest management and harvesting professionals. 

   

Objective 10.  Adherence to Best Management Practices.   

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry through the use of Best Management Practices to protect water quality. 

   

Objective 11.  Promote Conservation of Biological Diversity, Biodiversity Hotspots and Major Tropical Wilderness Areas.  

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by conserving biological diversity, biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas. 

   

Objective 12. Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Illegal Logging.  

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by avoidance of illegal logging. 

   

Objective 13.  Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Fiber Sourced from Areas without Effective Social Laws.   

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by avoiding controversial sources. 

   

Objective 14. Legal and Regulatory Compliance.  Compliance with applicable federal, provincial, state, and local laws and regulations.  
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Objective 15. Forestry Research, Science, and Technology.   

To improve forestry research, science, and technology, upon which sustainable forest management decisions are based.  

   

Objective 16. Training and Education.  

To improve the practice of sustainable forest management by resource professionals, wood producers, and contractors through appropriate training and 

education programs. 

   

Objective 17. Community Involvement in the Practice of Sustainable Forestry.   

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging the public and forestry community to participate in the commitment to sustainable forestry and 

publicly report progress. 

   

Objective 18:  Public Land Management Responsibilities.  

To improve the practice of sustainable forest management on public lands. 

   

Objective 19.  Communications and Public Reporting.   

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by documenting progress and opportunities for improvement. 

   

Objective 20. Management Review and Continual Improvement.  

To promote continual improvement in the practice of sustainable forestry and monitor, measure, and report performance in achieving the commitment to 

sustainable forestry.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Useful expanation of the structure of the standard.  The expansion of the  
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number of Objectives is also warranted.  No changes proposed. 

Objective 14 is not stated as an action. 

Objective 10 is a strategy not an objective 

Obj. 14:To comply with applicable... 

I'll leave rewording this one to you. 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

statement is related to a new concern about carbon and climate change. This 

term is not necessary in the objective because ensuring long term forest 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΧ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘŜǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ 

management as a by product. Stating it explicitly in the objective seems to be 

placing more emphasis than may be warranted on carbon management. 

 

5ŜƭŜǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΦ 

Please continue to take seriously the downstream consequences of making 

changes to the standard.  Although many of the proposed changes are not 

material in and of themselves, the structural changes proposed are significant 

and the amount of work involved in updating procedural manuals, evidence 

files, etc. for all participants involved is a staggering economic burden during 

extremely tough economic times.  Consider carefully the economic 

ramifications SFI participants incur to implement these changes so as not to 

create an economic disadvantage in relation to other certification programs.  

 

Objective 9 - Forest management and harvesting professionals are not defined 

terms.  Suggest replacing with defined terms such as qualified logging 

professionals and qualified resource professionals 

 

Objective 11 - the title for over-emphasizes promoting conservation of 

biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas, beyond that which is 

proposed in the revised indicators. 

 

Objective 15 - 5ŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ Ƙŀǎ άƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘέ 

Objective 9. Use of Qualified Logging and Qualified Resource Professionals.  To 

broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landowners 

to utilize the services of qualified logging and qualified resource professionals. 

 

Objective 11.  Promote Conservation of Biological Diversity. 

 

Objective 15. Forestry Research, Science, and Technology.  To support forestry 

research, science, and technology, upon which sustainable forest management 

decisions are based. 
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research, etc is very difficult. 

 

The phrase "carbon management" in Objective 2 is to product specific and 

market based.  It should not be included in the summary for this objective. One 

could make the argument that if carbon management is included then non-

traditional forest products should also be included. 

To ensure long-term forest productivity and conservation of forest resources 

through prompt reforestation, soil conservation, afforestation, and other 

measures. 

Three recommended changes for clarity and consistency 

In preamble that starts with "SFI Standard land management objectives 1-7...".  

Recommend use of word "conservation" instead of word "protection" for 

consistency. 

 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΦ  wŜƳƻǾŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

meaning and intent of that phrase are unclear 

 

Objective 11.  Suggest inclusion of word "international" to read "Promote 

international conservation of biological...." 

 

 

Objective 4.  While we appreciate the practicality of managing for habitat as a 

proxy for species, we would caution that an overemphasis on habitat diversity 

may have the unintended consequence of selecting for edge species, smaller 

range species, etc. Species diversity at larger scales and species requiring broad 

ranges may not benefit from the heterogeneity resulting from managing for 

habitat diversity.   While the commitment to biological diversity, including 

species is clarified at the level of the indicator (#1, p. 19) it is not reflected in 

the relevant Principle or Objective.   

Recommend editing Principle and Objective to be more inclusive. 

Objective 2:  TƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

glossary of the Standard.   
Included in my rationale for proposed change. 
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hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ пΥ  L ŀŘƳƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŀ ōƛƎ Ŧŀƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ǘŜǊƳ άCƻǊŜǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

9ȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ±ŀƭǳŜέ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΤ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎƭƻǎǎŀǊȅ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜ 

it being an issue with implementation.  However, if you have added this new 

term to increase credibility of the SFI Standard with its management of 

critically imperiled, imperiled species and communities then be prepared to 

face some scrutiny from SFI critics and FSC fans.  For example, the FSC British 

/ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǳǎŜǎ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘŜǊƳ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άIƛƎƘ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ±ŀƭǳŜ 

CƻǊŜǎǘǎέΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎƭƻǎǎŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ 

up a high conservation value forest.  It would have been nice to see something 

like that in the SFI Standard versus creating a term (or borrowing it from 

NatureServe) for what Program Participants are already doing.   

 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ рΥ  {ǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άaŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜέ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 

άaŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέΦ  Iƻǿ Ŏŀƴ ǿŜ ŀǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ actually maintain visual 

quality while altering the landscape through harvest activities?  What we are 

actually doing (as least here in BC) is trying to manage the visual impact of our 

activities.  Thus, we are not maintaining the current visual quality of an area 

but managing for visual quality following an activity.   

 

Objective 10:  The current definition with this new objective implies that a 

forest manager would only employ best management practices to protect 

water quality which is not the case.  Best management practices are also 

employed to protect forest productivity (for example, season of harvest can 

limit soil disturbance which can have a huge impact on forest productivity).  

¢ƘǳǎΣ L ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢ƻ broaden 

the practice of sustainable forestry through the use of Best Management 

tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦέ 
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Please continue to take seriously the downstream consequences of making 

changes to the standard.  Although many of the proposed changes are not 

material in and of themselves, the amount of work involved in updating 

procedural manuals, evidence files, etc. for all participants involved is a 

staggering economic burden during extremely tough economic times.  

Consider carefully the economic ramifications SFI participants incur to 

implement these changes so as not to create an economic disadvantage in 

relation to other certification programs.  

 

Regarding the reorganization of the principles, objectives, performance 

measures, and indicators - the shuffling of the Objectives, Performance 

Measures and Indicators is disruptive to the development and continuous 

improvement of individual program systems. The result is a penalization of the 

better, more sophisticated systems due to having to completely reorganize, 

number and cross-ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ  Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳƻǊŜ 

helpful to develop a method by which additions and changes to the Standard 

could simply be added to the end of each Objective, Performance Measure and 

Indicators to allow individual programs to build upon their existing system. This 

would promote continuous improvement and allow individual programs to 

continue to excel rather than essentially starting over every five (or three) 

years. 

 

 ¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ǾŀƎǳŜΦ Lǘǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ 

before being placed in the standard.  
 

!ƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ƻŦ ŀǊǘ 

describing adherence ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {CL {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΣ ƻǊ ŀƴȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΣ ƛǎ άŎƻƴŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ 

 

ά{CL {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŦƛōŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ у-моΧέΥ 

The introduction of this section can be expanded to hold similar content as the 

introduction to objectives 1-7, and supporting language for procurement 

άƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ у-мо ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ 

conformance to the SFI Standard through the operations they control and/or 

inform while purchasing and harvesting wood from the forest.  Through these 

objectives Program Participants inform and encourage landowners, loggers 

ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦέ 
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should be added. 

Objective 5 could be better stated as outlined below.   The addition of 

recreation needs to be recognized in the Objective as well. 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits.  

To manage the visual impact of forest operations and provide recreational 

opportunities for the public.  

OBJ 9, above.  The term" Forest Management and Harvesting Professionals" is 

undefined.  Why not use one of the current 3 terms we already have like" 

Qualified Resource and Logging Professional"? 

 

Also, Since this is in procurement's OBJ. 9, it is not covered/required for the 

landowning SFI Participants.  It Must be required for them too. 

 

Obj. 7 does not follow the same pattern as other objectives. 

 

Obj. 7:  To promote the efficient use of forest resources by fully utilizing forest 

products and encouraging the use of forest biomass as a renewable source of 

fuel. 

 

Obj. 14:  add two words -- To ensure compliance with applicable federal, 

provincial, etc. . . 

Objective 5 now includes recreation.  While multiple use recreation is 

something that we support, I do not necessarily agree that it should be at the 

objective level for sustainable forest management.  However, if we are going 

to place it here the description should not ignore it. 

 

Objectives 12/13- These have similar indicators and should be combined. 

 

Objective 17-Community involvement should be defined more distinctly.  

"encouraging the public and forestry community to participate" could imply 

mandatory stakeholder process like FSC.  I still prefer broaden the practice. 

Objective 5-To manage the visual and recreational impact of harvesting and 

other forest operations. 

 

Objective 12-13 Avoidance of Controversial Sources a) Illegal Logging b) Areas 

without effective social laws 

 

Objective 17 Broaden the practice of sustainable forestry 
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XXXXX suggests that SFI clarify if Objectives 8-13 ONLY apply to procurement 

companies, or if these also apply to land managers.  Although the introduction 

language seems to state that these apply only to procurement operations, 

some of the performance measures and indicators could apply to both land 

managers and procurement operations.  Please clarify this either in the 

introduction to these objectives or in the performance measures / indicators. 

 

 

Objective 2. Forest Productivity  

To ensure long-term forest productivity, carbon management, and 

conservation of forest resources through prompt reforestation, soil 

conservation, afforestation, maintenance of forest in forest land uses, and 

other measures. 

 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits.  

To manage the visual impact of harvesting and enhance recreational 

opportunties other forest operations.  

Objective 14. Legal and Regulatory Compliance. Compliance with applicable 

internaational conventions, federal, provincial, state, and local laws and 

regulations.  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Objectives: 

I do not have any new Objectives to propose but I would suggest that list of Objectives is given in sections like the table of contents i.e land management, fiber 

sourcing (procurement), etc. 
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Objective 1. Forest Management Planning.  To broaden the implementation of sustainable forestry by ensuring long-term forest productivity and yield based on 

the use of the best scientific information available.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

No changes proposed simply a comment: 

The changes are good, it is good to incorporate the developing areas of 

bioenergy and climate change. 

 

It is unclear how sustainable harvest levels by management unit and/or forest 

type are not appropriate for all forest types in all situations.  To come up with 

accurate sustained yield levels, one needs to remove areas that reduce 

ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ όC9/±ǎΣ ǊƛǇŀǊƛŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎύΦ  LŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

remove these, over-cutting within a given forest type or for an entire 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǳƴƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƻŎŎǳǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ άƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

standard/glossary leaves it open to harvest more than growth over a rotation 

or longer - this is one of the fundamentals of sustainable forestry. 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 1.1. Program Participants shall ensure that forest management plans include long-term harvest levels that are sustainable and consistent 

with appropriate growth-and-yield models. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Concerned that "forest management plans" needs to be defined or the PM 

only refer to "forest management planning". In BC, harvest levels on public 

Define "forest management plans" broadly or refer to "forest management 

planning" only. 
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lands are determined through management unit "Timber Supply Reviews" 

followed by BC Chief Forester AAC determinations. Our SFMPs, which may be 

construed as "forest management plans", do not specify long term harvest 

levels. 

As presently written, the spatial scale is not defined. A spatial framework is 

ƴŜŜŘŜŘΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴ I¦/ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ŀ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ 

absorbed in a larger landholding. For example, consider a 250,000-acre 

watershed, where the total ownership of a company of 80,000 acres has been 

harvested to the point where little additional harvest can occur for another 30-

пл ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻǊ ƭƻƴƎŜǊΦ .ǳǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ т҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ 

ownership within the state, it can get hidden within the larger ownership, and 

ǎǘƛƭƭ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ άƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳέ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

defined in the context of a TIMO type ownership discussed above.  

 

 

 

 

Indicators:  

   

1.  forest management planning at a level appropriate to the size and scale of the operation, including 

    a.   a long term resources analysis   

    b.   a periodic or ongoing forest inventory;  

    c.   a land classification system;   

    d.   soils inventory and maps, where available;   

    e.   access to growth-and-yield modeling  

    f.    up-to-date maps or a geographic information system (GIS);    

    g.   recommended sustainable harvest levels for conventional, and where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting; and    
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    h.   a review of nontimber issues (e.g., pilot projects and economic incentive programs to promote water protection, carbon  

          storage, climate induced ecosystem change, bioenergy feedstock production, or biological diversity conservation). 

 

2.  Documentation of annual harvest trends in relation to the sustainable forest management plan. 

   

3.  A forest inventory system and a method to calculate growth and yield. 

   

4.  Periodic updates of inventory and recalculation of planned harvests to account for changes in growth due to productivity increases or decreases (e.g. 

improved data, long-term drought, fertilization, climate change, etc.). 

   

5.  Documentation of forest practices (e.g., planting, fertilization, and thinning) consistent with assumptions in harvest plans. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

#1G Replace Bioenergy feedstock with Biomass raw material 

#1C Land classification should indicate forest lands inteneded for real estate 

devlopment, these should not contribute growth to harvest planning 

#2 Does not ensure implementation of harvests are consistent with planned 

harvest levels and classification 

#1C a land classification system that quantifies productivity and land use 

(working forest or development) 

#2 Harvest level implementation and documentation of annual harvest 

consistent with sustainable forest management plan. 

Not sure "climate induced ecosystem change" is a parallel concept in h. 
h. ... carbon storage, bioenergy feedstock product, or biological diversity 

conservation, or to address climate induced ecosystem change." 

g. In BC "conventional" harvesting refers to ground-based mechanized harvest 

systems (as opposed to cable, heli, etc). 
Define "conventional" 

Indicator 3 is redundant-covered bt 1 a. and 1 e. 
Delete Indicators 1 d., 3 and 4. 

1 h. recommend harvest levels for primary consumption , and where 
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Indicator 4 is redundant-covered by 1 a., 1 b. and 1 e. 

1 d. is not a valid indicator with  "where available"  

1 g. is too specific for bioenergy feedstock. 

applicable, additional fiber utilization.  

Indicator 4.  

Current wording is non specific and unclear as to what productivity the 

indicator or referring to i.e. harvesting productivity, forest productivity or mill 

productivity.  I suggest you insert the word "forest" here to clearly define 

which type of productivity you are referring to. 

Indicator 4.  Periodic updates of inventory and recalculation of planned 

harvests to account for changes in growth due to forest  productivity increases 

or decreases (e.g. improved data, long term drought, fertilization, climate 

change, etc.) 

Indicator 1g references as it relates to sustainable harvesting, a difference 

between conventional and bioenergy feedstock harvesting.  When it comes to 

harvesting and ensuring sustainability there is no difference. Recommend 

eliminating references to bioenergy feedstock harvesting. 

 

Indicator 1h references "climate induced ecosystem change".  There is no way 

to measure change due to changes in the climate.  Recommend that this 

wording be deleted. 

 

 

Indicator 4 includes as one of the examples, climate change.  There isn't a 

process that can be used to determine changes in growth due to climate 

change.  References to anything that can not be measured, including climate 

change should be deleted. 

Indicator 1g - .... for conventional harvesting; and..... 

 

Indicator 1h - .... ....promote water protection, crbon storage, bioenergy 

feedstock production.... 

 

 

Indicator 4 -  .....(e.g. improved data, longterm drought, fertilization, etc.) 

Performance Measure 1.1, Indicator #4: Changes in planned harvest levels can 

result for many reasons other than a change in growth due to productivity 

increase or decrease, which in most temperate regions will not even be a 

measurable change or trend. Indicator #1 already requires (a) a long term 

resource analysis (b) a periodic or ongoing forest inventory, and (c) a review of 

Delete Indicator #4 
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non-timber issues making indicator #4 as proposed to be redundant. 

мΦмΦƎ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊΣ ŀǎ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŦƻǊ Χ ōƛƻŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŦŜŜŘǎǘƻŎƪ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ǇǊŜƳŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΦ  !ǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΣ ǿƻƻŘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ōƛƻŜƴŜǊƎȅ ƛǎ 

opportunistic at best.  Until markets develop that strongly increase demand, 

this is not a relevant indicator.  Perhaps, if an indicator is needed to address 

ǘƘƛǎΣ ŀŘŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ άǿƻƻŘ ŦƻǊ ōƛƻŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŦŜŜŘǎǘƻŎƪ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

is considered in overall sustainable harvest planning. 

 

мΦмΦƘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƛƴŘǳŎŜŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǾŀƎǳŜ ŀƴŘ 

ambiguous 

 

 

Delete indicator 1.1.g.  If absolutely necessary to have an indicator to address 

ǘƘƛǎΣ ŀŘŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ άǿƻƻŘ ŦƻǊ ōƛƻŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŦŜŜŘǎǘƻŎƪ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

is considered in overall sustainable harvest planning. 

 

1.1.h Delete phrase "climate induced ecosystem change" from indicator 

long term is defined as one rotation or longer, in some cases a rotation 

(growing 30+" white pine in Maine) can be 100 years, which is avery long time 

to have as a requirement to anylyse the resource. 

change definition of long term: either using "where appropriate" or perhaps by 

not defining long term at all to leave this at the discretion of the land manager 

and still keep a straight face. 

1g.  Suggest changing the wording around "conventional" or defining in the 

glossary.  In BC, the term conventional is used to describe a harvest method 

(i.e. conventional vs. cable).  Annual allowable harvest levels (AAC) are not 

determined by conventional vs. cable and would be difficult to generate as the 

decision on whether an area will be harvested by conventional or cable means 

is made after the AAC determination.   

1g.  Will intrepretation guidelines be released as to what SFI Inc. expects for 

this indicator with respect to carbon storage, climate induced ecosystem 

change ?  In BC, the government completes the long term resource analysis 

which would take into account nontimber issues. 

Define conventional in the glossary section or remove.   

Concern 1.1.1.g.: It may be premature for the standard to require that forest 

management plans include sustainable harvest levels for biomass (bioenergy 

feedstock) given the limited, knowledge, experience and technology 

ŎΥ άǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎέ όŘŜƭŜǘŜ άŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ 

ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜΣ ōƛƻŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŦŜŜŘǎǘƻŎƪ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎΦέ 

!ƭǎƻΣ ŀŘŘ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ άƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎƭƻǎǎŀǊȅ 
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(particularly for Canada in which a single Forest Management Plan may cover 

an area over half million hectares with diversity of conditions and 

circumstances). Conventional and bioenergy harvesting does not need to be 

specified here, since the second paragraph under Emerging Themes: Bioenergy 

and Carbon on page 9 clearly indicates that the standard applies to all products 

of the forest.   

 

Concern 1.1.1.h.: This terminology is unclear and confusing ς in Canada non 

timber issues generally refers to forest values and interests outside the forest 

products industry i.e. tourism, recreation, trapping etc. It appears to reference 

άƎƭƻōŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ϧ άƴƻƴ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎέΦ 

that includes reference to bioenergy feedstock. Objective 5 ς PM 5.1 is a good 

example of where the definition of harvesting should include bioenergy 

operations. 

 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ мΦмΦмΦƘΥ άŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ Ǿŀlues (e.g. pilot 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦΦΦύέ 

For the purpose of this indicator, there is no reason to distinguish between 

conventional or other harvests, i.e. bioenergy feedstock. 

 

There is little information available concerning climate induced changes at an 

ecosystem level.  

 

It is not realistic to suppose that a landowner can account for an increase or 

decrease in productivity due to climate change. 

 

¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ƛƴ мΦмΦмΦƘ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƛƴŘǳŎŜŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ ƛǎ ǾŀƎǳŜ ŀƴŘ 

ǳƴŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ  aƻŘŜƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƛƴŘǳŎŜŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ 

high degree of uncertainty even at the largest scales, and would not be a useful 

forest management tool. 

 

Including items like long-term drought and climate change in the harvest 

productivity models implies a level of sophistication that does not exist.  

Model-based predictions are still changing fairly regularly and similar models 

don't always give similar results.  This would cause frequent shifting in forest 

We reŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƛƴŘǳŎŜŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ ōŜ ŘŜƭŜǘŜŘΦ 
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planning efforts and would probably appear very inconsistent. 

the addition of climate induced ecosystem change is questionable in this 

context.  For example, pilot projects and incentive program to promote climate 

induced ecosystem change?????  

 a review of nontimber issues (e.g., pilot projects and economic incentive 

programs to promote water protection, carbon storage, bioenergy feedstock 

production, or biological diversity conservation).  

Forest roads are an essential asset to manage a sustainable forest. Neglecting 

to substantively mention roads and access easements (throughout the 

Objectives) makes a harmfully-wrong implication that roads are unimportant 

to forest management. 

ADD: 1. c. forest road and access inventory 

#2 should include a minimum period of time for keeping proper 

documentation. 

#4 needs some indication of how periodic the updates should be.   

 

#1 - ά[ƻƴƎ-term resource analysis capabilities to guide forest management 

planning at a level appropriate to the size and scale of the operation, which 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥέ  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Performance Measures or Indicators to Objective 1: 

Resource analysis needs to consider non-timber values. Reviewing the issues does not go fŀǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜŘΦ !ŘŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊΥ άŀ 

valuation and inventory of the non-ǘƛƳōŜǊ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ  

 

 

 

Objective 2. Forest Productivity. To ensure long-term forest productivity, carbon management, and conservation of forest resources through prompt 

reforestation, soil conservation, afforestation, and other measures. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

¢ƘŜ ƛƴǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέΦ 
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related to a new concern about carbon and climate change. This term is not 

necessary in the objective because ensuring long term forest productivity and 

ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΧ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘŜǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜment as a by 

product. Stating it explicitly in the objective seems to be placing more 

emphasis than may be warranted on carbon management. 

The science behind carbon management is still in the development stage.  

Including carbon management or even carbon sequestration in Objective 2 

would require a Program Participant to quantify forest carbon to ensure its 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŎŀǊōƻƴΦ 

To ensure long-term forest productivity and conservation of forest resources 

through prompt reforestation, soil conservation, afforestation, and other 

measures. 

References to carbon management should be deleted.  One area of forest 

productivity should not be highlighted and given more weight than another 

area of productivity. For example, why not highlight wildlife management, soil 

productivity, etc. Recommend that carbon management be deleted in this 

section and add a definition for Forest Productivity that gives several examples 

of areas to address including carbon management. 

To ensure long-term forest productivity and conservation of forest resources.... 

wŜƳƻǾŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

intent are unclear 

Objective 2. Forest Productivity. To ensure long-term forest productivityand 

conservation of forest resources through prompt reforestation, soil 

conservation, afforestation, and other measures.  

 

My concern is that carbon management gets in the way of timber production 

thru changes in rotation age.  I don't think there is alot of firm info dealing with 

this for the average forester.  I just basicly have questions about an area I do 

not know much about and think we should move cautiously. 

 

Carbon management needs to be defined in the glossary.    

Define: Carbon Management ς include definition in glossary.  

The science behind carbon management and marketing is still in the 

development stage. 

To ensure long-term forest productivity and conservation of forest resources 

through prompt reforestation, soil conservation, afforestation, and other 

measures. 
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¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ǾŀƎǳŜΦ Lǘǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ 

before being placed in the standard.  
 

9ƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ άŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǾŀƎǳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ƛǎ 

not included in the definitions section.  This term must be defined if it is used 

in the Standard.  If no definition is included, then the term must be dropped 

entirely.   

 

Carbon management is undefined.  The term does not occur elsewhere in OBJ 

2 or in the glossary.  This makes it very tough for auditing.   

Delete the mention of "carbon management".  Let the topic mature in the 

government and workplace and add it next revision. 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 2.1. Program Participants shall reforest after final harvest, unless delayed for site-specific environmental or forest health considerations, 

through artificial regeneration within two years or two planting seasons, or by planned natural regeneration methods within five years.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

BC has well-established and effective ecosystem-based stocking standards for 

harvesting on public lands. Licensees (including BCTS) are required to detail 

these requirements in Forest Stewardship Plans, which are submitted to the 

Minstry of Forests for approval. 

These stocking standards do not match the detailed requirements in PM 2.1 

and there have been many occasions where we have achieved our FSP stocking 

requirements but have not met the exact wording of SFI PM 2.1. 

PM 2.1 also appears to be out of sync with the structure of other parts of the 

standard. PMs are not normally as prescriptive as this.  

Suggest that either: 

1) PM 2.1 be replaced with a more generic statement relating to "prompt 

reforestation" and the current wording be moved to "indicator" status where it 

can be "substituted or modified" at the local level with a more appropraite 

statement, or 

2) modify the PM to include "or other legal requirements" 

pm is too prescriptive. end pm at forest health considerations. The remainder of the pm is better 
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addressed by indicator 2. 

The concern is that in northern temperate climates, some lowland conifer 

types may require more than 5 years to obtain adequate natural regeneration.  

Lǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

support natural regeneration within 5 years because of site-specific 

ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ LŦ {CL ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ 

for delayed natural regeneration then a change in language is necessary. 

Additional verbiage would make the latitude in the standard more explicit.  

άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǊŜŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘΣ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ŘŜƭŀȅŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎƛǘŜ-

specific environmental or forest health considerations, through artificial 

regeneration within two years or two planting seasons, or by planned natural 

regeneration methods within an appropriate number of years for the forest 

ǘȅǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ р ȅŜŀǊǎΦέ 

This performance measure should be clarified to allow fill planting if the 

planned natural or artificial planting does not meet the required stocking 

standards due to site-specific reasons. 

άtŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǊŜŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘΣ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ŘŜƭŀȅŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎƛǘŜ-specific 

environmental or forest health considerations, through artificial regeneration 

within two years or two planting seasons or by planned natural regeneration 

methods within five years, which, in either case, may be supplemented as 

ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǎƛǘŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƭŀƴǘƛƴƎΦέ 

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Designation of all management units for either natural or artificial regeneration. 

   

2. Clear criteria to judge adequate regeneration and appropriate actions to correct understocked areas and achieve acceptable species composition and stocking 

rates for both artificial and natural regeneration. 

   

3. Minimized plantings of exotic tree species and research documentation that exotic tree species, planted operationally, pose minimal risk. 

   

4. Protection of desirable or planned advanced natural regeneration during harvest. 
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5. Artificial reforestation programs that consider potential ecological impacts of a different species or species mix from that which was harvested. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Indicator 5 will require a rationale each time there is a change from the original 

stand. 

Artifical reforestation programs that utilize ecologically appropriate species 

selection for the site. 

Concern 2.мΦмΥ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǳƴƛǘǎέ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ 

context." 

 

Concern 2.1.3: Concern: Exotic species should be considered in the context of 

conservation of biodiversity and invasiveness.  Also, Risk is not well defined in 

this context.  

RecommendatiƻƴΥ !ŘŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜέ ŀƴŘ άōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅέ ς Suggest: 

άaƛƴƛƳƛȊŜŘ ǇƭŀƴǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ŜȄƻǘƛŎ ǘǊŜŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ 

exotic tree species, planted operationally, pose minimal risk of invasiveness 

ŀƴŘ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦέ 

 

 

Recommendation нΦмΦмΥ wŜǇƭŀŎŜ άƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǳƴƛǘǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ 

ŀǊŜŀǎέ ƻǊ άŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘέ ƻǊ άǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ŀǊŜŀǎέΦ 

 

Eliminate the term "artificial regeneration".  Although it is a technical term 

used by silviculturists in the industry, it is a term that is offensive to those not 

familiar with forestry.  Our young trees are not "artificial". 

2.  . . . species composition and stocking rates for planted, seeded and natural 

regeneration. 

5. Artificial REFORESTATION... contradictory term different than the 

'Definitions' and use elsewhere. 
5. Artificial regeneration... 

In #3, we recommend no use of exotic species.  /ƘŀƴƎŜ Іо ǘƻ άtǊƻƘƛōƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǇƭŀƴǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ŜȄƻǘƛŎ ǘǊŜŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎέ 

 

 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.                                                           April 20, 2009      55 
 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 2.1: 

It should be noted that many examples exist where afforestation has had negative ecological impacts. For instance, softwood planting within rangeland has been 

very controversial in wildlife circles because of the invasive potential of woody species and impacts to upland gamebird habitat. Add an indicator that limits the 

role of afforestation to ensure that impacts on non-ŦƻǊŜǎǘŜŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘΦ !ŘŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊΥ  ά!ŦŦƻǊŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŜŎological 

impacts of the selection and planting tree species in non-ŦƻǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΦέ  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 2 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 2.2. Program Participants shall minimize chemical use required to achieve management objectives while protecting employees, 

neighbors, the public, and the forest environment. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

{ǇŜŎƛŦȅ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭǎέ ōŜƛƴƎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŜǊŜ ς pesticides, herbicides, 

and/or insecticides. Also, this needs to include all habitats, not just forests, as 

forest management can affect other habitat types.  

 !ŘŘ άŀƴŘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǉǳŀǘƛŎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎέ ǘƻ ŜƴŘΦ  

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Minimized chemical use required to achieve management objectives. 
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2. Use of least-toxic and narrowest-spectrum pesticides necessary to achieve management objectives. 

   

3. Use of pesticides registered for the intended use and applied in accordance with label requirements. 

   

4. Use of integrated pest management where feasible.  

   

5. Supervision of forest chemical applications by state- or provincial-trained or certified applicators.  

   

6. Use of best management practices (BMPs) appropriate to the situation; for example,  

     a. Notification of adjoining landowners or nearby residents concerning applications and chemicals used; 

     b. appropriate multilingual signs or oral warnings; 

     c. control of public road access during and immediately after applications; 

     d. designation of streamside and other needed buffer strips; 

     e. use of positive shutoff and minimal-drift spray valves; 

     f. aerial application of forest chemicals parallel to buffer zones to minimize drift; 

     g. monitoring of water quality or safeguards to ensure proper equipment use and protection of streams, lakes, and other water bodies; 

     h. appropriate storage of chemicals;  

     i. filing of required state or provincial reports; or 

     j. use of methods to ensure protection of threatened and endangered species.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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Ind 4. "where feasible" invalidates the indicator. An IPM plan would indicate 

the feasible treatment options. 

Ind 6. BMPs are about water quality. Need a different term. 

Ind 4. remove words "where feasible." 

Ind 6. use of defined managment practices appropriate... 

The definition of BMP was modified to refer only to protection of water 

quality.  We agree with that revision.  Consequently, the use of BMPs in 

Indicator 6 is not appropriate. 

6. Use of management practices appropriate to the situation; for example, 

What about herbicides? Does this include insecticides? Also, there needs to be 

ǎƻƳŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ƛƴ ǳǎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άƭŜŀǎǘ-ǘƻȄƛŎέ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ 

on the market.  

There needs to be an indicator wherein they are asked to justify their use of 

chemicals. Are they the least persistent chemical on the market, or are there 

alternatives that have been explored? Is a justification given for what they do 

use?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 2.2: 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 2.3. Program Participants shall implement management practices to protect and maintain forest and soil productivity. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Use of technology and equipment available 
8.  Use of communication technology and low-impact harvesting and 

forwarding machines to reduce soil compaction and disturbance. 

 !ŘŘ άŦƻǊŜǎǘέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ άƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦέ  
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Indicators: 

   

1. Use of soils maps where available. 

   

2. Process to identify soils vulnerable to compaction and use of appropriate methods to avoid excessive soil disturbance. 

   

3. Use of erosion control measures to minimize the loss of soil and site productivity. 

   

4. Post-harvest conditions conducive to maintaining site productivity (e.g., limited rutting, retained down woody debris, minimized skid trails). 

   

5. Retention of vigorous trees during partial harvesting, consistent with silvicultural norms for the area. 

   

6. Criteria that address conventional and, where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting and site preparation to protect soil productivity. 

   

7. Minimize road construction to meet management objectives efficiently. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Indicator 5 is not specific regarding silvicultural norms, which could be positive 

or negative.  Merely requiring certified forests to be managed in the same 

manner as nearby forests is not consistent with scientific understanding of 

sustainable forestry.  Throughout the eastern hardwood region and adjacent 

northern hardwood and mixed conifer types the practice of hi-grading (taking 

the best trees and leaving the rest) is the norm.  This is not sustainable (Dr. 

Retention of vigorous trees during partial harvesting, consistent with scientific 

silvicultural standards for the area. 
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Ralph Nyland and others have documented this. 

#7 Could be counter productive to the goal of maintaining soil productivity. If 

you reduce roads and increase skidding distances the overall impact to soil can 

be much worse. 

#7 Road construction and skidding layout to minimize impacts to soil 

productivity. 

Ind 1. So if a map is not available you meet the indicator? Ind 1. Remove wording " where available" 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ нΦоΦсΥ ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜΣ 

ōƛƻŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŦŜŜŘǎǘƻŎƪέ ƛǎ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǊŜŀŘ ǿŜƭƭΦ 

 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ нΦоΦсΥ ¦ǎŜ ά/ǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŘŘǊess harvesting and site preparation to 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǎƻƛƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦέ 

Indicator 6 - Again, there should be no distinction made between conventional 

and bioenergy feedstock harvesting. Criteria to protect soil productivity should 

be developed  for all products harvested from the forest.  

Indicator 6 - Criteria that address conventional harvesting and site 

prepartion..... 

Concerned with # 4 and 6 and how retained woody debris is measured and 

what is considered.  How does this possibly conflict with good utilization 

practices and being a good steward.   

 

Indicator 6:  Same comment for the term "conventional" as submitted for 

Objective 1, Performance Measure 1.1, Indicator 1g.  
 

There is no difference between conventional or any other harvest type.  

6.  Change bioenergy feedstock to biomass  

7. "MINIMIZE" road construction...  In the context of the Standards Definition, 

roads are here mis-characterized in the same pail as chemicals... or something 

we don't do very often, or keep to a minimum.  This is wrong! Forest road 

access is essential, and VERY common in managed forests--and therefor should 

not be maligned as written in this indicator. Roads must be articulated as being 

both maintained AND constructed assets. 

7. Construct and maintain a stable road system to meet managment objectives 

effectively. 

Lƴ ІнΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ άƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΦέ Lƴ ІрΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ άǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎΦέ  Lƴ ІоΣ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ άƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭέ ǘƻ άǎƻƛƭ ƭƻǎǎέ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǊŜŀŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ  
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Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 2.3: 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 2.4. Program Participants shall manage so as to protect forests from damaging agents, such as environmentally or economically 

undesirable wildfire, pests, and diseases, to maintain and improve long-term forest health, productivity and economic viability. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Some damaging events are beyond the ability to control or manage. Ie 

Mountain pine beetle , large forest fires. 

insert ... shall manage "within the ability of the participant to influence" so as 

to protect... 

Same comment as previously submitted with respect to term "pest" and 

"disease". 
Remove disease. 

Needs to include invasives.  !ŘŘ άŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎέ ŀŦǘŜǊ άŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎΦέ  

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Program to protect forests from damaging agents. 

  

2. Management to promote healthy and productive forest conditions to minimize susceptibility to damaging agents. 
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3. Participation in, and support of, fire and pest prevention and control programs. 

   

4. Where available, monitor information generated from regional climate models and consider the results of these efforts in planning where practical and 

consistent with management objectives. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Indicator 2.4.4: Recommend that this indicator be dropped, or alternately, 

picked up in Objective 1, Forest Management Planning and that wording be 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭǎέΦ 

 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ нΦпΦпΥ LŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƛǎ ƪŜǇǘΣ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ άaƻƴƛǘƻǊ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΧέ 

Indicator 2.4.4 ς We recommend this new Performance Measure be deleted.  

Regional climate change models at best show long term trends and at worst 

show projections backed up by little more than educated guesses.  There is no 

credible way to incorporate this type information into current forest 

management on the ground practices, let alone a credible way to audit results.  

This indicator is playing more to the issue of the day, rather than improvement 

of on the ground forestry practices. 

Delete Indicator 2.4.4 

Thank you for starting off Indicator 4 with "Where available".    

Concern 2.4.4: 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ  άǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭǎέ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ƎƛǾŜ 

conflicting results.  This is not an auditable item.  The entire issue of climate 

change is abstract and widely debated within the scientific community.   

 

Recommendation 2.4.4: Reference to this issue should be avoided in the 

Standard until such time that there is a common recognition and consensus on 

the issue. Delete this indicator related to regional climate models. 

 

Indicator 2.4.4:  Inclusion of rŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ άǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭǎέ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ Indicator 2.4.4:  This indicator should be deleted. 
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minimally supported by credible scientific research and by definition very 

speculative.  Model based predictions are still changing fairly regularly and can 

give conflicting results.  This would cause frequent shifting in forest planning 

efforts and would probably appear very inconsistent. 

I question the value of indicator 4 and it is better suited as an additional 

consideration under research (15.1.1.g.) 

Recommend removing Indicator 4 as it is adequately covered in research 

requirements. 

2.4.4-- the word "monitor" is too encompassing; can denote a long term 

process.  Use "consider" instead--accomplishes the same thing. 

2.4.4 

use "consider" in place of "monitor" 

 

Delete number 4 -- there could be several regional climate models that 

conflict.  There is scientific basis for questioning whether models are correct.  

Indicators must be objective and measurable. 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 2.4: 

Add indicator 2.4.5-   

άLƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǎŀƭǾŀƎŜ ǘƛƳōŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜƭȅ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ƭƻǎǎ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǎǇǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƻ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƴŘǎΦέ 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 2.5. Program Participants that deploy improved planting stock, including varietal seedlings shall use sound scientific methods. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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Indicator: 

   

1.  Program for appropriate research, testing, evaluation, and deployment of improved planting stock, including varietal seedlings. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 2.5: 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 2 

 

 

 

 

Objective 3. Protection and Maintenance of Water Resources. To protect water quality in streams, lakes, and other water bodies. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

  

 

 

 

Performance Measure 3.1. Program Participants shall meet or exceed all applicable federal, provincial, state, and local water quality laws and meet or exceed 

best management practices developed under Canadian or U.S. Environmental Protection Agencyςapproved water quality programs.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

  

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Program to implement state or provincial BMPs during all phases of management activities. 

   

2. Contract provisions that specify BMPs compliance. 

   

3. Plans that address wet-weather events (e.g., inventory systems, wet-weather tracts, definitions of acceptable operating conditions). 
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4. Monitoring of overall BMPs implementation. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 3.1: 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 3.2. Program Participants shall have or develop, implement, and document riparian protection measures based on soil type, terrain, 

vegetation, harvesting system and utilization levels, and other applicable factors. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Vernal pools of ecological significance is a regional issue. 

Suggest instead of saying "...including bogs, ..." replace with "e.g. bogs, ..." 

which gives them as examples. This approach is used in other parts of the 

standard. 

I feel that there is little to no significant relationship between riparian 

protection and utilization levels.  Additionally utilization is already addressed in 

Objective 7 Efficient Use of Forest Resources. 

Performance Measure 3.2 

Program Participants shall have or develop, implement, and document riparian 

protection measures based on soil type, terrain, vegetation, harvesting system 

and other applicable factors. 
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XXXXX thinks that the definition of vernal pools is too vague and that it would 

ōŜ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ƛŦ {CL ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƻǊ ƎŀǾŜ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǾŜǊƴŀƭ Ǉƻƻƭ ƻŦ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǾŀǊƛations and flexibility. 

 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊƛǇŀǊƛŀƴέ ŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƘŜǊŜƛƴ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ 

while the ecological functions of riparian zones, depending on stream order 

(etc.), make it one of the most diverse and species rich wildlife habitats. The 

text, Riparian management in forests of the continental Eastern United States 

edited by E. S. Verry, J. W. Hornbeck, and C. A. Dolloff, define riparian areas as 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥάwƛǇŀǊƛŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ-dimensional ecotones of interaction that 

include terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, that extend down into the 

groundwater, up above the canopy, outward across the floodplain, up the 

near-slopes that drain to the water, laterally into the terrestrial ecosystem, and 

ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀǘ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ǿƛŘǘƘΦέ  άwƛǇŀǊƛŀƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎέ 

should therefore be broadened beyond a focus on water quality to include 

wildlife habitat and the definition of riparian amended.  

!ŘŘ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴέ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Program addressing management and protection of streams, lakes, and other water bodies and riparian zones.  

   

2. Mapping of streams, lakes, and other water bodies as specified in state or provincial BMPs and, where appropriate, identification on the ground. 

   

3. Implementation of plans to manage or protect streams, lakes, and other water bodies. 

   

4. Identification and protection of nonforested wetlands, including bogs, fens, and marshes, and vernal pools of ecological significance. 
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5. Where regulations or BMPs do not currently exist to protect riparian areas, use of experts to identify appropriate protection measures. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Ecological significance would be difficult to define. 

The term will only lead to auditor/participant debate. 
Drop ecological significance. 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ оΦнΦпΥ !ŘŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜέ   ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ǿƛƭƭ 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜέ ƳŜŀƴǎΦ  

Also, the same logic and term could be applied to all nonforested wetland 

features. 

 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ оΦнΦпΥ ¢ƘŜ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜέ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜǊ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ ǘƻ 

read:  "Identification and protection of nonforested wetlands, such as bogs, 

fens, vernal pools, and marshes".   

Indicator 4 - Without clear definitions references to vernal pools is confusing 

and will not be consistently measured.  More detail information is needed, as 

well as defining what makes a vernal pool "ecologically significant".  

Recommend that either it be defined in the objective or defined in the 

definition section. 

See note rationale above for recommendations of proposed new language. 

4. vernal pools of ecological significance 

seems too vague, need to define - are these mapped by state or federal 

agencies, or is the forester supposed to make this determination 

[protection of... ] vernal pools identified and mapped by state, provincial or 

federal agencies as being of ecological significance. 

The new terminology associated with indicator 4 (i.e. ecological significance) 

poses a concern for me with respect to vernal pools.  The term "vernal pool" 

has not been defined in the glossary section of the Standard.  Vernal pools are 

defined by the Wikipedia as being also called emphemeral pools, are 

temporary pools of water.  They are devoid of fish, and thus allow the safe 

development of natal amphibian and insect species.  In BC, it is not within my 

scope of practice as a registered professional forester to determine the 

I propose defining vernal pools in the glossary section of the SFI Standard.  In 

addition, releasing some information in the interpretations that accompany 

the standard on who to determine ecological significance of a vernal pool.   
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ecological significance of a vernal pool.  Thus, I would most likely have rely on 

the expertise of a qualified resource professional such as a biologist.  Due to 

the number of vernal pools within my operating area, hiring a biologist to 

assess each one would have large financial implications.  I understand that 

there are some rather large vernal pools in different states of the US that are 

protected and are deemed ecologically significant.  I have not seen any 

information in BC about ecologically significant vernal pools.   

"Vernal pools of ecological significance" is not clearly defined. 
LƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ άǾŜǊƴŀƭ Ǉƻƻƭǎ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜέ ƻǊ ǘŀƪŜ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ 

completely. 

There needs to be a clear definition of vernal pool including a minimum size 

before committing members to identification ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  άhŦ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜέ ƛǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŜŘΦ 

 

Throughout North America there are several different terminologies and 

classification systems that can describe the same non-forested wetland 

feature.  To avoid making the objective territorial, we recommend deleting 

specific references to the non forested wetland. Please note that the removal 

of the references to specific features will not change the overall meaning.  

However, the Indicator should retain the reference to size for some practical 

guidance and substance to ecological significance while also constraining the 

scope of bogs etc. It may be worthwhile to specify that harvested and 

regenerating wetlands shall be considered forested. 

 

 
!ŘŘ άǊƛǾŜǊǎέ ōŜŦƻǊŜ άǎǘǊŜŀƳǎέ ƛƴ ІмΣ нΣ ŀƴŘ оΦ /ƘŀƴƎŜ Іп ǘƻ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŦƻǊ 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƴƻƴŦƻǊŜǎǘŜŘΧέ 

This comment did not relate only to vernal pools, but ecologically important 

wetlands, including non-forested wetlands (e.g., bogs fens, marshes, vernal 

pools, etc.) and forested wetlands. 

It is good that language around ecological importance has been added to the 

standard.  This should also apply to ecologically important forested wetlands.   
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Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 3.2: 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 3 

 

 

 

 

Objective 4. Conservation of Biological Diversity including Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. To manage the quality and distribution of wildlife 

habitats and contribute to the conservation of biological diversity by developing and implementing stand- and landscape-level measures that promote habitat 

diversity and the conservation of forest plants and animals, including aquatic fauna. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used throughout the 

new standard.  In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1.  I 

recognize that you are trying to take into account plant communities which are 

critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of the word forests may be 

confusing and or misleading.  NatureServe uses the term Ecological 

Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Values we can use the term "Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Values" as this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search Functions. 

Conservation of Biological Diversity including Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Value .  To manage the quality and distribution of 

wildlife habitats and contribution to the conservation of biological diversity by 

developing and implementing stand and landscape level measures that 

promote habitat diversity and the conservation of forest plants and animals 

including aquatic fauna. 

Concern: This is an example of duplicate and excessive wording. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ {ǘŀǘŜ άŀǘ ǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ п 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ {ǘŀǘŜ άŀǘ ǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ п 

statement, but do not repeat it in PM 4.1 and again in Indicator 1.  Since it is 
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statement, but do not repeat it in PM 4.1 and again in Indicator 1.  Since it is 

clearly mentioned within the Objective 4 statement it is implicitly applicable to 

the PM and Indicator(s). 

 

clearly mentioned within the Objective 4 statement it is implicitly applicable to 

the PM and Indicator(s). 

 

While the current wording helps protect any remaining critical habitat or 

communities, and there is discussion of addressing old growth issues within 

regions, there are no requirements for companies to contribute to even a 

minimum level of restoration of critical habitat or communities. Once a 

company has lands in an intensive management system, it can keep those 

lands in this condition even if species or communities are continuing to decline 

in the landscape because of lack of habitat or communities that have dropped 

below critical levels. Additional language is needed that holds a company 

responsible for contributing within a defined landscape to a minimum level of 

representation of all native ecosystems (flora and fauna). The contribution 

could be based on the percentage of forest ownership of the company within a 

HUC, perhaps of the same size as discussed above. How to define native 

ecosystem diversity and minimal levels of representation will probably meet 

substantial resistance, as will the notion of requiring restoration on private 

lands in landscapes where past practices have eliminated or reduced to very 

low levels certain native ecosystems. However, by making the level of 

representation at the landscape scale, companies can contribute either 

through restoration on their own lands, or through restoration on other public 

or private lands. They could meet restoration requirements through 

partnerships with public land agencies, or by providing for off-site restoration 

ƻƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ 

their own lands. An off-site measurement system to assure appropriate 

restoration is accomplished could be put into place, based on XXXXXΩǎ 

performance measures technical report.  

 

Stands are not ecological units in the sense used in this section of the 

document. They are often treated as such, but since age is a determinant in 

!ŘŘ άŀƴŘ ŦƭƻǊŀέ ǘƻ ŜƴŘΦ  
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the definition of a stand they are hard to model as ecological units. Ecological 

Land Classification recognizes ecosites and ecoelements as the lowest level in 

the spatial classification hierarchy.  

 

 

 

Performance Measure 4.1. Program Participants shall have programs to promote biological diversity at stand and landscape levels.  

Indicators: 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Concern 4.1: All program participants can influence biological diversity at the 

stand level.  However, depending on the size, configuration, and distribution of 

its landholdings, a number of program participants can only marginally 

influence biodiversity at the landscape level. 

 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ пΦмΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻte 

biological diversity at stand level and at a landscape level appropriate to the 

ǎƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 

All program participants can influence biological diversity at the stand level.  

However, depending on the size, configuration, and distribution of its 

landholdings, a number of program participants can only marginally influence 

biodiversity at the landscape level. 

άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀǘ ŀ 

stand level and at a landscape level appropriate to the size and scale of the 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 

in 4.1.4, the word "elements" following wildlife habitat is undefined.  Also 

under 4.1.4, please consider changing the "and" nest trees to "or" nest trees.  

"and" tends to make an auditor think this is an inclusive list which conflicts 

with the opening "such as". 

Also under 4.1.4, please consider changing the "and" nest trees to "or" nest 

trees.  
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1. Program to promote the conservation of native biological diversity, including species, wildlife habitats, and ecological or natural community types, at stand 

and landscape levels.  

   

2. Program to protect threatened and endangered species.  

   

3. Plans to locate and protect known sites associated with viable occurrences of critically imperiled and imperiled species and communities also known as 

Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. Plans for protection may be developed independently or collaboratively and may include Program Participant 

management, cooperation with other stakeholders, or use of easements, conservation land sales, exchanges, or other conservation strategies.  

   

4. Development and implementation of criteria, for conventional and, where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting, as guided by regionally appropriate 

best scientific information , for retention of stand-level wildlife habitat elements such as snags, stumps, mast trees, pollinator habitat, down woody debris, den 

trees, and nest trees.  

   

5. Assessment, conducted individually or collaboratively, of forest cover types and habitats at the individual ownership level and, where credible data are 

available, across the landscape, and incorporation of findings into planning and management activities, where practical and when consistent with management 

objectives.  

   

6. Support of and participation in plans or programs for the conservation of old-growth forests in the region of ownership.  

   

7. Participation in programs and demonstration of activities as appropriate to limit the introduction, impact, and spread of invasive exotic plants and animals 

that directly threaten or are likely to threaten native plant and animal communities. 

   

8. Program to incorporate the role of prescribed or natural fire where appropriate. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Indicator 5 ends with "where practical and when consistent with management 

objectives".  This clause has the effect of nullifying the requirement.  The 

indicator is essentially voluntary and should either be removed or made 

mandatory.  Further, not having a requirement for landscape-level 

management will ensure that the LEED standard will not recognize SFI.  We are 

not fooling anyone with the current wording. 

Remove the phrase "where practical and when consistent with management 

objectives". 

pollinator habitat not understood or well defined drop pollinator habitat 

Indicator 4.1.4: Retention for the purpose of maintaining wildlife habitat is 

noted in the indicator. It would be more complete if it also mentioned 

retention for the purpose of maintaining the diversity of species at the stand 

ƭŜǾŜƭΦ !ƭǎƻΣ ŘǊƻǇ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άōŜǎǘέ ōŜŦƻǊŜ άǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦέ  

 

Indicator 4.1.4: "Development and implementation of criteria, for conventional 

and, where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting, as guided by regionally 

appropriate best scientific information, for retention of stand-level wildlife 

habitat elements (such as snags, stumps, mast trees, pollinator habitat, down 

woody debris, den trees, and nest trees), and for maintenance of diversity of 

tree species." 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ пΦ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǇƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ ŀǊƎǳŀōƭȅ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ōǳǘ 

one most often associated with agricultural systems.  The existing SFI 

requirements for stand- and landscape-level diversity sufficiently address 

ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΦ  wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ 

ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ άǇƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘέΦ 

4. Development and implementation of criteria, for conventional and, where 

applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting, as guided by regionally appropriate 

best scientific information , for retention of stand-level wildlife habitat 

elements such as snags, stumps, mast trees, down woody debris, den trees, 

and nest trees. 

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used throughout the 

new standard.  In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1.  I 

recognize that you are trying to take into account plant communities which are 

critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of the word forests may be 

confusing and or misleading.  NatureServe uses the term Ecological 

Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Values we can use the term "Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Values" as this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search Functions. 

Indicator 3. Plans to locate and protect known sites associated with viable 

occurrences of critically imperiled and imperiled species and communities also 

known as Ecological Communities with Exceptional Conservation Value. Plans 

for protection may be developed independently or collaboratively and may 

include Program Participant management cooperation with other 

stakeholders, or use of easements, conservation land sales, exchanges, or 

other conservation strategies. 
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Indicator 4 - Again making distinctions between conventional and bioenergy 

feedstock harvesting is redundant and unnecessary. 

Indicator 4 - .....for conventional harvesting, as guide by regionally 

appropriate...... 

Performance Measure 4.1, Indicator #3: Describing either a species or an 

ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŀ ΨCƻǊŜǎǘϥ ǿƛǘƘ 9ȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ±ŀƭǳŜ ƛǎ ŀ 

misnomer and it is a concern that it will result in a wide range of 

interpretations of protection requirements. Protection of ecological 

communities is normally achieved at a small stand level scale whereas a 

ΨŦƻǊŜǎǘΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƻǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ wŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ 

to protect sessile or immobile species will normally require protection at a 

small stand scale, not a forest per se. Species having large ranges will likely 

only require protection of habitat key their life cycle at locations scattered 

across the landscape to in order to ensure their continued survival. Again, 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ΨŦƻǊŜǎǘΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŀǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ 

ΨŦƻǊŜǎǘΩ ƛǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ 

5ŜƭŜǘŜ ŀƭƭ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ΨCƻǊŜǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 9ȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

ConsŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ±ŀƭǳŜΩ  

OR  

ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ Ψ{ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 9ŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ 9ȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ±ŀƭǳŜΩΦ 

 

Also, for clarity and consistency with the Nature Serve conservation status the 

ǿƻǊŘ ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻr; 

άΧΧΧΦƪƴƻǿƴ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇŜǊƛƭŜŘ 

ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇŜǊƛƭŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΧΧΧΦέ 

 

Indicator 4.1.4 ς ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άǇƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ ς out of left field new 

indicator with little science supporting what essential components are for that 

habitat in many parts of the US and Canada 

Development and implementation of criteria, for conventional and, where 

applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting, as guided by regionally appropriate 

best scientific information , for retention of stand-level wildlife habitat 

elements such as snags, stumps, mast trees, down woody debris, den trees, 

and nest trees. 

Indicator #3. A focus on sites through the FECV concept does not address 

biodiversity conservation concerns linked to large intact natural forests areas.   

Recommend expanding definition of FECV to include large intact natural forest 

areas (forest areas where many of the principal characteristics and key 

elements of native ecosystems such as complexity, structure and diversity are 

present). 

Pollinator Habitat is not a defined or widely understood habitat 

 
Strike "pollinator habitat" 

Indicator 4:  Same comment as previous with respect to the term 

"conventional".   
 

Concern 4.1.1: wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ пΦмΦмΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
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/ƻƴŎŜǊƴΥ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǘȅǇŜǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ  !ƭǎƻΣ άŀǘ 

ǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎέ ƛǎ ǊŜŘǳƴŘŀƴǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ taΦ 

 

Concern 4.1.3: 

Concern: Too wordy ς it is up to the program participant to get innovative and 

build there own auditable defense with respect to what collaboration might 

entail. 

 

Concern 4.1.5:Concern: Confusing wording & too many caveats. 

ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǘȅǇŜǎΦέ 

 

Recommendation 4.1.3: Cut sentence off at the word collaboratively. (i.e. 

ǊŜƳƻǾŜ άŀƴŘ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΧΦέύ 

 

Recommendation 4.1.5: "Assessment of forest cover types and habitats at the 

stand level with findings incorporated into management planning and 

operations where practical.έ 

 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǇƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ όLƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ пύΦ 5ŜŦƛƴŜ άǇƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘέΦ 

There is no benefit in distinguishing between the different harvesting types.  

άtƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘέ ƛǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘŜǊƳΦ   ¢ƘŜ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ 

άǎǘŀƴŘ ƭŜǾŜƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎέΤ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǎ 

examples. 

We recommend it be deleted.  

Indicator 3 starts with "Plans to".  This could be interpreted as "a plan to do 

something" rather than an actional item.  Perhaps at the stage of the standard 

it would be better expressed as a "program to"... 

3. Program to locate and protect known sites associated with viable 

occurrences of critically imperiled and imperiled species and communities also 

known as Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. Plans for protection 

may be developed independently or collaboratively and may include Program 

Participant management, cooperation with other stakeholders, or use of 

easements, conservation land sales, exchanges, or other conservation 

strategies.  

4.  Pollinator habitat is not defined -- is this insect related or mast producing 

related? 
4.  Eliminate pollinator habitat. 

Due to the use of the terms critically imperiled and imperiled at the state level 

sometimes, it is confusing in indicator #3 what these terms actually mean. 

 

I am unfamilar with the appropriate scientific definition of "pollinator habitat."  

Indicator 3-simply put G1 and G2 in parentheses after the appropriate terms. 

 

Indicator 4 remove pollinator habitat 
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It should be defined in the definitions, does it apply to milkweed on roadsides, 

natural meadows, flowering trees,seeded landings,etc 

Regarding #5, with concern about early and late successional habitats, it is 

important to have an idea of the size class distribution of forest cover types 

that exist within an ownership so that it can be compared to regional biological 

ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƴ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƭƻƻǇƘƻƭŜ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ 

promote biological diversity when gaps are identified.   

!ŘŘ άǎƛȊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎέ ŀŦǘŜǊ άŎƻǾŜǊ ǘȅǇŜǎΦέ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ άŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦέ 

Vulnerable species and communities (NatureServe G3) are not typically 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ƭŀǿǎΦ  hƴƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŦŜderally listed or 

state/provincially listed T&E species are they protected in some way, and many 

G3 species are not on state or federal lists of T&E species.  No G3 communities 

are covered by current law. Having programs to conserve stand and landscape-

level biodiversity is not specific enough to get at this issue.   

{ǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άǿƘŜǊŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ƻǊ άŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎέ ƛƴ ǘǿƻ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ-landscape 

assessments and conservation planning. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 4.1: 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 4.2. Program Participants shall apply knowledge gained through research, science, technology, and field experience to manage wildlife 

habitat and contribute to the conservation of biological diversity. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

 Performance Measure 4.2 . Recommend including stakeholder consultation as 
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a source of knowledge. 

 

 

 

Indicators:  

1. Collection of information on Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value and other biodiversity-related data through forest inventory processes, mapping, or 

participation in external programs, such as NatureServe, state or provincial heritage programs, or other credible systems. Such participation may include 

providing nonproprietary scientific information, time, and assistance by staff, or in-kind or direct financial support. 

   

2. A methodology to incorporate research results and field applications of biodiversity and ecosystem research into forest management decisions. 

   

3. Collection of information, individually or collaboratively, on climate change impacts on wildlife habitats and conservation of biological diversity through 

international, national, regional or local programs. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

#1 and #3 "Collection of information" will be prombematic with auditors Relevant information 

"Collection of information" needs interpretation. May create "busy-work" for 

biologists. 
Substitute "monitor" or "involvement in processes" 

Ind 3. is a job for a librarian. Drop indicator. 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ пΦнΦоΥ ²ƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΦ  LƴǎŜǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜǊ άǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜέ 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎέ   

 

Indicator 4.2.3: "Collection of information, individually or collaboratively, on 

possible climate change impacts on wildlife habitats and conservation of 

biological diversity through international, national, regional or local programs." 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ оΦ  ά/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ŀ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǘƻ ŀǳŘƛǘΦ  

Recommend using language similar to proposed indicator 17.1.5 where the 

Indicator 3.  Program Participants are knowledgeable about climate change 

impacts on wildlife habitat and conservation of biological diversity.  Such 
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phrasŜ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŀōƭŜ ŀōƻǳǘέ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ knowledge may be generated individually or collaboratively through 

international, national, or local initiatives. 

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used throughout the 

new standard.  In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1.  I 

recognize that you are trying to take into account plant communities which are 

critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of the word forests may be 

confusing and or misleading.  NatureServe uses the term Ecological 

Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Values we can use the term "Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Values" as this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search Functions. 

Indicator 1. Collection of information on Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Value and other biodiversity related data through 

forest inventory processes, mapping, or participation in external programs, 

such as NatureServe, state or provincial heritage programs, or other credible 

systems.  Such participation may include providing nonproprietary scientific 

information, time, and assistance by staff, or in-kind or direct financial support. 

Performance Measure 4.2, Indicator #3: This indicator appears to require 

program participants to take the initiative to start the collection of information 

on effects of climate change where no such program already exists for a 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ 

falls under the umbrella of Indicator #1 so it is unclear why a separate indicator 

is required to address one of many areas of scientific research that a program 

participant can choose to participate in. 

Delete Indicator #3 

Indicator 4.2.3 - Delete this new indicator (4.2.3) as "collection of 

information..." does nothing tangible in terms of the ground management or in 

fact promotion of sustainable forestry. 

Delete Indicator 4.2.3  

I am very concerned about what could be required to meet indicator 3. Forest 

companies do not have the resources in these economic times to fund such a 

collection program. I think this should be done as part of governmental 

research when and where wildlife habitats and biodiversity are negatively 

affected. Forest companies should then consider, when it is available, all 

government collected information in their forest management decisions. 

I would incorporate climate change impacts into indicator 2 and remove 

indicator 3. This way if any research information is available from governments 

it will get considered in forest management decisions and not just collected. 

How will indicator 3 be applied to Program Participants were the is currently 

no program in place to collect information on climate change impacts on 

wildlife habitat.  With the state of the forest industry and the economic 

Suggest adding "where applicable" to the end of Indicator 3.   
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downturn, this would be a very costly venture for any company to undertake. 

Concern 4.2.3: 

Concern: A specific indicator related to climate change is unnecessary.  

Gathering of this information is implied in Indicators 1 & 2 for this PM. 

  

 

Recommendation 4.2.3: Delete this newly added indicator related to climate 

change.  

LƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛǘŜƳǎ ƭƛƪŜ άƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳ ŘǊƻǳƎƘǘέ ŀƴŘ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ 

impacts on wildlife habitats and conservation of biological diversity implies a 

level of sophistication that doesn't exist.  Model based predictions are still 

changing fairly regularly and similar models don't always give similar results.  

This would cause frequent shifting in forest planning efforts and would 

probably appear very inconsistent.   

This performance measure should be deleted.   

Perhaps a suggestion that the SICs may be a clearing house for information on 

climate change.   
 

isn't 4.2.3 covered by 2.4.4 ? 

Is it needed here too? 
Delete 4.2.3 as a duplication of 2.4.4 

Given that Objective 1 asks us to consider this in our management plans isn't 

indicator 3 above somewhat redundant.  Also given the debate in the scientific 

community and the infancy of the research,  this seems premature. 

Remove indicator 3 

There are few examples of inventories that have a wide enough range of 

ecological values that they can be used in the ways described in section 4.2. 

Forest management inventories (the definition below implicitly includes 

management objectives) are often incomplete. This information is usually 

derived from scientific studies and other external programs ς participation in a 

range of activities should be encouraged. 

 

HCFV does not need to be the precise term used by SFI even though it is now 

being used by multiple standards outside of the forestry realm.  The way FECV 
Adopt High Conservation Value Forest definition, criteria and indicators  
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is currently defined by SFI limits the scope to a stand-level conservation 

concept.  There needs to be specific landscape, or coarse-scale, biodiversity 

indicators in the SFI standard. Otherwise it will continue to be very difficult to 

point to any tangible landscape-scale conservation results as a result of SFI.   

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 4.2: 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 4 

 

 

 

 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits.  To manage the visual impact of harvesting and other forest operations. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Poppycock  

Concern 5: Too wordy 
wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ рΥ {ƛƳǇƭƛŦȅ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎΥ ά¢ƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

Clarify visual quality applies to forest operations and expand objective to 

include recreation. 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits. To 

manage the visual impact of forest operations and provide recreational 

opportunities for the public.  

Stated previously that elevating recreational benefits to the Objective level Either remove Recreational benefits or in the description alter to say "..manage 
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does not seem appropriate. the visual and recreational impact of harvesting...." 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 5.1.  Program Participants shall manage the impact of harvesting on visual quality. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

The owner needs to use "best business practices" consistent with SFI. They 

shouldn't have to be concerned about the visual affect as it is PURELY 

subjective and he may think clearcuts are beautiful as it is the best for his land, 

healthwise and profit wise. 

 

Still potentially viewed as weak,  recomend additions of Regionally accepted. See Indicator 1. 

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Program to address visual quality management. 

   

2. Incorporation of aesthetic considerations in harvesting, road, landing design and management, and other management activities where visual impacts are a 

concern. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Visual "considerations" should not be a part of a renewable resource 

management. We are managing a resource for the protection of the planet. 
 

Strenghen Objective 5. 
1.  Program to address visual quality management, to levels acceptable or in 

excedance with regionally accepted norms. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 5.1: 

The first indicator should be the establishment of a set of visual quality management objectives for the ownership in the plan.  

 

 

 

Performance Measure 5.2. Program Participants shall manage the size, shape, and placement of clearcut harvests. 

   

Indicators: 

   

1. Average size of clearcut harvest areas does not exceed 120 acres (48.6 hectares), except when necessary to meet regulatory requirements or to respond to 

forest health emergencies or other natural catastrophes. 

   

2. Documentation through internal records of clearcut size and the process for calculating average size.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

An effective visual quality management program eliminates the need to specify 

an arbitrary maximum average clearcut size.  Forest health and natural 

5.2.1 Visual quality management program addresses the size, shape, and 

placement of clearcut harvests. 
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disasters are always going to play a part in forest ecosystems and forest 

management. 

Clearcuts should not be limited by SFI. If it clearcutting is good management of 

the land, a hypothetical limit of 120 acres is counter productive. 
 

Often larger harvest units are developed to mimic natural disturbance patterns 

and regimes. Unsure if these are always captured under "regulatory 

requirements" 

add "or other biodiversity planning" requirements 

Southeast and South-Central Alaska typically have long periods of high winds 

and extreme rainfall. Further, the softwoods in Southeast and South-Central 

Alaska are shallow rooted and very susceptible to windthrow (particularly 

when the soils are saturated). As a consequence, the cutting boundaries are 

normally located along stream buffers or natural windfirm boundaries. These 

conditions may not always allow compliance with the 120 acre average size 

clear-cut limitation.  

 

Further, most of the timber harvest in these regions is done by cable logging 

systems. If timber is isolated behind a cutting boundary, the cost of harvesting 

that timber in the future, whether or not it has blown down, can be 

prohibitively expensive. 

Average size of clearcut harvest areas does not exceed 120 acres (48.6 

hectares), except when necessary to meet regulatory requirements or to 

respond to forest health issues (e.g. creating a significant risk of windthrow) or 

other natural catastrophes.  

 

Placement of these indicators in this objective implies that they only apply 

where visual management is a concern. In BC there are areas designated as 

non-visually sensitive. 

Consider moving indicators to objective 4 or 18> 

Concern 5.2: This is a valuable performance measure that addresses more than 

visual quality.  In Canada the clearcut size, shape, location and landscape 

configuration is primarily driven by sustainability criteria, ecological factors, 

emulating natural disturbance patterns and wildlife management, rather than 

exclusively visual aesthetics. Visual aesthetics tend to be addressed on a site 

specific basis in response to localized need i.e. highway corridors, tourism 

values, etc. 

Recommendation 5.2: The standard needs to project an appreciation for the 

importance of well planned, appropriately sized harvest blocks in response to 

the myriad of environmental considerations. Needs further thought and 

consideration -- Suggest it could be a performance measure under forest 

management planning. 
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Concern 5.2.1: Larger clear cuts can be the appropriate prescription required 

by professionals in order to achieve sustainable forest management, for 

example to sustain threatened and endangered species, especially in the 

Canadian context (i.e. caribou). Consideration should be given to landscape 

level management and with Canadian input. 

{ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΥ άƳŀƴŀƎŜέ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ άǇƭŀƴέ ς this is a planning issue 

άǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘέ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ άƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻǊ άŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 

 

RecƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ рΦнΦмΥ ά²ƛǘƘƛƴ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ȊƻƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ Ŏǳǘ 

ǎƛȊŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƴƻǘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ мнл ŀŎǊŜǎΣ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ άƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ 

recover timber damaged by fire, insects, wind, and/or other similar events, 

incorporating structural characteristics of identified natural disturbances types 

associated with the landscape, and/or necessary to meet regulatory 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦΦέ 

Average size of clearcut harvest areas is too small. 

Average size of clearcut harvest areas does not exceed 250 acres, except when 

necessary to meet regulatory requirements or to respond to forest health 

emergencies or other natural catastrophes. 

During past revision, efforts have been made to use terminology that applies 

equally in the U.S. and Canada.  If that is not possible, every effort has been 

made to recognize the practices and terms of both countries.  We recommend 

that Indicator 5.2.1 be modified to reflect this philosophy by using as examples 

of natural disturbances taken from Canadian forest practice regulations.   

²Ŝ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΥ  άΧΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 

harvesting carried out to recover timber damaged by fire, insects, wind, and/or 

other similar events, incorporating structural characteristics of identified 

natural disturbanŎŜ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦέ 

This indicator worked OK in the US with its forest types and populations.  In the 

boreal forest it is not appropriate where small clearcuts are not in tune with 

the natural disturbance regimes.  The Crown manages for moose in the 

southern portion of the boreal forest calling for an average CC size of 100 ha 

with retention.  The Crown also follows the Natural Emulation Disturbance 

Pattern Guidelines which also have larger clearcuts.  Finally, round up to 49 ha.  

There is no science behing the 120 acres limit, it was just a consensus arbritary 

figure. 

Indicator 1- .... doest not exceed 120 acres (49 hectares), except when 

necessary to meet regulatory requirements, address scientifically accepted 

disturbance regimes or to respond to forest health emergencies..." 

1. Unneccessarily restrictive 120 acre cc size.  There are several legitimate 

situations to exceed 120 ac that would be harmfully precluded by this 

language. This one-size-fits-all needs a better written caveat. 

 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.                                                           April 20, 2009      85 
 

Delete indicator 5.2.1.  

See discussion from Minneapolis workshop for rationale. 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 5.2: 

ADD 2. At times, clearcut harvest size may legitimately exceed 120 acres to acheive planned and legally-authorized purposes, including but not limited to: a) 

biodiversity objectives; b) social & community objectives (e.g. Alaskan islands); c) research projects approved by local government; d)invasive species control; e) 

stand destroying catastrophies; f) forest health epidemics & emergencies; g) other special plans approved by local government. 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 5.3.  Program Participants shall adopt a green-up requirement or alternative methods that provide for visual quality.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

This performance measure specifically defines the gree-up requirement.  It 

does not allow the program participant to specify a green-up requirement that 

fit the ecosystems in which they manage.   

See proposed definition of Green-Up requirement. 

Again, poppycock  

Is the green up requirement intended only for visually sensitive areas? If not 

move pm to obj 4. 
Consider moving pm and indicators to obj 4. 

Metrics should be included throughout. Also divide #2 into two sentences ς 

too hard to read. What is the basis for #3? In many areas of the boreal forest 

and with softwoods such as black spruce more than 3 years are required for 

green-up. Why not just include a height requirement?  

remove "at least 3 years" from #3 
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Indicators: 

1. Program implementing the green-up requirement or alternative methods. 

   

2. Harvest area tracking system to demonstrate compliance with the green-up requirement or alternative methods. 

   

3. Trees in clearcut harvest areas are at least 3 years old or 5 feet high at the desired level of stocking before adjacent areas are clearcut, or as appropriate to 

address operational and economic considerations, alternative methods to reach the performance measure are utilized by the Program Participant. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Is this best for the land and planet or for someones idea of what "looks 

pretty"? 
 

Indicator 5.3.3: It does not make any sense for this indicator to apply to single 

digit acre stands.  There needs to be a minimum clearcut size (for example, 10 

ac for individual harvest areas or 40 acres of combined small clearcuts) below 

which the green-ǳǇ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀǇǇƭȅΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŜƴ-up 

requirement should not apply to clearcuts that meet the exceptions described 

in 5.2.1.   

 

Indicator 5.3.3: "When adjacent clearcut areas total 40 acres or greater, trees 

in clearcut harvest areas are at least 3 years old or 5 feet high at the desired 

level of stocking before adjacent areas are clearcut.  Alternative methods to 

reach the performance measure may be utilized by the Program Participant in 

order to address operational and economic considerations, or other resource 

issues such as protection or enhancement of rare and endangered species." 

Delete indicator 5.3.3. Replace with new indicator that allows green up 

requirements to be established by forest land manager. Rationale; green up or 

reforestation varies from region to region. Additionally, states may have 

guidelines in place that define green up requirements. In MN for example, the 
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visual quality guidelines could be used to develop a green up requirement 

locally. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 5.3: 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 5.4.  Program Participants shall provide recreation opportunities for the public. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

The draft standard indicates that this was previously an indicator in Objective 

12 in 2005 - 2009 SFI Standard.  The 2005-2009 standard states "Program 

participants shall support and promote..."  The draft standard requires the 

program participant to provide recreational opportunities for the public.  

However, no definition for recreational opportunities, nor the expected level a 

program participant must achieve to meet the standard.   

Program participants shall support and promote recreation opportunities for 

the public. 

Why. This is their land! Why should they be forced to allow others to use it.  Delete it 

Providing recreational opportunities is not directly within our mandate or 

control, rather it is the direst mandate of other govt Ministries. Our activities 

such as harvesting and road building may indirectly provide opportunities for 

some times of recreation. 

 

The wording between Performance Measure 5.4 and Indicator 5.4.1 is 

ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǊŜŀŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ άǎƘŀƭƭ 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ǊŜŀŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 

Program Participants shall consider providing recreation opportunities for the 

public. 
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recreation opportunities where it is consistent with management objectives. 

Concern: Requiring program participants to provide recreation opportunities 

may be inconsistent with the forest management objectives.   

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ wŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜέ ǿƛǘƘ άŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊέΦ  {ǳƎƎŜǎǘΥ 

άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦέ 

The wording between Performance Measure 5.4 and Indicator 5.4.1 is 

inconsistent  The performanŎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ άǎƘŀƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜέ 

while the Indicator says that the participant shall provide where its consistent 

with management objectives. 

 

Also, there are more and more occurrences of the public being destructive to 

the land. 

 

Program Participants shall consider providing recreation opportunities for the 

public. 

¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ όtaύ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ άǎƘŀƭƭΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ta ǘƘŜƴ Ƙŀǎ 

one indicator, where the PM is repeated, but qualified.  This creates a 

fundamental ambiguity and must bŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΦ  CƛǊǎǘΣ άǎƘŀƭƭέ Ƴǳǎǘ 

ōŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ άǎƘƻǳƭŘΦέ  {ŜŎƻƴŘΣ ƛŦ ŘǊŀŦǘƛƴƎ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƭƭƻǿΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ 

should be deleted. 

άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΣ 

where consistent with forest managemŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦέ 

 

 

 

Indicator: 

   

1. Provide recreation opportunities for the public, where consistent with forest management objectives.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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Recreation opportunities is a broad term that will be difficult to measure 

conformance.  Auditors will have to be subjective when evaluating whether 

program participant has met this indicator. 

Support and promote recreation opportunities for the public, where consistent 

with forest management objectives. 

Again, it is the owners land, not the publics. Delete it 

Concern: the indicator should allow conditionality of economic considerations 

to recreation opportunities 

Recommendation: AŘŘ άŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

sentence. 

 

¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ όtaύ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ άǎƘŀƭƭΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ta ǘƘŜƴ Ƙŀǎ 

one indicator, where the PM is repeated, but qualified.  This creates a 

fundamental ambiguity and must be corrected as ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΦ  CƛǊǎǘΣ άǎƘŀƭƭέ Ƴǳǎǘ 

ōŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ άǎƘƻǳƭŘΦέ  {ŜŎƻƴŘΣ ƛŦ ŘǊŀŦǘƛƴƎ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƭƭƻǿΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ 

should be deleted. 

άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΣ 

where consistent with forest management and public ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦέ 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 5.4: 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 5 

 

 

 

 

Objective 6.  Protection of Special Sites.  To manage Program Participant lands that are ecologically, geologically, historically, or culturally important in a manner 

that recognizes their special qualities. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

/ƻƴŎŜǊƴΥ ¦ƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ƭŀƴŘǎέ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ 

the Intro and does not need to be repeated in this Objective statement 

(Objective 6 is the only one using this phrase).   The Intro states clearly that 

Objectives 1 thru 7 apply to land which is owned or controlled by the 

participant. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ ά¢ƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƎŜƻƭƻƎically, 

historically or culturally important are identified and managed in a manner 

ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΦέ 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎέ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ 

term itself, thus creating confusion.  This language should be modified to 

ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƻǇ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ 

ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦέ   

 

LŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŜƭǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭέ 

should be dropped aǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΦέ 

ά¢ƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ŀ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΦέ 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 6.1.  Program Participants shall identify special sites and manage them in a manner appropriate for their unique features.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

If this stays, SFI should pay them for the cost to do this! All costs for the Protection of Special Sites are paid for by SFI 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎέ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ 

term itself, thus creating confusion.  This language should be modified to 

ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƻǇ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ άŜcologically, 

ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦέ   

ά¦ǎŜ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ Řŀǘŀ and expert advice in identifying or 

ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΦέ 
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LŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŜƭǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭέ 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΦέ 

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Use of existing natural heritage data and expert advice in identifying or selecting sites for protection because of their ecologically, geologically, historically, or 

culturally important qualities.  

   

2. Appropriate mapping, cataloging, and management of identified special sites. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

problem with "and" expert advice.  Implies that we must have expert advice. I prefer "and/or" 

 
Indicator 6.1.1.  Recommend including stakeholder consultation as a source of 

knowledge 

This needs to be validated by the entity through documentation of 

correspondence or results or reports. Natural heritage data is not enough and 

άŜȄǇŜǊǘ ŀŘǾƛŎŜέ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ǾŀƎǳŜΦ Iƻǿ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΚ {ƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ 

specific is needed on the cultural side of things, in particular.  

!ŘŘ ά5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘέ ǘƻ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎΣ ōŜŦƻǊŜ άǳǎŜέ  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 6.1: 
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Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 6 

 

 

 

 

Objective 7. Efficient Use of Forest Resources.  To promote the efficient use of forest resources.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

  

 

 

 

tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ aŜŀǎǳǊŜ тΦмΦ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ άƛƴ-ǿƻƻŘǎέ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ 

to minimize waste and ensure efficient utilization of harvested trees, where consistent with other SFI Standard objectives. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

The performance measure requires us to be prescriptive of technology rather 

than of results. 

 

ΨtǊƻƎǊŀƳ Participants shall keep abreast of forest harvesting technologies and 

άƛƴ-ǿƻƻŘǎέ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦΣ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜΣ 

and achieve minimal waste and efficient utilization of harvested trees where 

appropriate and consistent with ƻǘƘŜǊ {CL {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦΩ 
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¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άƛƴ-ǿƻƻŘǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΦ 

Program Participants shall employ appropriate forest harvesting technology 

and manufacturing processes and practices to minimize waste and ensure 

efficient utilization of harvested trees, where consistent with other SFI 

Standard objectives. 

do we have a conflict here in minimizing waste vs leaving some material on 

ground.  How will we be measured here vs 2.3.4? 
 

Concern: Too wordy. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ŀǇǇropriate forest 

technology and Best Management Practices to ensure efficient utilization and 

ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜ ǿŀǎǘŜΦέ 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άƛƴ-ǿƻƻŘǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΦ 

Program Participants shall employ appropriate forest harvesting technology 

and manufacturing processes and practices to minimize waste and ensure 

efficient utilization of harvested trees, where consistent with other SFI 

Standard objectives. 

 

 

 

Indicator: 

   

1. Program or monitoring system to ensure efficient utilization, which may include provisions to ensure 

   

     a. residue management considers economic, social, environmental factors (e.g. organic   and nutrient value to future forests) and other utilization needs;   

     b. training or incentives to encourage loggers to enhance utilization; 

     c. cooperation with mill managers for better utilization of species and low-grade 

      material;   

     d. Exploration of markets for underutilized species and low-grade wood and alternative markets (e.g. bioenergy markets, carbon offsets); or 
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     e. periodic inspections and reports noting utilization and product separation. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊΦ    

a. Management of harvest residue (e.g., slash, limbs, tops) shall consider 

economic, social, environmental factors (e.g. organic and nutrient value to 

future forests) and other utilization needs; 

7.1.1 Change in language recommended for clarity, and to improve ability to 

provide credible audit evidence 

Indicator 7.1.1 ς ²Ŝ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ōŜ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

or monitoring system to ensure efficient utilization of wood and efficient and 

ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƻǳƴŘ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŀƭǎΦ ά   

Concern: Indicator 1.a. is unclear; is residue management the same as 

ōƛƻƳŀǎǎΚ  !ƭǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǎƻŎƛŀƭέ ƛǎ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ 

not an auditable item. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΦŀΥ 5ŜŦƛƴŜ άǊŜǎƛŘǳŜΦέ  ¢ƘŜƴΣ άaŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 

residue to consider various utilizatioƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊΦ    

 

Also, in Indicator 1.d, this again refers to emerging science that is not well-

developed enough to be included in the standard. 

 

5ŜŦƛƴŜ άǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎΦ  ά[ŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƭŜŦǘ Ŏlean 

ǿƛǘƘ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǿŀǎǘŜέ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŦƻǊŜǎǘŜǊǎΦ 

 

d. Exploration of markets for underutilized species and low-grade wood and 

alternative markets; or 

 

Exploration of markets is a much better phrase than development of markets 

however it should include the pƘǊŀǎŜ άǿƘŜǊŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜΦέ 
 

!ǘǘŜƳǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀǳŘƛǘ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎέ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜΣ 

and the term is not commonly defined. 
άaŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

d. needs to be re-worded.  I do not understand use of carbon offsets in the 

context of efficient utilization of "harvested" trees. 

 d. Exploration of markets for underutilized and low-grade wood species (e.g. 

bioenergy markets, landscaping products, firewood, etc.); or 
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Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 7.1: 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 7 

 

 

 

 

SFI Standard Objectives 8-13 for Procurement 

 Procurement from sources within the United States and Canada (Objectives 8-10 apply).   

   

Objective 8.  Landowner Outreach.  To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by forest landowners through procurement programs.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Enhance credibility of the standard 

¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƻ άCƛōŜǊ {ƻǳǊŎƛƴƎέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 

will allow more consistency throughout the standard as well as with the on 

product fiber sourcing label.  

¢ƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦƛōŜǊ 

ǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜǾŜǊ ƛǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘΦ 
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Performance Measure 8.1. Program Participants shall provide information to landowners for reforestation following harvest, the use of BMPs, and for 

identification and protection of important habitat elements for wildlife, including Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. 

  

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Agreement are not always with landowners. provide information to landowners or suppliers 

Add biodiversity as an element to protect. 
άΦΦ.and protection of important habitat elements for wildlife and biodiversity, 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ CƻǊŜǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 9ȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ±ŀƭǳŜΦέ 

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used throughout the 

new standard.  In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1.  I 

recognize that you are trying to take into account plant communities which are 

critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of the word forests may be 

confusing and or misleading.  NatureServe uses the term Ecological 

Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Values we can use the term "Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Values" as this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search Functions. 

Program Participants shall provide information to landowners for reforestation 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ .atΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

important habitat elements for wildlife, including Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Value.  

Concern - Entire sentence is of poor structure.  The intent of this PM is not 

clearly stated. 

Recommendation:  Suggest: Program Participants shall provide information to 

landowners for:  

a. reforestation following harvest;  

b. the use of BMPs,  

c. identification and protection of important habitat elements for 

wildlife, including Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. 

 

This Performance Measure could be clarified by adding language from 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ мтΥ  άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀŎƪŜǘǎΣ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎΣ ƴŜǿǎƭŜǘters, workshops, tours, 

ŜǘŎΦέ  ¢ƘŜ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ aŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ 

This Performance Measure could be clarified by adding language from 

hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ мтΥ  άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀŎƪŜǘǎΣ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎΣ ƴŜǿǎƭŜǘǘŜǊǎΣ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΣ ǘƻǳǊǎΣ 

ŜǘŎΦέ  ¢ƘŜ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ aŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ 
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ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ мтΦнΥ άǇŜǊƛƻŘƛŎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ 

ǘƻǳǊǎΧŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘǊƛǇǎΣ ŜǘŎΦέ 

ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ мтΦнΥ άǇŜǊƛƻŘƛŎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ 

ǘƻǳǊǎΧŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘǊƛǇǎΣ ŜǘŎΦέ 

pm 8.1 - consider adding behind "shall" provide info  to read--shall provide or 

make available through SICs, associations, or other groups... 

 

Reasoning is that "shall provide" can be interpreted as the participant must 

give it to the LO.  While in the real world, we provide a supply of infolrmation 

to a school, a wood dealer, a loggers group and they will help distribute to 

those landowners they come into contact with.  

In PM 8.1  change 

"shall provide information" to  to read--  

 

"shall provide, or make available through SICs, associations, or other groups, 

information to landowners... 

 

 

 

 

Indicator: 

   

1. Program Participants shall supply regionally appropriate information or services to forest landowners, describing the importance and providing 

implementation guidance on 

     a. BMPs; 

     b. reforestation and afforestation;  

     c. visual quality management;  

     d. conservation of critical wildlife habitat elements, threatened and endangered species, and Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value; 

     e. management of residue to consider economic, social, environmental factors (e.g. organic and nutrient value to future forests) and other utilization needs; 

     f. invasive exotic plants and animals; and 

     g. potential for special sites. 

   

2.  Encourage landowners to participate in forest management certification programs such as the American Tree Farm System. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

#2 Only small landowners should be directed to ATFS Encourage family forest landowners...... 

Enhance credibility of the standard 

Objective 8.1:  Program participants should have the same flexibility now given 

ƛƴ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ мт ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ Ǿƛŀ άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀŎƪŜǘǎΣ ǿŜōǎƛǘes, 

ƴŜǿǎƭŜǘǘŜǊǎΣ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΣ ǘƻǳǊǎΣ ŜǘŎέΦ   {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ уΦм ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 

ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ мтΦн  ό άǇŜǊƛƻŘƛŎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ 

ǘƻǳǊǎΣ ΧΦΦŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘǊƛǇǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύ 

 

Objective 8.1.e:  The indicator suggests that program participants would 

provide regionally appropriate information to forest landowners on the 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ  άƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ 

ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΧΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŀǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƻǳǘǊŜŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ 

materials provided address issues of forest management on a sustainable 

basis.  There is no need to get more specific on considering economic, social 

ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΧΦΦǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ  ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 

ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ    

 

Objective 8.2:  RŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎέΣ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 

property rights of family forest landowners to simply be supportive of forest 

management certification programs without a requirement to encourage 

participation directly to landowners.  This objective should thus be re-written 

ŀƴŘ ƳƻǾŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ мт  ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ LƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ 

{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΦΦέ  

 

Indicator 2. Encouragement should be for participation in SFI, not simply ATFS.  2. Encourage landowners to participate in forest management certification 
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However, if the intent here is to encourage small family landowners to 

participate in certification, then ATFS is appropriate.  

programs such as SFI or American Tree Farm System.  

 

or 

 

2. Encourage small family landowners to participate in forest management 

certification programs such as American Tree Farm System.  

 

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used throughout the 

new standard.  In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1 and 

Indicator 1d.  I recognize that you are trying to take into account plant 

communities which are critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of 

the word forests may be confusing and or misleading.  NatureServe uses the 

term Ecological Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests with 

Exceptional Conservation Values we can use the term "Ecological Communities 

with Exceptional Conservation Values" as this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search Functions. 

Indicator 1 (d) Program Participants shall supply regionally appropriate 

information or services to forest landowners, describing the importance and 

providing implementation guideance on conservation of critical wildlife habitat 

elements, threatened and endangered species, and Ecological Communities 

with Exceptional Conservation Value. 

Indicator 1f.  lumped the 2 terms "invasive" and "exotic" together.  These 

terms should be separated.  An invasive species can be defined as any species 

not native to a particular ecosystem whose introduction causes, or is likely to 

cause, economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.  An exotic 

species can be defined as species that have been moved beyond their natural 

range as a result of human activity. Exotic species are also known as alien 

species, foreign species, introduced species, non-indigenous species, and non-

native species.  Treating these 2 terms as one decreases the credibility of the 

standard. 

 

Also, suggest either removing Indicator 2 of add where applicable at the end.  

A Canadian SFI Participant is not going to encourage a landowner to certify to 

separate out terms invasive and exotic. 
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the American Tree Farm System. 

Concern: Indicator 1. Wording can be simplified.  

 

Concern: Indicator 1.e. ς άǊŜǎƛŘǳŜέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ όƛǎ ƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ 

άōƛƻƳŀǎǎέΚύΦ  !ƭǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǎƻŎƛŀƭέ ƛǎ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ   

 

Concern: Indicator 1.g. - ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άtƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 

auditable. 

Recommendatioƴ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘƻ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΣ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜΥέ 

 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΦŜΦΥ 5ŜŦƛƴŜ άǊŜǎƛŘǳŜΦέ !ƭǎƻΣ ǎǘǊƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ 

άǎƻŎƛŀƭέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŜǎΦ  {ǳggest: 

άaŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΦƎΥ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ άǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊέΦ 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΦƎΦ άǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƛŦ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΦŘΦ ƛǎ 

already requiring that appropriate information and implementation guidance 

on Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value.  What makes a FECV will be 

described. 

 

Referring to Indicator 1.f - most counties have weed control boards that 

effectively handle this issue. 

Remove Indicator 1.f. 

 CƘŀƴƎŜ άǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭέ ǘƻ άŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦέ  

8.1.1.e is unnecessary, as current outreach and materials provided address 

issues of forest management on a sustainable basis.  The specific 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ƻōƧŜctives. 

 

PM 8.1.2: 

This indicator does not align well with the procurement strategy in Objective 8, 

and should be placed in Objective 17.  The Performance Measure should be 

rewritten to be supportive of forest management certification without a 

requirement to encourage landowners specifically to participate in such 

άaŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 
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programs. 

 

under indicator 1, same as my suggestion for the PM 8.1 

In 8.1.1  change 

"shall provide information" to  to read--  

 

"shall provide, or make available through SICs, associations, or other groups, 

information to landowners... 

 

f. is unclear as written.  it would be more proactive to articulate that invasives 

are unwanted and worthy of control. 
f. control of invasive exotic plants... 

Outreach and education does not ensure the protection of critically imperiled 

and imperiled species.  There are no assurances behind the SFI procurement 

standard on key elements of conserving biodiversity. 

 

As stated above, very positive movement on requiring trained loggers and BMP 

use in contracts.  Would be good to move those logger training programs 

towards logger certification, and on-the-ground results verification. 

 

Require monitoring results of communications efforts and program to ensure 

purchased stumpage do not come from sites associated with imperiled and 

vulnerable species. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 8.1: 

under 8.1.2,   Add "family forest" to describe which landowners...  Reason is that large landowners will likely not be candidates for ATF. 

ALSO, can you give another example under the "such as the ATF or the ---------? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 8 
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under 8.1.1  Change to -- "Encourage family forest landowners to participate..." 

The changes suggested and the new labels are valuable, particularly the % content label.  However, the SFI Fiber Certified Sourcing Label continues to be 

ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǾŀǊȅ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅΥ ŦǊƻƳ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ {CL ƻǊ /{A certified lands, to 100% pre-

consumer recycled maǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǘƻ {CL ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ Ƙŀǎ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎǳǊŜ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅέΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ is being 

ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛǘƘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƭƻƎƎŜǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ .at ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ό{ŜŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ άǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘέ below.)  

 

 

 

Objective 9.  Use of Forest Management and Harvesting Professionals.  To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landowners to 

utilize the services of forest management and harvesting professionals. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Objective 9. Forest management and harvesting professionals are not defined 

terms.  Suggest replacing with defined terms such as qualified logging 

professionals and qualified resource professionals 

Objective 9. Use of Qualified Logging and Qualified Resource Professionals. To 

broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landowners 

to utilize the services of qualified logging and qualified resource professionals. 

need logger certification programs to be encouraged and recognized 

Performance Measure 9.1 Program participants shall encourage the 

development an optional program that offers independent third-party audits 

of logging operations.   

Indicators: 

1. Standard shall be consistent with SFI standard and state or provincial 

BMPs. 

2. Standard shall include specific and measurable practices or indicators 

that address: 

a. Protection of water quality and soils 

b. Management of visual quality 

c. Conformance with acceptable silvicultural, operational and utilization 
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standards 

d. Compliance with government regulations applicable to logging 

operations. 

e. Adherence to site specific harvest and management plans 

i. Harvest plan required for properties less than 100 contiguous acres 

ii. Harvest plan and management plan are required for properties with 

100-499 acres 

iii. Properties of more than 500 contiguous acres land shall be certified 

f. Sound business management and practices 

i. Timber sale contracts shall be in writing and signed by both the logger 

and the landowner 

g. Continuing education requirements 

h. Continuous improvement of the certification program and participants 

3. Logger certification field auditors shall be required to have: 

a. Four year degree in forestry from an accredited education institution. 

4. Logger certification auditor training: 

a. Auditors shall be required to complete training by a SFI APQ approved 

auditor. 

5. Program or standard shall provide an acceptable statistically valid 

methodology for conducting random audits of participants. 

6. Development of logger certification program should be transparent 

and include input from the broad forest community. 

7. Program oversight shall be provided by an independent board of 

directors representing the broad forest community. 

8. Method to track the purchase and final delivery of wood. 
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(followed by Performance Measure 9.2, which is now 9.1) 

 

Objective 9 should be moved - Objective 9 should be combined with Objective 

16 or, at the least, not included as an objective that only applies to 

procurement.  Companies that own their own land should also be expected to 

utilize the services of qualified logging professionals and an independent third-

party certified logging professionals. 

 

CoƴŎŜǊƴΥ ²ƻǊŘƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎέ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ƴŀǊǊƻǿΦ 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ {ǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ άŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ŦƻǊ άƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎέΦ  {ǳƎƎŜǎǘΥ 

άhōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ф ς Use of Professionals. To broaden the practice of sustainable 

forestry by encouraging forest landowners to use the services of professionals 

ƛƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

Good changes  

This Objective needs to be adapted for application to "Land Management" and 

"Procurement".  There are interpretations that the use of "qualified resource 

professionals" and "qualified logging professionals" only applies to 

"Procurement" operations and I am not sure this is the intent of SFI.  

Adapt Objective for broader application or add to the Training objective of SFI. 

Is OBJ 9 the wrong place for this?  Under 9, this would apply only to 

procurement participants and it should apply to both procurement and 

landowners.  Either add it to the objectives for landowners or for the 

objectives for both landowners and procurement. 

 

In Obj 9, can be read to introduce the term Management and Harvesting 

Professionals is introduced.  This is confusing because we already have three 

terms that identify loggers, 1-Certified logging prof.  2--Qualiied logging prof. 

and the 3--Qualified Resource professional.   

Change Obj 9 to  

Use of Forest Management Professionals and Harvesting Professionals.  To 

broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landowners 

to utilize the services of both forest management and harvesting professionals. 

A logger certificatiƻƴκ{CL ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎŎƻǊŜ {CLΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ 

advancing sustainable forest management on family forests and help address 

the challenge of certifying the fiber harvested from family forestlands.  
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Often, the only forest management advice a family forest owner receives is 

from a logger who approaches the landowner to procure wood.  While many 

loggers are very experienced and have a professional approach to wood 

procurement, the XXXXX believes that a well-trained and experienced logger 

with a broader vision of forestry can provide family forest landowners with 

sustainable forest management information.  Logger certification adds 

independent credibility to this opportunity and certified timber to the 

marketplace. 

 

A logger certification/SFI relationship is important to the vitality of the forest 

products industry, their customers and the continued success of the SFI 

program.   As you know, logger certification is increasingly being discussed by 

large paper consumers, industry, land management organizations, private 

landowners, environmentalist and loggers.   

 

! нллр ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ CŀƳƛƭȅ 

CƻǊŜǎǘǎέΣ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 5ǊΦ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ YƛƭƎƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀ 

confirms there is little interest from family forest landowners to certify their 

land.  Only 4% of family forest landowners surveyed stated they were very 

likely to have their forest land certified.  The relatively large number of those 

landowners and associated turnover rate of family forest lands, combined with 

their low level of interest in certification, make them an unlikely primary target 

for certification efforts.   

 

On the other hand, support for logger certification within the logging 

community is impressively high.  In Minnesota, nearly three-fourths indicated 

they were somewhat to very likely to certify their logging business if a logger 

certification program was established.  The Kilgore study provides compelling 

justification for the need and role of logger certification in providing third-
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party certified resource from family forests. 

 

Minnesota has approximately 15 million acres of timberland.  Of that total, 

37% is controlled by family forest landowners and these family forests provide 

an estimated 45% of the timber harvested each year.  This presents a 

significant challenge to the forest products industry.  For example, Time Inc. 

has asked several mills in Minnesota and across the country to meet a target 

that 80% of the resource going into their product be certified.  

 

Establishing recognition between the SFI program and a logger certification 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎŎƻǊŜ {CLΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

role in advancing sustainable forest management on family forests.  We 

strongly encourage you to consider reflecting this in the new standard 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 9.1. Program Participants shall encourage landowners to utilize the services of qualified resource professionals, certified logging 

professionals and qualified logging professionals in applying principles of sustainable forest management on their lands. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Should be some emphasis put on utilizing certified logging professionals (CLP) 

vs. qualified logging professionals (QLP).  It would act as an incentive for more 

the CLP progam participants as well as add strength to the SFI standards that 

the "best of the best" are being used. 

Program Participants shall encourage landowners to utilize the services of 

qulified resource professionals, certified logging professionals (CLP's) where 

they are available, and if CLP's are not available then qualified logging 

professionals in applying principles of sustainable forest management on their 

lands. 

Who will administer the certification and decide on appropriateness of the  
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certification program? 

Comment: Objective 9 should be moved - Objective 9 should be combined with 

Objective 16 or, at the least, not included as an objective that only applies to 

procurement.  Companies that own their own land should also be expected to 

utilize the services of qualified logging professionals and an independent third-

party certified logging professionals. 

 

Objective 9 should be moved - Objective 9 should be combined with Objective 

16 or, at the least, not included as an objective that only applies to 

procurement.  Companies that own their own land should also be expected to 

utilize the services of qualified logging professionals and an independent third-

party certified logging professionals. 

 

Concern: The term "certified" in reference to logging professionals is loosely 

defined between states and provinces, even denoting a legal qualification in 

some jurisdictions.   Therefore, this specific terminology can be confusing 

particularly given the overlap with the established SFI concept of "Qualified".  

!ƭǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ 

ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέΣ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴΦ 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέΦ  {ǳƎƎŜǎǘΥ έtǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

Participants shall encourage landowners to utilize the services of qualified 

resource professionals and qualified logging professionals in applying principles 

of sustainable forest management on their lands." 

This statement does not convey the manditory use of "qualified/trained" 

logging professionals - which was discussed in the cover letter (requiring rather 

than encouraging) outlining the release of the DRAFT standard and open public 

comment period. It may be a major hurdle (if not impossible) to get to 100% of 

all deliveries through "qualified/trained" loggers in some regions of the 

country (i.e. If we are at 90 - 95% in this catagory - Is it worth it to try and get 

to 100%)  

 

 {ǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ ά{CL ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέ 

This Performance Measure needs to be adapted for application to "Land 

Management" and "Procurement".  There are interpretations that the use of 

"qualified resource professionals" and "qualified logging professionals" only 

applies to "Procurement" operations and I am not sure this is the intent of SFI.  

Adapt PM for broader application or add to the Training objective of SFI. 
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9.1.1  In the definintion of Certified Logging Professional, the logger must ...be 

a member in good standing of a logger certification program. 

 

Please define "logger certification program" and give an example.  This is not a 

trained logger as defined by the SIC!!  That needs to be stated in the definition 

to avoid confusion. 

I will add it to the definition in the glossary 

CHANGE DEFINITION: Qualified/certified logging professionals MUST include 

"A person or an organization". Defining the professional entity as only a person 

is unrealistic and inconsistent with the SFI Standard. Why then is a "wood 

producer" a  "person or an organization"? Why is a SFI certified entity not just 

the person or CEO? Why would you make the logging company owner the 

ONLY "qualified/certified" entity? 

CHANGE DEFINITION: Qualified/certified logging professionals MUST include 

"A person or an organization". Implement this language in the DEFINITIONS 

chapter. 

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Program to promote the use of qualified resource professionals, certified logging professionals where available,   and qualified logging professionals. 

   

2. List of certified logging professionals and qualified logging professionals maintained by Program Participant, state or provincial agency, ƭƻƎƎŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ 

other organization.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Economic viability We support the use of qualified resource professionals and qualified logging 

professionals as approved by SICs.  The collaboration on training between 
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program participants, SICs, and the logging community is an important 

strength of the SFI program and is working well.  Implementing a program to 

search for certified logging professionals and document those efforts to show 

that certified loggers were used where available is cumbersome and 

unneccessary when a requirement for the use of trained loggers is already in 

place and working well.  We suggest the following revision: "Program to 

promote the use of qualified resource professionals, certified logging 

professionals where required by law, or qualified logging professionals." 

 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ фΦмΦнΥ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ άǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ 

with 9.1.1 

 

Indicator 9.1.2: "List of certified logging professionals, qualified logging 

professionals and qualified resource professionals maintained by Program 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΣ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΣ ƭƻƎƎŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

organization." 

Concern Indicator 1: As currently written, this Indicator implies that if certified 

loggers are available they must be given preference over qualified loggers.   

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΥ  άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ 

ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ  ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΦέ   

 {ǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ ά{CL ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎέ 

Indicator 9.1.1: 

As currently written, this indicator implies that if certified loggers are available 

they must be given preference over qualified loggers.   

²Ŝ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ŘǊƻǇǇƛƴƎ άǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜέ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜΥ  άΧΣ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ƻǊ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΦέ   

This Performance Measure needs to be adapted for application to "Land 

Management" and "Procurement".  There are interpretations that the use of 

"qualified resource professionals" and "qualified logging professionals" only 

applies to "Procurement" operations and I am not sure this is the intent of SFI.  

Adapt Indicators for broader application or add to the Training objective of SFI. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 9.1: 
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Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 9 

Comment: Add performance measure 9.2;  

Performance Measure 9.2 Program participants shall encourage the development an optional program that offers independent third-party audits of logging 

operations.   

Indicators: 

1. Standard shall be consistent with SFI standard and state or provincial BMPs. 

2. Standard shall include specific and measurable practices or indicators that address: 

a. Protection of water quality and soils 

b. Management of visual quality 

c. Conformance with acceptable silvicultural, operational and utilization standards 

d. Compliance with government regulations applicable to logging operations. 

e. Adherence to site specific harvest and management plans 

i. Harvest plan required for properties less than 100 contiguous acres 

ii. Harvest plan and management plan are required for properties with 100-499 acres 

iii. Properties of more than 500 contiguous acres land shall be certified 

f. Sound business management and practices 

i. Timber sale contracts shall be in writing and signed by both the logger and the landowner 

g. Continuing education requirements 

h. Continuous improvement of the certification program and participants 

3. Logger certification field auditors shall be required to have: 

a. Four year degree in forestry from an accredited education institution. 

4. Logger certification auditor training: 

a. Auditors shall be required to complete training by a SFI APQ approved auditor. 

5. Program or standard shall provide an acceptable statistically valid methodology for conducting random audits of participants. 

6. Development of logger certification program should be transparent and include input from the broad forest community. 

7. Program oversight shall be provided by an independent board of directors representing the broad forest community. 

8. Method to track the purchase and final delivery of wood. 
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Rationale: A logger certification/SFI relationship wƻǳƭŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎŎƻǊŜ {CLΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƭǇ 

address the challenge of certifying the fiber harvested from family forestlands.  

 

Often, the only forest management advice a family forest owner receives is from a logger who approaches the landowner to procure wood.  While many loggers 

are very experienced and have a professional approach to wood procurement, the XXXXX believes that a well-trained and experienced logger with a broader 

vision of forestry can provide family forest landowners with sustainable forest management information.  Logger certification adds independent credibility to 

this opportunity and certified timber to the marketplace. 

 

A logger certification/SFI relationship is important to the vitality of the forest products industry, their customers and the continued success of the SFI program.   

As you know, logger certification is increasingly being discussed by large paper consumers, industry, land management organizations, private landowners, 

environmentalist and loggers.   

 

! нллр ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ CŀƳƛƭȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǎέΣ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 5ǊΦ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ YƛƭƎƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ University of Minnesota confirms 

there is little interest from family forest landowners to certify their land.  Only 4% of family forest landowners surveyed stated they were very likely to have their 

forest land certified.  The relatively large number of those landowners and associated turnover rate of family forest lands, combined with their low level of 

interest in certification, make them an unlikely primary target for certification efforts.   

 

On the other hand, support for logger certification within the logging community is impressively high.  In Minnesota, nearly three-fourths indicated they were 

somewhat to very likely to certify their logging business if a logger certification program was established.  The Kilgore study provides compelling justification for 

the need and role of logger certification in providing third-party certified resource from family forests. 

 

Minnesota has approximately 15 million acres of timberland.  Of that total, 37% is controlled by family forest landowners and these family forests provide an 

estimated 45% of the timber harvested each year.  This presents a significant challenge to the forest products industry.  For example, Time Inc. has asked several 

mills in Minnesota and across the country to meet a target that 80% of the resource going into their product be certified.  

 

Establishing recognition between the {CL ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƭƻƎƎŜǊ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎŎƻǊŜ {CLΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ 

advancing sustainable forest management on family forests.  We strongly encourage you to consider reflecting this in the new standard 

 

Add performance measure 9.2;  

Performance Measure 9.2 Program participants shall encourage the development an optional program that offers independent third-party audits of logging 

operations.  Fiber sourced from family forestland by an SFI recognized independent third-party logger certification program participant should be defined as 

άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ όǎŜŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƴŜǿ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎύΦ 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.                                                           April 20, 2009      112 
 

 

Indicators: 

1. Standard shall be consistent with SFI standard and state or provincial BMPs. 

2. Standard shall include specific and measurable practices or indicators that address: 

a. Protection of water quality and soils 

b. Management of visual quality 

c. Conformance with acceptable silvicultural, operational and utilization standards 

d. Compliance with government regulations applicable to logging operations. 

e. Adherence to site specific harvest and management plans 

i. Harvest plan required for properties less than 100 contiguous acres 

ii. Harvest plan and management plan are required for properties with 100-499 acres 

iii. Properties of more than 500 contiguous acres land shall be certified 

f. Sound business management and practices 

i. Timber sale contracts shall be in writing and signed by both the logger and the landowner 

g. Continuing education requirements 

h. Continuous improvement of the certification program and participants 

3. Logger certification field auditors shall be required to have: 

a. Four year degree in forestry from an accredited education institution. 

4. Logger certification auditor training: 

a. Auditors shall be required to complete training by a SFI APQ approved auditor. 

5. Program or standard shall provide an acceptable statistically valid methodology for conducting random audits of participants. 

6. Development of logger certification program should be transparent and include input from the broad forest community. 

7. Program oversight shall be provided by an independent board of directors representing the broad forest community. 

8. Method to track the purchase and final delivery of wood. 

 

 

 

 

Objective 10.  Adherence to Best Management Practices.   To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry through the use of Best Management Practices to 

protect water quality. 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

To reduce Anti-trust concerns offer the apperance of more options for 

program participants. Let participants develop their own programs. 

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry through the development of 

programs to utilize BMPs to protect water quality. 

In addition to best management practices (BMPs) for water the purchase wood 

information packages provided to wood suppliers also address BMPs for 

reforestation, soil conservation, wildlife management, and visual quality. Also, 

Performance Measure 10.2 is directed at monitoring of all BMPs, not just for 

water quality. Therefore, it is inconsistent to mention only water quality in the 

objective. 

Delete the reference to water quality from the oōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΥ ά¢ƻ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

practice of sustainable forestry through the use of best management 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦέ 

Concern:  Best management Practices is terminology that is applied to more 

than just forestry. 

Also, BMPs do more than protect water quality. 

 

RecommŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ /ƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ŀŘŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅέ ǇǊŜŎŜŘƛƴƎ ά.Ŝǎǘ 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ ƻǊ ά.atǎέ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘΦ 

{ǳƎƎŜǎǘΣ ά¢ƻ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 

ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ .Ŝǎǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ 

 

 

Is this in the correct place?  It is only for procurement sysems under OBJ 10.  It 

must cover landowner participants also.  It needs to be in Obj 1-7 or 14-20 to 

cover landowning SFI Participants. 

 

Why is this objective only focused on BMPs to protect water quality?  There 

must be other BMPs that have been developed for protecting important fish 

and wildlife habitats and migration corridors. 

Adherence to Best Management Practices.  To broaden the practice of 

sustainable forestry through the use of Best Management Practices to protect 

water quality and to protect the quality, diversity and distributions of fish and 

wildlife habitats. 
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Performance Measure 10.1. Program Participants shall clearly define and implement policies to ensure that mill inventories and procurement activities do not 

compromise adherence to the principles of sustainable forestry. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ мΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎέ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀn that 

employees of landowning companies that supply raw material to 

manufacturing facilities should be trained as qualified logging professionals.  

²Ŝ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ άǿƻƻŘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎέ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 

landowning companies to be trained. 

1. Program for the purchase of raw material from wood suppliers that have 

completed training programs and are recognized as qualified logging 

professionals. 

/ƻƴŎŜǊƴΥ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǇƻƭƛŎȅέ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǊŀƳƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴ 

industrial setting. 
RecommŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ  {ǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǇǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ŦƻǊ άǇƻƭƛŎȅΦέ 

I think the term "mill" in this case is too limiting considering the development 

(and recruitment hopefully) of bio energy and pellet facilities.  
Replace "mill" with "facility" 

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   

1. Program for the purchase of raw material from suppliers that have completed training programs and are recognized as qualified logging professionals. 

   

2. Program to require that harvests of purchased stumpage (including those for bioenergy feedstocks) comply with BMPs.  

   

3. Provisions, requiring the use of BMPs, included in contracts for the purchase of raw material. 
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4. Program to address adverse weather conditions. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

#1 suppliers is not a defined term #1 raw material from wood producers that ..... 

Ind 3 and 4. are dictating practices on others who may or may not be certified. 

The onus should be on the participants actions, not those of others. By 

dictating requirements we are taking on liability. 

Drop indicators 2 and 3. 

Indicator 1: Not all suppliers are wood producers; some of the suppliers are 

small land owners clearing a small portion of their lot for the purposes of 

building a home or other structure.  This indicator is not practicable in all 

instances.  Perhaps modify this to be a program for the purchase of raw 

material, which informs suppliers of BMP's and recommends the use of SIC 

certified logging professionals or qualified logging professionals. 

Indicator 3: Again there are some suppliers who are converting their land for 

the purpose of building a home or expanding their field.  Requiring BMP's may 

not fit in these instances.  Either insert a clause that small private acreages 

which are being developed for residential/commercial construction purposes 

do not apply or replace requiring with recommending. 

Indicator 1.  Program for the purchase of raw material which informs suppliers 

of BMP's and recommends the use of SIC certified logging professionals or 

qualified logging professionals. 

 

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ о tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ .atΩǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ 

for the purchase of raw material. 

or  

LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ о tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ .atΩǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ the 

purchase of raw materials sourced from lands other than those being 

converted for residential and or commercial construction purposes. 

Indicator 2 - References to bioenergy feedstocks does not need to be singled 

out.  Singling out one product may send the signal that complying with BMPs is 

more important than complying when harvesting another product. 

Indicator 2 - delete language in parenthesis. 

Performance Measure 10.1, Indicator #1: XXXXX Comment: It is not a realistic 

expectation for private landowners to undergo training programs, particularly 

if they are clearing land as a one time occurrence for subsequent non-forest 

use. This proposed change appears to exceed performance measure 9.1 which 

only requires program participants to encourage landowners to utilize the 

services qualified logging professionals. This proposed requirement is 

Performance Measure 10.1, Indicator #1: Keep the wording the same as 

written for the current 2005-2009 standard. 

 

Performance Measure 10.1, Indicator #3: Change tƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ǘƻ άtǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ 

the use of BMPs by providing them with contracts for the purchase of raw 
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inconsistent with the assignation of low risk to wood harvested from private 

land for subsequent non-forest use by the wood procurement risk assessment 

form provided by the SIC. This change to the indicator limits the flexibility of 

the current participant programs with respect to assessing risk and exercising 

professional judgment with respect to differing types of wood suppliers. 

 

Performance Measure 10.1, Indicator #3: Existing contracts with private 

landholders require adherence to all applicable Acts and Regulations of which 

there are several that require protection of water quality. Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) are provided to private landowners through the purchase 

wood information package; however these BMPs are currently only a 

recommendation. Where there is a risk of impacting a resource, such as water, 

a site inspection is done by the program participant in accordance with the 

wood procurement risk assessment form based upon the form made available 

by the local SIC. There is already an incentive for a private landowner to follow 

ǘƘŜ .atΩǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜƴŀƭǘȅ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ 

existing laws. Also where a program participant notes a non-compliance with a 

legal requirement or BMP they can refuse to purchase the wood. In summary, 

there is no compelling need to make adherence to BMPs a contractual 

requirement which in practice would be very difficult to enforce on private 

landowners and may result in these same landowners selling to purchasers 

that have no such requirement. 

ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭΦέ 

Indicator 1 - this indicator is ok if the intent is to support training for suppliers. 

If it is to require companies to only buy wood from suppliers that are trained 

and are qualified logging professionals then it is problematic. In some areas 

where purchase wood is very competetive, a mill could run out of wood and 

layoff people if this was in place. We can influence the supplier but we can not 

control them. They will take their wood elsewhere. 

 

Indicator 3 - This indicator should be removed from the standard. Purchase 

Indicator 1 - word it so the intent is to support not require training. 

Indicator 3 - remove the indicator 
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wood contracts are legal docuements between the buyer and seller. Adding 

BMP use in the contracts would make them a legal requirement. Even SFI 

Program Participants do not always follow BMP use, and as a result we have 

non conformances. This holds suppliers to a higher standard than ourselves 

under the SFI standard. If I was a supplier I would not sign a contract that 

required BMP use because when I failed and did not follow them, by mistake, I 

would void my contract. We should stick with promoting BMP use with 

suppliers it has been effective in the past. 

 Contracts between land management organizations and mills essentially 

makes the land manager  the supplier.  

 Indicator 1 suggests that suppliers complete logger training programs.  Is that 

the intent of this indicator? 

Program for the purchase of raw material from loggers that have completed 

training programs and are recognized as qualified logging professionals. 

or 

 

Indicator 1:  Comments submitted previously with the Introduction section 

with respect to the new proposed requirement to only purchase wood from 

suppliers who are using qualified logging professionals.  Not feasible nor a 

practical requirement with the current state of the forest industry and 

economic downturn.  

I agree that Program Participants should strive to purchase wood from 

suppliers who utilize qualified logging professionals but should not be limited 

to this.  Suggest potentially adding "where possible" at the end of Indicator  1.  

Concern: As described, the intent can be interpreted to mean programs to 

become 100% supplied by Qualified Logging Professionals. This is a 

requirement that cannot be met in most procurement programs due to some 

supply coming from individual small family forest operators and tribal lands.  

 

Recommendation: Make this indicator a ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

to promote the purchase of raw material from suppliers that have completed 

ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΦ ά 

 

/ƻƴŎŜǊƴΥ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎέ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ƴŀǊǊƻǿΦ  !ƭǎƻΣ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥέ 

PǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ .atΩǎέ 
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Concern: Legitimate implementation of this requirement is not practicable for 

indirect sources, such as sawmill residual chips, chip mill chips, or roundwood 

from supplier woodyards.   

Also, Best management Practices is terminology that is applied to more than 

just forestry. 

Also, the SFIS should not dictate requirements for legal contracts. A Standard 

requirement is a requirement for an outcome. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ vǳŀƭƛŦȅ .atǎ ǿƛǘƘ άŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΣέ ŘŜƭŜǘŜ άLƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎέ 

ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘ άǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘέ 

{ǳƎƎŜǎǘΥ άtǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ .atǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ 

Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘέ 

Indicator 1 seems to infer that individual programs become 100% supplied by 

qualified logging professionals.  This is a requirement that cannot be met in 

most procurement programs due to some supply coming from individual small 

family forest operators and tribal lands. 

 

Indicator 2 again refers to an emerging science that is not well-developed 

enough to be included in the standard. 

1.  Include language in the Indicator to allow for a portion of supply to come 

from unqualified sources in procurement programs/regions where such supply 

sources are a part of the culture. Allowing for such supply sources in the 

Standard with provisions that they will be encouraged to avail themselves of 

training opportunities could help to maintain the credibility of the SFI. 

 

2. Program to require that harvests of purchased stumpage comply with BMPs. 

There is no benefit to distinguish between product types. Omit (including those for bioenergy feedstocks) 

Indicator 10.1.1: 

As written it is possible that an auditor would interpret this to mean that 100% 

of fiber would be harvested by qualified logging professionals.  This should be 

clarified to note that material may come from other sources, such as 

independent sawmills or supplier woodyards.   

 

άwŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭέ ƛǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƻƻŘΣ 

άtǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ .atǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ 

wood fiber procured/sourced directly from the fƻǊŜǎǘΦέ 
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and shƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ άŦƛōŜǊέ ƻǊ άǿƻƻŘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎΦέ 

 

Indicator 10.1.3: 

This provision should only be expected in new or renewed contracts.  

Implementation of this requirement is not practical for indirect sources such as 

sawmill residuals, chip mill chips, or roundwood from supplier woodyards.  The 

ǘŜǊƳ άǊŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭέ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƻƻŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

replaced. 

In 10.1.1 above, the term "suppliers" is undefined.  Shoud be defined in the 

glossary. 

10.1.1  after defining what a "supplier" is in the glossary, 10.1.1 should read--

Progam for the purchase of raw material from suppliers.  delete the rest... 

There should be some indicator(s) developed for determining if BMPs for fish 

and wildlife actually are protecting the quality, diversity and distributions of 

fish and wildlife habitats 

 

1. "Suppliers" should be define in the DEFINITIONS.  Supplier: broker, wood dealer, logger, log re-seller, etc. 

Logger training should be required for loggers not wood dealers or other 

middle men.  That is not clear from current wording which uses the term 

supplier which is not defined in the definition section of the standard. 

Replace word supplier with wood producer. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 10.1: 

Program for the purchase of raw material from the SFI Program Land Management Participants  

5.  Program to monitor the quality, diversity and distribution of fish and wildlife habitats prior to and after harvests and post-harvest site preparation. 

We are resubmitting this recommendation:  According to the 1997 SFI National Forum Recommendation to AF&PA Board, each Participant should have a clearly 

defined procurement policy or program. Though this basic requirement remains, the current wording of the Standard does not make it clear who this policy 

should be made available to, if anyone.  

 

Proposed New Indicator: 
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5. Participant fiber procurement program publicly available and distributed to all applicable suppliers of fiber to Participant. 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 10.2. Program Participants shall monitor the use of BMPs, using public or private sources of information. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Concern:  Wordy ς by suggesting public or private sources of information.  

What other sources are there? 
wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ  5ŜƭŜǘŜ άΦΦΦǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǊ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 

The new Objective 10 Indicator 3. Provisions, requiring the use of BMPs, 

included in contracts for the purchase of raw materials. Since we have no hope 

of implementing and enforcing this provision through our wood procurement 

practices for gate wood, we see this as a set up for failure. We understand that 

our own XXXXX who has partnered with us for many years to achieve 

improving BMP compliance, has no desire that BMPs become mandatory. You 

can check this with XXXXX copied above. 

 

  

 

We require by contract BMP compliance wherever we directly contract for 

logging services, which is rare / less than 1% of our mill supply. In all other 

cases, we promote, encourage, and even hold workshops to encourage BMP 

use. 
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Indicators: 

   

1. A verifiable monitoring system to 

   

     a. monitor the use of BMPs by wood producers supplying the Program Participant; and 

     b. evaluate use of BMPs across the wood and fiber supply area. 

   

2. Use of information from the verifiable monitoring system to set goals to improve, over time, rates of BMPs compliance.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Economic viability 

 

In 10.2.2, consider changing "set goals to improve" to "maintain or set goals to 

improve".  Often rates of BMP compliance can be close to 100%, making goals 

to improve on already very high rates of compliance a challenge.  This change 

would recognize the already high rates of compliance in many areas, as well as 

leave requirements for setting improvement goals where practical. 

Again these indicators are assigning responsibility to the participants for the 

actions of others. The participants job is to educate and inform not to manage 

someone elses business. The choice should be to purchase timber or not based 

on a risk assessment. 

Drop indicators 1 and 2. 

Concern:  1. a. and b. overlap.  Can be simplified. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ  {ǳƎƎŜǎǘΥ άмΦ ! ǾŜǊƛŦƛŀōƭŜ ǎȅǎtem for monitoring suppliers 

.at ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ 

¢ŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ .at ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ 

Although we have a field woodlot program for our wood procurement add "relevant to scale of operations" after "fber supply area" in b. above  
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operations - some auditors have questioned our sampling procedures.  

 

We have used our field woodlot audit program to identify the "top areas" to 

concentrate our "continuous imporvement" activities on for the next year. 

Again - sometimes you reach a saturation point (i.e. 90+%) where it is difficult 

to show improvement (have already harvested the low-hanging fruit) due to 

cost and/or man-power resource constraints.   

 

 

This may be evident in the definition of verifiable monitoring system but the 

use of State or provincial monitoring programs should be incorporated in the 

indicator. 

Add clarification to 1.b- use  and/or  support of government BMP monitoring 

programs is encouraged. 

Resubmitting this recommendation as we feel very strongly that this indicator 

needs revision. 

2 ς Thanks in large part to the SFIS, BMP compliance is very high. On the other 

hand, though remaining high, it can vary significantly from year-to-year due to 

numerous factors. Setting a continuous improvement goal as written is 

unrealistic.  

 

2 - Use of information from the verifiable monitoring system to assist 

Participant and its wood suppliers in maintaining BMP compliance and to 

identify potential areas for improved performance. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 10.2: 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 10 
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Procurement by manufacturing facilities enrolled in the SFI Program from sources outside the United States and Canada (Objectives 11-13 apply)  

   

Objective 11.  Promote Conservation of Biological Diversity, Biodiversity Hotspots and Major Tropical Wilderness Areas. To broaden the practice of sustainable 

forestry by conserving biological diversity, biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

The title for Objective 11 over-emphasizes promoting conservation of 

biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas, beyond that which is 

proposed in the revised indicator. 

Objective 11. Promote Conservation of Biological Diversity. To broaden the 

practice of sustainable forestry by conserving biological diversity. 

Objective 11.  Suggest inclusion of word "international" to clarify intent of 

Objective 11 

Objective 11. Promote International Conservation of Biological Diversity, 

Biodiversity Hotspots and Major Tropical Wilderness Areas. To broaden the 

practice of sustainable forestry by conserving biological diversity, biodiversity 

hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas.  

 

This title s overly-specific, because most domestic SFI participants have nothing 

to do with tropical forestry or global hotspots. 

Drop from title: ...Biodiversity Hotspots and Major Tropical Wilderness Areas. 

Include these in the performance measures. 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 11.1. Program Participants shall ensure that their procurement programs support the principles of sustainable forestry, including efforts 

to promote conservation of biological diversity. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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Indicators: 

   

1. Procurement from areas outside the United States and Canada promotes conservation of biological diversity utilizing information from sources such as 

/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƘƻǘǎǇƻǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǘǊƻǇƛŎŀƭ ǿƛƭŘŜǊƴŜǎǎ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ½ŜǊƻ 9ȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

   

2. Program with direct suppliers to promote the principles of sustainable forestry. 

   

оΦ YƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎΩ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΦ 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Indicator 1 - Reference to one particular program dates this document. 

Recommend it be deleted 
Delete reference to Alliance for Zero Extinction 

Indicator 11.1.1.  

Point 1. What would be examples of procurement promoting conservation in 

these areas?  Is it merely not sourcing from these areas?   Please clarify.   

Point 2. Biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas will not 

cover all of the high conservation value forests that might be of concern, 

particularly those outside of the tropics.  issues of conservation of High 

Conservation Value  

We recommend including the following additional sources of information for 

this indicator:  

Those forest, woodland, or mangrove ecoregions identified by World Wildlife 

Fund as a Global 200 Ecoregion and assessed by WWF as having a conservation 

status of endangered or critical.  

Those regions identified by the World Conservation Union (IUCN) as a Centre 

of Plant Diversity. 

Those regions identified by the World Resources Institute as a Frontier Forest 
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Intact Forests Landscapes, as identified by Greenpeace 

(www.intactforests.org). 

 

Concern 11.1.1: The intent of this Indicator is not clearly stated. 

Recommendation:  Restate.  No suggestions. 

 

/ƻƴŎŜǊƴΥ ¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎέ ƛǎ ƛǘŀƭƛŎƛȊŜŘΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 

appear in the Definitions section. 

 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ  5ŜŦƛƴŜ άŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎέ 

Because this is a five year standard, naming specific organizations should be 

avoided.  
 

Indicator 11.1.1: 

We are unsure of how this statement would be audited against; it is vague and 

should be rewritten.   

Indicator 11.1.2:  

¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎέ ƛǎ ƛǘŀƭƛŎƛȊŜŘΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇear 

in the Definitions section. 

 

Indicator 11.1.3: 

¢ƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎέ ƛǎ ƛǘŀƭƛŎƛȊŜŘΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ 

in the Definitions section. 

 

 

# 3 is too weak  /ƘŀƴƎŜ Іо ǘƻ ά5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘΧέ 
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Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 11.1: 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 11 

 

 

 

 

Objective 12. Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Illegal Logging. To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by avoidance of illegal logging. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Concern: Unclear why do Obj 12 and 13 need to be separate; illegal logging can 

be highlighted as a paramount controversial source without a dedicated 

objective. 

Recommendation:  Combine Objectives 12 & 13.  {ǳƎƎŜǎǘΥ άhōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ мнΦ 

Avoidance of Controversial Sources including illegal logging and Areas without 

9ŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƻŎƛŀƭ [ŀǿǎΦέ 

Need to define" Illegal Logging" in the back of the Standard like FSC does. 

Customers question this term all the time so a misunderstanding must be 

present in the market place. 

 

Illegal logging needs to be qualified in this title to clearly affirm that this is NOT 

a North American problem! Most SFI participants perfom in US or Canada. 
ADD WORDING:  ...including Illegal Logging outside the US and Canada. 

Illegal logging is a term that reflects on loggers conducting a criminal activity.  

What is probably meant is illegal procurement practices. You can categorize 

procurement into both off-shore and domestic.  It's the procurement methods 

and not the logging you control through SFI.   

Substitute "illegal procurement practices" for "illegal logging" and add a 

domestic category.  Illegal procurement practices in a domestic market would 

be accepting wood from loggers/suppliers who have been convicted of timber 

theft in a domestic court of law, who do not carry state manadated workers 

compensation and USDOT mandated vehicle liability insurance, and who co-

mingle wood received from SFI qualified loggers with non-qualified loggers.  

Illegal procurement in an off-shore situation would be whatever you can 
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negotiate with the international environmental community given the fact we 

likely have limited impact on changing off-shore business practices and laws.  

 
Add provisions to ensure material from outside the United States and Canada 

does not come from areas that have been illegally logged. 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 12.1. Program Participants shall ensure that their procurement programs support the principles of sustainable forestry, including efforts 

to thwart illegal logging. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

See comments above.  It's the procurement practice, not the logging.   

 

 

 

1. Process to assess the risƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ƭƻƎƎƛƴƎΦ 

   

2. Program to address any significant risk identified under 12.1.1 

   

3. Program with direct suppliers to promote the principles of sustainable forestry. 

   

пΦ YƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎΩ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΦ 
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Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

 The definition of "direct suppliers" is missing from the glossary. 

Indicator 12.1.1. What are the sources of information for assessing risk?  Recommend providing additional guidance on risk assessment procedures. 

1. Unclear intent 
1. CHANGE WORDING: ...procurement program inadvertantly acquire 

material... 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 12.1: 

Add Indicator 5. 

 

Develop process that requires loggers to provide adequate information to first delivery points that identifies where the forest products was purchased and 

harvested. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 12 

 

 

 

 

Objective 13.  Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Fiber Sourced from Areas without Effective Social Laws.  To broaden the practice of sustainable 

forestry by avoiding controversial sources. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 
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Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Fiber Sourced from Areas without 

Effective Social meausres. To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by 

avoiding controversial sources.  

This opens everything up to lawsuits and endless costs. All the laws we already 

have prevent a landowner or anyone else from "adversely affecting" any Social 

Laws. 

Delete this requirement 

We strongly recommend a more robust definition of Controversial Sources.  

Considering Obj. 11-13, we recommend explicit provisions for addressing 

conflict timber and wood coming from regions where there is a significant 

occurrence of deforestation of natural and semi-natural forests (i.e. 

conversion).   

Particularly if Indicator 11.1.1 is limited to biodiversity hotspots and major 

tropical wilderness areas, none of the indicators across Objectives 11-13 

address issues of conservation of High Conservation Value Forests that may be 

outside these largely tropical areas.   

In general, the emphasis on having programs to address risk for the various 

controversial sources does not give adequate assurance to customers that SFI 

ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ άŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŀƭ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ   ²Ŝ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ 

strengthening the Procurement Objectives to bring them in-ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ C{/Ωǎ 

Controlled Wood standard. 

 

 

Concern: Unclear why do Obj 12 and 13 need to be separate; illegal logging can 

be highlighted as a paramount controversial source without a dedicated 

objective. 

Recommendation:  Combine Objectiveǎ мн ϧ моΦ  {ǳƎƎŜǎǘΥ άhōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ мнΦ 

Avoidance of Controversial Sources including illegal logging and Areas without 

9ŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƻŎƛŀƭ [ŀǿǎΦέ 

Need to define "Effective Social Laws" in the back of the Standard  

under 13.1.2 

--reference to  8.6.1 should be revised to 13.1.1 
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Unclear intent that this applies to off-shore areas. 
CHANGE WORDING: ...by avoiding controversial sources outside of the US and 

Canada. 

Controversial Sources is not well defined.  Any disagreement can lead to a 

controversy. You open the process up to controversy.  

Define whatt you mean. Is it an effort to require a social conscience or 

environmental conscience? If so then a pseudo regulatory approach through 

SFI will be ineffective.  

Need to clarify what "without effective laws" means 

Objective 13. Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Fiber Sourced from 

Areas without Effective Social Laws. To broaden the practice of sustainable 

forestry by avoiding controversial sources from aareas not complying with 

International standards regarding native populations, workers, and small 

holders. 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 13.1. Program Participants shall avoid controversial sources and encourage economically, environmentally, and socially sound practices. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

See above 
How do you audit this?  Is there a list of countries like the "axis of evil" or have 

we sighted the enemy and he is us?  

Section 13.1 includes environmentally sound practices but almost all indicators 

are social. Process should assess risk, using indicators under objectives 1-7 as 

they relate to wildlife, habitat, water quality, and maintenance of productivity 

and biodiversity.  
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Indicators: 

   

1. Process to assess ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƭŀǿǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΥ 

     ŀΦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΤ  

     b. fair labor practices; 

     ŎΦ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΤ  

     d. antidiscrimination and antiharassment measures;  

     e. prevailing wages; and 

     ŦΦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜΦ 

   

2. Program to address any significant risk identified under 8.6.1. 

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Incorrect reference 13.1.2  Program to address any significant risk identified under 13.1.1 

Is it possible that procurement can occur in COUNTRIES without such laws, yet 

the practices/policies ensure these measures? As written, the risk assessment 

is focused on the COUNTRY and not the actual practices.  

мΦ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ 

place in a manner that addresses the following:  

    ŀΦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΤ  

    b. fair labor practices;  

    ŎΦ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΤ  

    d. antidiscrimination and antiharassment measures;  

    e. prevailing wages; and  

    ŦΦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜΦ  
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It is the country of origin to decide these rules and laws. Do not buy from them 

if these countries are not good stewards of resources and peopl;e. 
 

Indicator 2 appears have carried forward reference to the current indicator 

8.6.1.  Should reference risk associated with 13.1.1 
2. Program to address any significant risk identified under 13.1.1. 

Concern: It is possible that procurement can occur in countries without such 

laws yet the practices/policies ensure these measures. As written, the risk 

assessment is focused on the country not actual practices.  

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ  5ŜƭŜǘŜΥ άΧ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƭŀǿǎΧέ 

Worthy to mention legal immigant worker status. ADD: g. legal immigration worker status 

These indicators are particularly troublesome because while it could be 

impossible to assess these indicators in other countries, there are already laws 

in place for the US that address these based on size of businesses and firmly 

established in code.  Professional loggers will comply.  Off-shore loggers 

probably will not.   You will be unable to level this playing field.  Unfortunately 

we also feel that efforts in liberal dominated countries (this now includes the 

US) to favor unionization will further impact a US professional logger's ability 

to be competitive.  

Eliminate this section unless you are willing to recognize logging professionals 

who meet and exceed existing laws.  

Current list does not meet PEFC requirements, ILO core labor standards, or 

Convention 169 of the ILO 

мΦ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ 

place in countries without effective laws addressing the following:  

    ŀΦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΤ  

    b. fair labor practices;  

    ŎΦ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΤ  

    d. antidiscrimination and antiharassment measures;  

    e. prevailing wages; and  

    ŦΦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎanize without interference from employers in both 

private and public employment.  

    g. right to bargain without loss of employment 
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     h.  no fiber sourced from countries using forced labor 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 13.1: 

оΦ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜntal laws addressing: 

a. biodiversity 

b. habitat conservation 

c. water quality 

d. maintenance of productivity 

4.  Program to address any significant risk identified under 8.6.2 and encouragement to adopt BMPs as they relate to same.  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Please use this space to propose any additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 13 

 

 

 

 

SFI Standard Objectives 14 ς 20 for Forest Management and Procurement 

   

Objective 14. Legal and Regulatory Compliance.  Compliance with applicable federal, provincial, state, and local laws and regulations.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

Concern: The entire Objective is too wordy.  

Recommendation:  Suggest combine 14.1 & 14.2 using the 5 indicators with 

simplified wording for 1 thru 3 as follows: 

1. Access to relevant laws and regulations. in appropriate locations) (implicit) 
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нΦ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜΦ   5ŜƭŜǘŜ άǿƛǘƘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭΣ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭΣ 

state or local laws and regǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ όƴƻ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƛǘŜǊŀǘŜύ 

3. Demonstration of legal commitment to compliance. through available 

regulatory action information 

 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 14.1.  Program Participants shall take appropriate steps to comply with applicable federal, provincial, state, and local forestry and related 

social and environmental laws and regulations.  

   

 

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language: 

/ƻƴŎŜǊƴΥ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǎƻŎƛŀƭέ ƛǎ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴd not commonly defined.  This is not 

an auditable item. 
wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΥ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ άŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭέ 

ά{ƻŎƛŀƭ ƭŀǿǎέ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ aŜŀǎǳǊŜ мпΦнΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƛƴ 

Performance Measure 14.1 is redundant, and it should be deleted. 
 

Steps to comply does not result in complaince.  routine violations must result 

inloss of certification 

Performance Measure 14.1. Program Participants shall take  comply with 

applicable international standards, federal, provincial, state, and local forestry 

and related social and environmental laws and regulations.  

 

 

 

Indicators: 

   




