Public Review Comments
for the
Development of the 20107 2014 SFI Standard

Notes: These are the actual comments submitted during the second public comment period (January 30" , 2009 i March 2™ , 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 worldiimg@oenomicenvironmental,
and social benefits indispensable to the quality of life. A commitment to provide these social benefits extends to prbomtnchealth and safety; providing
employee training and education; protecting water quality, soil, and wildlifetgating unique resources; and communicating the benefits of the practice o}
sustainable forestry to the general public. The SFI Standard reflects this commitment to social responsibility throumglipiesspobjectives, performance
measures, and inditors.

¢KS {CL LINRPANIY g6Fa tIdzyOKSR AYy wmdopdn Fa 2yS 27F T2 NBshédbjtkeQdo? Biiedl Nafichy/|
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED). It was developed witstakdtiolderinput including Environmental Ne@overnment Organization
(ENGOS), industry, scientists, academics, government agencies and professional organizations. The SFI program is pasetserthie responsible
environmental behavior and sound businessidiens can cexist to the benefit of communities, landowners, manufacturers, shareholders, customers, th
environment, and future generations.

Following UNCED, many nations began to consider how they would measure and track their progress towaldfrsugt@anability. In 1993, a United Natio
committee convened an international seminar in Montréal, Canada on the sustainable development of temperate and boredlHisreenference led to the
formation of the Working Group on Criteria and Indiaatfor the Conservation and Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forest. This work
IANRdzL) a22y o06SOFYS (1y2¢6y a GKS baz2yiNBFf tNRrOS&aaé¢ | yR ocesd KOthérkKighatdriesy]
include Agentina, Australia, Chile, China, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand and Russia. These 12 countries represent 90 percerit & Déwori S Y LIS NJ
F2NBaGa ocn LISNOSyld 2F GKS ¢2NI RQa G201t T aeNdaadindicaters, participaing Bonitiisihava mad|
national commitment to work towards the sustainable management of their forests. Although the Montréal Process critémidiGaidrs are intended to trac
progress at a national level and progien international reference for poliaypakers, many of the criteria and indicators can be reinforced and supported at]

A w4 oA X~

f20f tS@®St YR FINBE GKSNBFTF2NB NBFt SOGSR Ay (KS { CLThdMohtgaRProbeBsiteria AR
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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Conservation and maintenance of soil and wagsorirces.

Maintenance of forest contribution to global carbon cycles.

N oo o &

Maintenance and enhancement of lotegm multiple socieeconomic benefits.

Legal, institutional and economic framework for forest conservation and sustainablgeraant.

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 Measurak, an
Indicators are auditable.

Good background explanatieano change proposed.

It is important that confusion does not exist between language contained i
the "Introduction” and language within the Standard itself. We believe tha
the Introductionis@ 4 &I dzZRAGF 60f S¢€X HKSNBIF a
Performance Measures, and Indicators are auditable.

{dz33Sald LINBOSRAYy3I (KS Ly({iNRRdzOGA 2
Forestry Initiative (SFI) Program. See below for new header to the Princig
aSOlAz2y GKIFG OFftfa wxnNInl {KCIl RINIyA

LY NBFSNBYyOS (2 LI NIshdé (hdyoyidiNorthLINE G
' YSNRAOF O LI SIasS OfF NAFe 6KSGKSN
and Canada. Is Mexico considem#fishore?

Recommend clarifying that North America is US and Canada and does ng
include Mexico throughout the document.

The intro is great but it needs to be made very clear that the introduction c
not be a part of the audit.

This introduction is noan auditable portion of the SFI Standard.

The Montreal Process criteria listed for # 6 and 7 do not match the update
criteria (see Annex F: Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and
Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests... Thzédb
Process. Third Edition, December 2007).

Criteria 6 and 7 should be revised in the SFI Standard to be consistent wit]
actual Montreal Process Criteria which currently state:

6. Maintenance and enhancement of letegm multiple socieeconomic
benefits to meet the needs of societies.

7. Legal, policy and institutional framework.

Language:

Recommendation SFI Inc.l®uld pursue every opportunity for simplificationl
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Concerrg

A) The standard is generally wordy, often with duplicate language betweer
Objective; performance measures and indicators.

B) Duplicate langage across objectives; EXAMPLtdpeated reference
OKNRdzZAK2dzi (2 GaAYRAQGARdAzZ ffte& 2NJ O2
addressed in a blanket statement in the introduction. The introduction cou
make it clear that cooperative initiatives are encogeed by including
a2YSGKAY3 G2 GKS STFFSOG al OGABS G
encouraged and promoted as participants strive to demonstrate how they
KIS F RRNBS&aadSR aLISOAFAO NBIdzZANBYS
participant to demonstrag how they have addressed the intent of the
standard and what evidence they have either independently or in cooperal
with others.

C) General tendency throughout the standard to refer to operations as
GKFNIBS&Gé-Y2INENI AANEAINRK T2 HNB@ SN LIGH
which tends to capture road work, harvest, silviculture, tending.

Recommendation SFI Inc. should pursue every opportunity for simplificatig

Recertification cycle:

Concernt SFI Audit Procedures and Qualifications (SFI APQ) dtates t
recertification is needed every 3 years.

Recommendation We recommend maintaining a 5 year recertification cycl
with retention of annual surveillance audits for a Continuous Certification
option. A 5 year cycle is more conducive to demonstratioioiest
management procedures and can (and should) be synchronized with the
current 5year Standard Review cycle.

Reorganization of the Principles, Objectives, Performance Measures and

Recommendation We recommend maintaining a 5 year recertification cycl
with retention of annual surveillance audits for a Continuous Certification
option. A 5 year cycle is more conducive to demonairabf forest
management procedures and can (and should) be synchronized with the
current 5year Standard Review cycle.
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Indicators:

The shuffling of the Objectives, Performance Measurasladicators is
disruptive to the development and continuous improvement of individual
program systems. The result is having to completely reorganize number a
crossNBTFSNBYy OS GKS LI NIHAOALI yiQa aei
Develop a method by which additions and changesi®$tandard in such a
glre Fa 2 Ftft2g LI NIAOALI yGAQ LINR
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.

LGQA AYLRNIFYyG GKFEG O2yFdzaAzy R2S
"Introduction” and language within the Standard itself.

Specify the purpose of the introduction as well as (and more importantly)
the introduction is not an auditable part of the standard.

¢tKS ¢tofS 2F /2yGSyida aSOilAzy KSI
match the label on page 22, Objectives Rsocurement. Also the section
KSFRAY3 da[FyYyR alylr3aSYSyid FyR CAOGS
page 25, Objectives for Forest Management and Procurement. These heg
should be consistent, and particular attention should be paid to whether th
{GFYRIFINR dzaSa GKS GSNXY aGaFAO6SNI az2d
is not much difference between them conceptually, but if public perception
O2yaARSNBRXI GFAOSNI a2dzZNOAYy3IE YI &
recommend that only onef the terms--a ¥ A 6 SNJ a4 2 dzZNOA Y F¢
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 'Introductiors not auditable narrative.

Global Recognition

The SFI Program has progressed steadily into a globally recognized North American standard composed of principles, pdjectiveesce measures and
indicators. The SFI Standard is recognizegblgrnments, 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 endorsieadaedSiidGappointed the
Susainable Forestry Board to be the PEBFE 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 bringsggedien to the SFI internationally an
enhanced marketing opportunities for SFI Program Participants in numerous countries in Europe and Asia and througholdt thevwarefc.org).

The SFI Standard is applied to larger forest operations, arldcSFecognizes the American Tree Farm System®(www.treefarmsystem.org) as-ihdustrial
landowner certification program in the U.S., encompassing thousands of family forest owners. The American Tree FarrasSgisemeen endorsed by the

PEFC.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

This section should recognize that SFI follows the ISO standard and the a
protocols are established on an international basis.

SFI followshe ISO international standards and requires certified 1SO traing
auditors to conduct the verification process.

LQY y20 addz2NB a4 (G2 gKé {CL LyO® A
certification and not other certifications (i.e. P&anadian Woddt Program).
If only 10% of the world's forests are certified, then why is SFI Inc. only ch

Add recognition to developing certification programs in Canada such as th
PanCanadian Woodlot Program.
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to promote 1 brand of nofindustrial landowner certification. FSC also has
certification program for small neimdustrial landowners; however | realize
that SFI Inc. is in competition with FSC. | would think that SFI Inc. would v
to be very cautious about promoting other certifications.

This sectin should recognize that SFI follows the 1SO standard and the au| SFI follows the ISO international standards and requires certified 1SO train
protocols are established on an international basis. auditors to conduct the verification process.

Good Sedadbn.

SFI Governance and Stakeholder Involvement

The SFI program is operated by SFI Inc. which is a fully independepiaiiticharitable 501(c)(3) organization. SFI Inc. is governed by-iteefider board of
directors made up of three chamberstivequal representation: environmental, social and economic. The diversity of the board members reflects the va
interests in the forestry community. This medtiakeholder Board of Directors is the sole governing body over the SFI Standardaspeett 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 reviewsYh@ groglalN2 INB & a > | vy
report publicly. In 1997, the Panel adopted an independent charter under which it selects its own membership and devalapagdienda 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 lepertmbelhe SFI Standard
through targeted local actions. They involve public agencies, universities, local forestry assqdatdmsners, loggers, partnerships with conservation
groups, and other communitpjased organizations. As part of the SFI program, SICs promote logger training programs to reach the thousands of indef
contractors that are the key to the quality afrest harvesting operations.
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Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Question regarding decision makinBo all three chambers have to be in
majority agreement to measures?

Appropriate mention of External Review Panab change proposed

This section should recognize both logger and resource professional traini
requirements.

SICs promote resource staff and logger training programs in an effort to reg
out to thousands ofandowners and independent contractors that are the kq
to the quality of forest harvesting operations.

This section should recognize both logger and resource professional traini
requirements.

SICs promote resource staff and logger training prograras iffort to reach
out to thousands of landowners and independent contractors that are the
to the quality of forest harvesting operations.

Just aboout all forest management work is done by contractors; rather tha
just "harvesting," as implied as wen.

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

non-timber forest products and stakeholder groups seem to be excluded fr
most objectives. For instance, recreationists are identified only sparingly (g
only as &amples), as are private landowners (i.e., wwosodlot or forestry
related ownership) and yet they represent some of the major conflict grouy
with forestry operators. Some objectives provide for their input or commen
(e.g. 2.2) but none of the land maregent objectives consider €o
management or input from these groups in the decisinaking process. Ther
doesn't seem to be a natural fit with the listed indicators, except to include
sensitivity towards their inclusion.

Conservation Support

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.
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SFhas the support of conservation groups who recognize that SFI certification helps to protect wildlife habitat, biologisity @dimd other important forest
values. Many of these conservation groups partner with SFI Inc. and SFI Program Participesgarch to advance understanding of foresspecific issues,
achieving mutual conservation goals and providing tangibleherground benefits for forests in North America.

Rationale for propsed change: Proposed New Language:

Public Involvement

Public involvement, communication and public reporting in the SFI program is welcomed and reflected in the SFI Standatgaativess 17, 18 and 19.
Program participants are required togport 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 proitiesgasropriate govenments and
the public. On these public lands, program patrticipants 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 certificao8Fddg. after the successful complet
of a certification, recertification or surveillance audit to the 2@ 4 SF| Standard. These reports are publicly available on the SFI Inc. website
(www.sfiprogram.org)
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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 intdresicéacdl conditions and

circumstances and the scope and scale of their operatioreddition, the SFI Standard requires Program Participants to take their commitment to respon
stewardship beyond the bounds of their own lands and operations by encouraging others to adopt the principles and obfabtv851 Standard. Program
Participants are required to work with their suppliers to make sure they are meeting program goals for best management fBddttsAnd Program
Participants are required to invest in research to enhance the practice of sustainable forestry, add tficskiemtiledge, improve forestry practices, and

increase the overall productivity of forests.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Requirements for Use Of Trained Loggers, &J&MP's, and Legal Compliang
should be shared by both Procurement Only Organizations and Forest
Landowners Only organizations. The standard should clearly reflect that th
are requirements for all program participants. The Objectives need to be
restrudured so that proposed Obijectives 9,10, and 14 apply to Landowner
renumbering and arrangement will be necessary.

Rearrange the Objective numbering.

Concerns that the statement "... by encouraging others to adopt the princiy
and objectives of the $B5tandard” 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.

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc. April 20, 2009 9



standard over another.

I would like to applaud the addition of this paragraph (and generally the wh
introduction section to the revised standard) and the statement "taking intd
account their local conditions and circumstances and the scope and scale
their operations". Thaniou!

The Standard does not articulate that joining SFI, Inc. and participation in
is required. Language requiring the Application for Participation, and the
requirements therein needs to be included.

SFI Program Participants must: 1) apply fat be accepted as a licensee in
the SFI program; 2) comply with all portions of the SFI Standard relevant t
scope and scale of their operations; 3) participate personally and financial
the SFI Implementation Committee in the state(s) or prowsggin which the
Program Participant operates; 4) pay the annual license fee. In addition,
SFI Standard . . . .

The 2010 Standard makes significant context and objectives changes, wh
will add considerable implementation cost to participants, weogpliers and
logger training organizations.

Add a statement that acknowledges the added 2010 Standard considerab|
implementation cost to participants, wood suppliers and logger training
organizations.

Of concern is the current land development componehforest industry.
Only one large integrated forest management company remains in the U.S
of the rest have become TIMOs (Timber Investment Management
Organizations) or REITs (Real Estate Investment Trusts). These may man
land holdings using fostry, 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 biodiversityichis not held responsible
for these impacts because they no longer own the land. Companies must
held accountable for the impacts to wildlife or biodiversity resulting from th
sale of their lands for development. If such sales cause losses to waildlife
biodiversity, then the company, on its remaining lands, should not be
considered to be practicing sustainable forestry.

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.
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SFI: the North American Standard with a Global Reach

SFl is the only single North American standard and is one of thetlargk$astest growing certification standards in the world, with hundreds of program
participants across North America. Program participants include private landowners, public landowners and managees asngelivation groups and
universities.

The SFI Standard applies to the United States and Canada, where Program Participants must comply with numerous fedeia|, sted@jrand local laws tha
protect the environment, their workers, and those who live in the communities in which they @pe3ath laws include hundreds of thousands of rules thaf]
cover a broad range of issues. Just some of the applicable federal, state, provincial, or locatfel@stlyenvironmental laws and regulations found in the
United States and Canada include thead Water Act, Endangered Species Act, Species at Risk Act, and state or provincial forest practice laws. The sq
of the United States and Canada cover civil rights, equal employment opportunities, antidiscrimination aratasgment measureg, 2 N] SNE Q 02
YSIF&adzZNBa (2 LINRPGSOG AYyRAISYy2dza LIS2LI SaQ NAIKGAZ ¢ 2 NJ Soud leealth ghRRsadtg. Y Y d
Antitrust, business competition and other laws in the United States and Canadi@edutisiness procedures that must be followed.

Given the comprehensiveness of the laws already in place in North America, the SFI Program does not try to duplicabdesfosstrg processes that are
already mandatory in the United States and Candbth countries have mature legal systems that consistently discourage and punish illegal behavior.
the wide range of due process and compliance mechanisms that ensure conformance with applicable laws, the SFI Standdull\pfopoeses on contual
improvement of the practice of sustainable forestry, forest productivity, environmental performance processes and comuiuedgtothat complements the
existing legal framework.

When a SFI Program Participant procures woosffre (beyond Nolt America), the SFI Standard stipulates the need to avoid controversial sources of g
including illegal logging of fiber from countries without effective social laws.

Rationale for proposd change: Proposed New Language:

Comments; XXXXXs 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. SFl is specifically nartied in
XXXXXolicy as a standard it encourages. Welcomes the commitment of S
continuous improvement and in particular the threBamber board of
directors. Separations between SFI and the certified organization is import
Recognizes the opportunityat this consultation provides to further
strengthen the standardXXXX}6 considering its strategy with regard to-on
product labeling, however, consensus endorsements for all parties includir
ENGOs on the standards efficacy is an important factor. Wieeldome
dialogue between FSC and SFI to align the standards.

Paragraphs 2 & 3 cover a topic that is a great source of misunderstanding
the international arena. Well doneno changes suggested.

It sounds like FSC is moving toward one North Amei&tandard. We should
be careful about making statements that may not be true for the five year
term.

SFl is currently the only single North American standard and is one of the
largest and fastest growing certification standards in the world, with hurglr
of program participants across North America. Program participants includ
private landowners, public landowners and managers, as well as conserv
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"?
does it still apply to Mexico/C.A. but they just don't have those laws?

Unsure of what "single North Amegn standard" means

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

(delete hundreds of) thousands of rules

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.
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Responsible Fiber Sourcing

¢ KNRdzZAK { CLQ& FTAOSNI a2dzNOAYy 3T NIBI dzA NB Y S yfidatioh pragfarSs by sDpportintiNahdpkamatingarasponsiRia fo
management on these lands.

¢C2RF@3X mMn LISNOSyd 2F GKS ¢2NIXI RQa F2NBada I NB OS NI stfandS &te ceriffied, ldsg'thdn 2 NJi
percent of family forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages certification of lands owned by small family fanestibisralso a fact that many family
forest owners do not have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur thalacosi associated with maintaining a certified foregiarticularly in
the case of those who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10 million family forest owners account fen606fbecforestland and more
than 50 percent of the rawnaterial used by SFI Program Participants. In Canada, family forest owners in many regions provide a significant shane of th
materials used by SFI Program Participants. Yet, the lack of certification does not mean these forests aranztagel!.

In North America, SFI Program Participants who source fiber from uncertified lands, must engage in private landowneramaregger training and require
their suppliers to use the services of qualified professionals and trained loggers, and smhest management practices that protect water quality on thosé
uncertified lands. In addition, the fiber sourcing requirements promote the identification and protection of importarathaeiinents for wildlife, including
critically imperiled and impded species and communities; and foster prompt reforestation of harvested sites. For SFI certified Program Pattieipants,
fiber sourcing requirements are audited by a third party independent accredited certification body which includes samplitidefoce of logger training,
landowner outreach, reforestation, conformance with applicable laws and adherence to BMPs on uncertified lands as welhas tbguirements set out in
the SFI fiber sourcing objectives.

Fiber sourcing labels do notake claims about certified forest content but they do make claims about certified fiber sourcing practices for procurdibaroo]
Supporting fiber sourcing is supporting family forest owners and their efforts to keep forests as forests while atahgreaproviding the market place with
forest products from welmanaged forests.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

Since the term Responsible Fiber Sourcing is not in¢fiaitions therefore, |¢ KNR dzAK { CLQ&a 622 R LINPOdzZNBYSy i NX
remove the word responsible (with procurement and sustainable) in the fir{ from other forest certification progams by supporting and promoting
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aSyiaSyoSo {AyOS a2y GKSaS flFyRa¢
procurement encourages elements of sustainability beyond land managen|
change the endf 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
GKS {CL LINPAINIY LINIAOALIVYGEQa ¢22

Responsible Fiber Sourcing should be defined in the definitions section

Add definition indefinition section.

To emphasize the procurement, as well as land management aspects of tk
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.

28§ || NB SyO2dz2Ny 3SR (GKFG GKAA &aSOGA
g2NI RQa FT2NBada NS OSNIATASR | yR
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
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 cos
associated with mataining a certified forest particularly in the case of thos¢
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 Progfarticipants. Today, 10
LISNOSyYy (G 2F GKS ¢2NIXI RQa F2NBada N
tracts of public and industrial forest lands are certified, less than 1 percent
family forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages cetidficaf lands
owned by small family forest owners, it is also a fact that many family fores
owners do not have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur
annual cost associated with maintaining a certified foeparticularly in the
caseof those who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10
million family forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and m
GKFY pn LISNOSyYydG 2F GKS NI g YI GSNR

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

Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) needs to take this further. We believe
should consider formal recognition between SFI and independent third pal
certified logger certification programs. Further, there should be agezed
difference between fiber sourced from family forestland by qualified loggin]
professional and an independent thighrty certified logging professional (e.
Minnesota Certified Master Logger).

Specifically, SFI should develop a template to adegger certification
programs against. See proposed performance measure 9.2

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.
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believe SFI should consider formal recognition between SFI and independ
third party certified logger certification programs. Further, there should be
recognized difference between fiber sourced from familyefiland by
gualified logging professional and an independent thiedty certified logging
professional (e.g. Minnesota Certified Master Logger).

Specifically, SFI should develop a template to assess logger certification
programs against. See proposesormance 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 qualif
professionals and tiaed loggers. This statement should be revised or
removed as it is not always possible to procure wood from a supplier who
employing qualified professionals and trained loggers. We have procured
wood from small landowners who are clearing a smalliparof land for
agricultural purposes, home building, etc. We also purchase wood from a
private landowner who is not certified and does not employ trained loggerg
With the state of the forest industry and the econom§¥XXXould be hard
pressed ¢ convince this landowner of the requirement to provide training tq
loggers with 20+ years of experience.

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

The language in this sentence is inconsistent with the language in Objecti
Objective 94t 1S4 a¢2 oOoNRBFRSY GKS LINI O
encouraging forest landowners to utilize the services of forest managemer|
YR KIFNBSalAy3d LINRPFSaarAz2ylfeod ¢ K
the sentence under Responsible Fiber Sogramthe introduction uses the
g2NR GNBI dzA NB ¢ @

TheXXXXXtrongly recommends that the proposed changes shown below
made in the language of this section of the Introduction. Further XKXXX

In North Anerica, SFI Program Participants who source fiber from uncertifi
lands, must engage in private landowner outreach and logger training and
encourage their suppliers to use the services of qualified professionals an
trained loggers, and require adherentebest management practices that
protect water quality on those uncertified lands.

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.
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believes that requiring suppliers to utilize the servioégualified
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 langu
2T o NB | dbsolieiwhizhave 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 909
their fiber needs from operations utilizing trained loggers premise of

O2ylGAydz f AYLNROBSYSyld R2SayQi yS(g
100%. As acknowledged in the same section of the Introduction, less thar
of family forest land in North America is certified and many family forest
owners do nohave the resources to maintain a certified forest. This sectig
Ffa2 01y2e¢fSR3IASAE GKIG a & & & (K
F2NBada NS y2a ¢Sttt YIylr3aSReo®

Many of these family forest owners, especially the owners of small acreag
are dedicated to conducting their own harvest operations. For the same
reasons these landowners do not have the resources to maintain a certifie
forest, they often do not have the resources to become and maintain the
status of a trained logger. ThaXXXbelieves that refusing to purchase logs
from family forest landowners who conduct their own logging and do not h
the resources to certify their land, will have a net negative impact on the
practice of sustainable forestry. For example, if a Skjr&no Participant mills
refuses to purchase wood from a family forest land owner, these individua
will be given an incentive, if not forced, to sell their wood to fpragram
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

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc. April 20, 2009
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opposite affects of expanding the praaiof sustainable forestry.

In conclusion, it is th&XXXXbelief that Program Participants should contin
to encourage, not require, their suppliers to use the services of resource
professionals and trained loggers. There are millions of small féorélgt
landowners across North America that conduct responsible timber harvest
on their own property. SFI program participant mills should not be forced {
decline logs from these individuals simply because they prefer to do their ¢
harvesting and tay, 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 wor
towards continuous improvement.

CKA& A& Fy20KSNI SEFYLXS 2NJ GSNYAY
CAOSN) {2dzZNODAyYy3I¢ YR GKS GSNXY aFAO
they are not usedn the Objective. As noted above, we recommend that on
2yS 2F (KSaS (GSNxa 06S RSFTAYSR |yR
fryR& A& y2i RANBOGtEE SELXIFAYSRG

Because procurement encourages elements of sustainability beyond land
management, we suggest changing the end of the sentence to reflect the fu
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
productive we recommend that the introduction also point to the importang
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, immediatg

G¢KNRJzZZK {CLQA 622R LINROdAINBYSy ik T
program stands apart from other forest certification programs by supportin
and promoting responsible forestry praaithroughout the combined

3S23INF LIKAO NBIFOK 2F ff G4KS {cCL U

The last sentence of last paragraph on page 8: We think this should read
"Responsible” fiber sourcing (or procurement)... rather than "Supportiigt f
sourcing.
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following this section, the value of certified forest content in products is
OKI N} OGSNAT SR Fa aKStLA Odzad2YSNEH
YR 3IAGBS LINBFSNBEYyOS (2 LINRBRdzOGa 7
dzy RSNXYAYS (KS Ot &8 dADAY NS a WKWK DXKO
GKFY pn LISNOSyG 2F GKS NI ¢ YI GSNR
important to strengthen the support of the sustainable procurement/
responsible fiber sourcing. Also, we would suggest that there bechagk of
0KS dpn LISNDS yaidatXramberisiouldvbe &séd. dzLJ

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

XXXXX¥ encouraged by this section and the recognition that less than 1
percent of family forest land is certified. This class of landowners represe
significant amountf forestland within the U.S. and it is appropriate that SF
acknowledges this group of landowners in the new standat®dXXXupports
the basic principle behind the comments submitted by ¥X3¢XXXSFI should
recognize and make a distinction betweelefi sourced from private land by
GliddE f AFASR f233Ay3 LINRPFS&aaA2yl faé
AyadzNI yOS tA0SyaSasx SiO00 yR aOSN
an independent thireparty certification program).

ItisinXXXXQ&a o0Said AyiSNBadg G2 KIF@S Y2N
The Master Logger program in MN is a credible and beneficial program. I
provides MN loggers with continual training, education and professional
development opportunities XXXXXelievesthat there should be incentives
and/or at a minimum, recognition of MN Master Loggers and other similar
programs by SFI. That saX{XXXan not limit competition orxXXXimber
sales to a subset of loggers, as this would discriminate gainst smalletase
FYyR f233SNR 6K2 NB y2dd FotS 2N K
certified. The SFI standard should NOT be changed in a manner that woy
NBIljdZANSE GKS dzaS 2F GOSNIAFASR f 23

In order to make such a diisction, SFI could add an additional indicator
(indicator 9.2) as well as updating the glossary / definition of these terms.
(Refer to comments submitted BYXXXXor more details).
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28§ FNB SyoO2dzNJ 3SR GKIFG GKA& & Sobther
g2NX RQa F2NBada NB OSNIATASR | yR
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
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 cos
associated with maintaining a certified foresparticularly in the case of thos¢
who own small acreageh 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 Patrticipants. Today, 10
LISNODSyYy G 2F GKS 62NI RQa 7T 2rivdwhiledarge N
tracts of public and industrial forest lands are certified, less than 1 percent
family forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. encourages certification of lan
owned by small family forest owners, it is also a fact that many faornbst
owners do not have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur
annual cost associated with maintaining a certified foeparticularly in the
case of those who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 1(
million family forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and m(
GKFYy pn LISNOSyid 2F GKS NIg YI GSNR

However, Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) needs to take this further. \
believe the SFI should consider formal redtign between SFI and
independent third party certified logger certification programs. Further, the
should be a recognized difference between fiber sourced from family

forestland by qualified logging professional and an independent -{bétly
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
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From the Forests to the Market

Forest certificaibn is often complemented with a chaof-custody certification, which is a mechanism used to track wood from a certified forest, providing
between the certified forest and the certified product. SFI offers a suite of product and promotionaltleiediow 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, packagmgfruction materials a claim can|
be made regarding the certified foresbratent, similar to recycled content claims and labels seen on products. This helps customers and consumers of
products identify and give preference to products from well managed forests. In this age of increased corporate songibiiypard consumer awareness
we believe SFI provides the market with a valuable tool to buy responsibly. The SFI program provides a label fororeeifieabavell as a label for fiber

sourcing, see Annexes 1 and 2 respectively.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Credibility of the standard

¢tKS AYUNBRdAzOGAZ2Y y2g AyOfdzZRSa |
describes the land ownership patterns in the U.S. and recogiieerole of
the family forest land owner. This addition is appreciated. However,
immediately following this section, the value of certified forest content in
LINE RdzOGa Aa OKIFNIOGSNAT SR a aKSH
identifyand gi¢ LINSFSNBYy OS (2 LINRRdzOG& T
aSSya G2 dzyRSNXYAYS (GKS @IfdzS 2F ¢
F2NJ aY2NBE (GKFy pn LISNOSyid 2F GKS
t F NOAOALN yiaode LG Aa rhofthéxddfohsiplé fibey
sourcing. Also, we would suggest that there be-®@& S O] 2 F (1 K
LISNOSyYyGéXd 2SQONB y2i adaNB GKI G yd
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Third Party Independent Certification

The SFI Standard requires third party independent certificaaudits by competent and accredited certification bodies. This 3rd party certification is nec
for both the forest land certification, fiber sourcing certification and chaficustody certification. All certification bodies must be accreditgabe of the
North American members of the International Accreditation Forum, i.e.-AISQI National Accreditation Board (ANAB), American National Standards Insti

(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 rem@nced
party certification (page 8&nd SFI Audit Procedures Scope 1 ( page 44)

Issues raised before as not covered also do not seem to be in current 8
offers a "Procurement Certificate" and a@-C. The Procurement certificate
standards have limited assurances associated thitm.

Documents all the benefits of SFI certification.

This is where the public would look for this type of information, not in the b
of the Standard.

Add a sentence about how the SFI Audit Procedures support the Internati
Organization for Statardization 1SO.

Emerging Themes: Bioenergy and Carbon
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The SFI Standard is a research and scibased standard that also takes careful consideration of social, economic and environmental issues related to
management as well as the interegtsy G KS YI N] SGLX I OS o ¢CKNRdAK {CLQa O2yldAydzZZf AYLNERYG
reflect new information and science as it becomes available. In the SF1L@04Gtandard, there is new language to address thessef climate change,
carbon management and bioenergy feedstock harvesting.

The SFI Standard applies to management of forests throughout North America, regardless of the forest products deriveddgamena of such forests. Hig
intensity, agreforestry operations, while they may serve a role in the production of bioenergy feedstock production, are beyond the scef-bfStandard.
Bioenergy feedstocks are not new products from managed forests, however, there is growing interest in sucls giedaagovernment policies and position]
to promote renewable energy. The SFI Standard provides the same assurances regardless of the final product, wheliderdad bailding products, paper
products, or feedstocks for bioenergy. In additiore tequirements for forest management and fiber sourcing are the same regardless of whether theezn
is a traditional forest or paper product company or emerging bioenergy production company.

Additionally, sustainable forestry makes an important ciimttion to mitigating climate change and adapting to changing ecosystems. Notwithstanding th
that policy solutions have not been solidified regarding the role of managed forests in a regulatory framework, the groagssnosequestration is a haal
by-product of tree growth and therefore an important component of carbon management. As a result, Program Participantsdpgpatanity to monitor
information generated from regional climate models and consider hownvaltaged forests contribut resilient ecosystems as an adaptation to a changin
climate.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

Bioenergy feedstocks sounds bad. Biomass raw materials

There should beome language added to this section to address the fact th
the science around carbon management is still in its infancy stages. Somg
Program Participants may not have access to regional climate models ang
do not "have an opportunity" to monitor tht information.

I'm not sure how to revord this section other than to recognize the fact the
science is around carbon management is new and the resources to mitiga
climate change impacts will vary from province to state.

Climate change, carbon magement, and bioenergy feedstock harvesting al TheXXXXproposes that all language and references related to bioenergy,
all very new emerging issues. The science behind, and related to, these i{ Climate change, and carbon sequestration be removed from the -201@
is still being developed and is rapidly evolving every day. XKxeXelieves | Standard.
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that these topics are still too new and theeate and knowledge base still to
undeveloped for them to be included in the 202014 SFI Standard.

The draft standard does temper these new provisions by the recognizing t
these issues belong to an emerging science and that regulatory framewor
the role of managed forests for carbon management is evolving. However
recognition forces the question of whether these issues should be include(
the new standard until the science and regulatory framework is more firmly
developed.

Agroforestry needs to be defined in the standard. Agroforestry needs to be defined in the standard.

Biomass production is not a new concept from managed forests, however
there is a growing inter in biomass from forests to be used as bioenergy
feedstock given government policeis and positions to promote renewable
energy.

Include biomass utilization in bioenergy feedstock discussion. This is a br
term that is unrelated to the end use. Include biomass utilization in
definitions.

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

TOC

Ratbnale

¢tKS ¢tofS 2F /2yGSyid aSOtaAz2y 1 0Stf GCAOSNI {2dzNOAYy3I hoa2SOuABSEe R
lfaz GKS aSOGA2y f106Stf a[FyR alyl3aSYSyid |yR CA06 SN { 2edmdiahd/PiEcuremehS O
Proposed

25
A

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 ptanatéher lands. Moreover, Program Participants
support efforts to protect private property rights and the ability of all private landowners to manage their forestlanthabltaThis support stems from

t NEINIY t I NIOGAOALI yia B havédn npoftantistéwaiship fedpBnaildility irid ¢ dargityhénid society, and they recognize the
importance of maintaining viable commercial, family forest, and conservation forestland bases. In keeping with this réispdhisigram Participants shal
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 generaticres their own reeds by practicing
land stewardship ethic that integrates reforestation and the managing, growing, nurturing, and harvesting of trees fqurogeitts and ecosystem services
with the conservation of soil, air and water quality, carbon, biologicalrsiitye wildlife and aquatic habitat, recreation, and aesthetics.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

1. Sustainable Forestry: #e2 NR (G KS fFad LIKNI as |
services, such as the conservation of soil, air and water quality, carbon cy|
andsequestration, biological diversity, wildlife and aquatic habitat, recreati
YR FSAGKSGAOE dE

1. Sustainable Forestry: This is a run on sentence that could be slightly
NELIKNFaSR G2 YIS Al Y2NB dzyRSNE
GOl ND2y¢ INBE y2i0 RSTAYSRO®

It is important that confusion does not exist between language contained i
the "Introduction" and language within the Standard itself. We believe tha
thelli N2 RdzOG A2y A& y20G aldzRAGFOf Sé =
Performance Measures, and Indicators are auditable.

Suggest leading this section on Principles for Sustainable Forestry with a
KSIF RSNJ GKI én nNB1F RaC La H{aiMy Rl NR € @

XFyR S§02aeaidSy aSNBAOSa gAGK GKS

. . carbon sequestration, biological divarsi & X
Ecosystem services should be defined g g

ecosystem servicesscomponents of nature, directly enjoyed, consumed, or

WSTSNBYOS (2 aOFNb2yé Ay GKAA LINK
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ensures is cain sequestration.

used to yield human welbeing

¢CKSNBE Aa | o6Ad0 2F NBRdzyRIFIyOe | RRS
stewardship ethic that integrates reforestation and the managingwgng,

Y dzNIi dzZNR Yy 3P D D€ 52Sa GKS GSNXY GaNBT
growing, and nurturing? As already noted in the introduction section of thg
Standard, carbon management is still in its infancy stages. Thus, | think th
0§ SNY aOF Nb 2eyhévedifrisn tHizf pRncipleS

Iwould suggestrg 2 NRAY 3 (GKS LINAYOALX S (2
forestry to maintain and enhance the lotgrm health of forest ecosystems
for the benefit of all living things while providing environmental, economic,
2OAIFIEY YR Odzf GdzNIF £ 2 LI NI dzyAdGAS
term forest ecosystems in my proposed principle can imply carbon
management, biological diversity, etc.

Definition could be better stated with the recognition that the lattenpaf
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 intetga reforestation and the
managing, growing, nurturing, and harvesting of trees for useful products
the maintenance of forest ecosystem services such as the conservation of
air and water quality, carbon sequestration, biological diversity, iféldind
aguatic habitat, recreation, and aesthetics.

Please define the term "ecosystem services" in the glossary

"ecosystem services" is an undefined term that seems redundant (as | def
with the remainder of the sentence. | suggest it eitherdmoved 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, bgpdall diversity, wildlife
and aquatic habitat, recreation and aesthetics.

In order for future generations to meet their own needs there must be fore
Nothing in SFI standards rewards or promotes creating new lands into fore
uses or keeping existirfgrests in forest land uses.

Program Participants both support sustainable forestry practices on forest
they manage and promote it on other lands. Moreover, Program Participar
support efforts to protect forests and encourage forests as the mosteksie
land use.

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.

April 20, 2009

25



2. Forest Productivity and Health

To provide for regeneration after harvest and maintain the productive capacity of the forestland base and to protect aathritaigterm forest and soil
productivity. In addition, to protect forestfrom economically or environmentally undesirable levels of wildfire, pests, diseases, and other damaging agd

thus maintain and improve loragrm forest health and productivity.

Rationak 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 ev
sare examples.

In addition, within the ability of the p#cipant to influence, to protect...

L adaA3Sad NBY2QAy3d GKS GSNXY AGaRAA&S
the definition of a forest pest includes insects, tree diseases, and noxious

| like the proposed language.

To provide fo regeneration after harvest and maintain the productive capa
of the forestland base and to protect and maintain letlegm forest and soil
productivity. In addition, to protect forests from economically or
environmentally undesirable levels of conversio nonforest uses, wildfire,
pests, diseases, and other damaging agents and thus maintain and impro
longterm forest health and productivity.

invasives should be included as a factor in determining forest health.

 RR GAY Dl A0S ONBYE FFRSNYAYISBGaAD

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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Rationalefor 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 B
to protect water quality.

CKS LIKNI A8 6u2 O2yF2NXY 6AGK 0540
protectionof waB NJ NB a2 dzNDSaz y2id I LINAyOA
gFrGSNI ljdz ft AGe@dddPE YR & | LINRKRYOA

broad in context.

Sustain the quality of forest water resources.

consider using adhere instead of "conform”. Eatiie has differnent BMPs.
We we feel "Conform" is a better term.

We we feel "Conform" is a better term.

| don't believe it is necessary to elevate BMPs to the Principle level. | don
beleive that conforming with just any water quality BMP is gdithe 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 @pian zones.

4. Protection of Biological Diversity

To manage forests in ways that protects and promotes the diversity of wildlife habitats, forest types and ecologicabbroatmnunity types.
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Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Gt N2GSOGa YR LINRY20GSaé | NB 2Ly

FGAET AT S GYFAYGFEAYa 2N SYKFEyOSaé A

Recommend revised language to stay consistent with wording in Objgective
Section and throughout Standard

To manage forests in ways that protects and promotes the conservation o
biological and habitat diversity.

While we appreciate the practicality of managing for habitat as a proxy for
species, we would caution that an oeenphasis on habitat diversity may hay
the unintended consequence of selecting for edge species, smaller range
species, etc. Species diversity at larger scales and species requiring broag
ranges may not benefit from the heterogeneity resulting from mangdanr
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
the relevant Principle or Objective. Recommend editing Principle and
Objective to bemore 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 wildli
habitats, forest types and ecological or negl 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 recreatiof
opportunities for communities.
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XXXXXupports the addition of this new principle, as thipparts/recognizes
multiple use and fits with the mission of public land management agencieg
is appropriate that the SFI standard address this issue surrounding forest
resource management.

Need to clarify how the community is to have a recreatialortuity as well
as expand this to include cutural and social aesthetics which are more tha
merely visual. Hunting and fishing uses require access

To manage the visual impact of harvesting and to provide access for foreg
cultural, and recreatiompportunities for communities.

6. Protection of Special Sites

To manage forests and lands of special significance (biologically, geologically, historically or culturally importaatnier ahat protects their integrity and

takes into account theiunique qualities.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

, y s A . PGATATS aYFAyGlAyas NBad2NBaz 2NJ
L S I NA Aa 2 RSTAYSRO® ! C s A A . y N .

aLyd Hee y2u y GLINPGROANI AyGSaNKGe FyR GF15a Ayd

The supporting statement of Protection of special sites lacks an adjective

the words biologically, geologically and historically. Culturally important is

RSTAYSR GSNYIRINJRYIIE R&CR §FRY FdzN, . \ L. y . 5

. A A . A - 2 YI I 3 T2N I R I R 27T L

GSNXad ¢KS GSNY aorz2t23A0lftee KO yh3s Bad FyR TlFyRa 2

Objective 6 and in the definition of Special Sites, and should be changed t
GSO2t23A0Ftteéd Ay (KAEYI LINRYORANISO
included in the definition of culturally important... Its use is duplicative in th
Principle and should be deleted.

unique or culturally importat) in a manner that protects their integrity and
GFr1Sa Ayad2 F002dzy i GKSANI dzyAljdzS |

Good revision
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Given narrow access rights by public difficult to imagine what good a cultu
site would be without access to it by the specific population.

To manage forests and lands of special significance (biologically, geologic
historically or culturally important) in a manner that protects their integrity
and takes into account their unique qualities inclduing providing access.

7. Responsible Proeement Practices in North America

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

socially responsible.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Little easier reading.

To use and promote sustainable forestry practices that are both scientificg
credible and economicall, environmentally, and socially responsible amon
other forest landowners.

Concern: Principle 7 addresses responsible procurement practices in Nort
America while Principle 8 addresses them outside of North America. Thes
two Principles should be written in a manner which is more congruent.

Recommendation RA Y OA LX S T0OY aG¢2 dzasS | yR
landowners sustainable forestry practices that are both scientifically credil
and economically, environmentally, and socially responsible, and to avoid
wood fiber from illegally logged forests.

The tex of the principle is identical to current principle 2. Since it now focu

2y LINPOdZNBYSyYy (i OFAOSNI a2dzNODAYy 30X
fryRa Aa FRRNBSaaSR Ay SOSNE 2GKSN
deleted.
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8.Avoidance of Controversial Sources including lllegal Logging i8Hoffe Procurement

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

social laws.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Concern: Principle 7 addresses responsible procurement practices in Nort
America while Principle 8 addresses them outside of North AmeritaseT
two Principles should be written in a manner which is more congruent.

lfaz2x AG A& dzyOf SINJ gKFG Aa YSIFyid

wSO2YYSYRIFIGA2Y 6t NAYOALX S yovY dac 2
forests when procuring fiber outside of NothY S N& O @ ¢

The language in Principle 8 should include language from Principle 7, with
AyOfdzaAzy 2F Ga2FF aK2NBé

G{dzaldl Ayl oftS C2NBaidNEB t NI Ol ASOdenf T
North America. Ensure that procurement/fiber sourcing from alg¢dNorth
America precludes wood from controversial sources including illegal loggif
YR FNRBRY a2dzNOSa ¢AlK2dzi

STFSOGA(G

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

9. Legal Compliance

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

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:
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31



10. Research

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

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Genetically modified trees were raisedasissue before but not covered in
the current draft

This principle duplicates the language of the objective, and focuses on
GadzZlL2 NI E NI GKSNJ GKIFy GKS | R@FyOS

To contribute to advances in sustainable forest management through rese
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 ppposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.

April 20, 2009

32



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 progral
so why do we need to broaden the practice of sustainable forestry on SFI
cettified public lands? Coming from a certified public lands organization, W
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 involvemat and access

13. Transparency

To broaden the understanding of forest certification to the SFI Standard by documenting certification audits and makwdghtgegdublicly 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 achiesongnitenent 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 tpropose any new Principles:

the current standards permit land owners to sell off their forest land or convert theri forest land and as long as theyvnantpey have left by the existing
standards then they can claim sustainability which it isn't

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

SFI Standard land management objectives 1 LIN2 @A RS Y SI adz2NBa T2 NJ Sompliandelwithitheé 3FI StahBagid fatestiahdsldhey 6
or control through longerm leases. Through these objectives, addressed in forest management plans, Program Participants are implementingesustain|
forestry principles by employing an array of aomically, environmentally and socially sound practices in the conservation of famekiding appropriate
protection, growth, harvest and use of those foresising the best scientific information available.

SFI Standard fiber sourcing objectivedo8 LINE A RSa YSI &adz2NBa F2NJ SOFfdz2 GAy3a t NEINIY tIFNULHAO
programs.

SFI Standard land management and fiber sourcing objectivesii4 LIN2 A RS Y S| adzZNB&a F2 NJ S| fiadek with i&SFI- Stafdard
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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 broaderthe implementation of sustainable forestry by ensuring ldéagn forest productivity and yield based on the use of the best scientific informatio
available.

Objective 2. Forest Productivity

To ensure longerm forest productivity, carbon managementéconservation 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 diversityelypdeyand implementing stardnd
landscapdevel 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 harvestimgl ather forest operations.

Objective 6. Protection of Special Sites.

To manage Program Participant lands that are ecologically, geologically, historically, or culturally important in a naaneerdhizes 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 procumgrensp

Objective 9. Use of Foradglanagement and Harvesting Professionals.

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landowners to utilize the services of forest managétearntesting 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 broada the practice of sustainable forestry by conserving biological diversity, biodiversity hotspots and major tropical véldezass

Objective 12. Avoidance of Controversial Sources including lllegal Logging.

To broaden the practice of sustainabledstry 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.

Objectivel4. 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 whithigable forest management decisions are based.

Objective 16. Training and Education.

To improve the practice of sustainable forest management by resource professionals, wood producers, and contractorsgpropghta training and
education progams.

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 thercemhiisustainable forestry and
publicly eport 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 forestgydocumenting 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 performancevimg¢hecommitment 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 issd 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.

ho2SOUABS HY ¢KS AYaSNIAZYy AT GKKSS
statement is related to a new concern about carbon and climate change. T
term is not necessary in the objective because ensuring long term forest
LINEP RdzOGA@AGE YR O2yaSNBIGAZ2Y 27F
management as aybproduct. Stating it explicitly in the objective seems to b
placing more emphasis than may be warranted on carbon management.

4 SNy

(p))
[atN
(p))
(V)]

GOFND2Y YIyl3aSySy

Please continue to take seriously the downstream consequences of makin
changes to the standard. Although many of the proposed changes are not
material in and of themselves, the structural changes proposed are signifiq
and the amount of work involved in updating procedural manuals, evidenc
files, etc. for all participantsiwolved 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
create an economic disadvantage in relation to other certificaimgrams.

Objective 9 Forest management and harvesting professionals are not defi
terms. Suggest replacing with defined terms such as qualified logging
professionals and qualified resource professionals

Objective 11 the title for overemphasize@romoting conservation of
biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas, beyond that whi
proposed in the revised indicators.

Objective 155 SY2y a4 N} Ay 3 GKFG F  t NRINI

Objective 9. Use of Qualified Logging and Qualified Resource Professional
broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landow
to utilize the services of qualified logging and qualified resource professiof

Objective 11. PrometConservation of Biological Diversity.

Objective 15. Forestry Research, Science, and Technology. To support fq
research, science, and technology, upon which sustainable forest managsq
decisions are based.
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research, etc is very difficult.

The phrase "carbon management" in &ttjve 2 is to product specific and
market based. It should not be included in the summary for this objective.
could make the argument that if carbon management is included then non
traditional forest products should also be included.

To ensure longerm 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 manag#robjectives 17...".
Recommend use of word "conservation" instead of word "protection" for
consistency.

ho2aSOGADBS HO wSY2dS LIKNIas 4ol Nyl

meaning and intent of that phrase are unclear

Objective 11. Suggest inslon of word "international” to read "Promote
international conservation of biological...."

Objective 4. While we appreciate the practicality of managing for habitat g
proxy for species, we would caution that an overemphasis on habitat diver
may have the unintended consequence of selecting for edge species, sma
range species, etc. Species diversity at larger scales and species requiring
ranges may not benefit from the heterogeneity resulting from managing fo
habitat diversity. Whiléhe commitment to biological diversity, including
species is clarified at the level of the indicator (#1, p. 19) it is not reflected
the relevant Principle or Objective.

Recommend editing Principle and Objective to be more inclusive.

Objective 2: KS G SNXY aOFNDB2Y YIylF3IASYSyisé
glossary of the Standard.

Included in my rationale for proposed change.
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OEOSLIiA2Y Il f =+ fdzS¢ K26SOSNI & Al
it being an isge 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 t(
face some scrutiny from SFI critics and FS& f&or example, the FSC British
| 2f dzYoAl {GFyRFNR dzaSa F &aAYAL Il N
C2NBadGas o Ly GKSANI If2aalNE>X GKS
up a high conservation value forest. It would have been nice to see horge
like that in the SFI Standard versus creating a term (or borrowing it from
NatureServe) for what Program Participants are already doing.

ho2aSOGABS pY {dz33Said NBY2Q0Ay3d (K
Gal yr3asSySyi¢o I 26 O ladglallg rBaintaia vistia2 NB
guality while altering the landscape through harvest activities? What we a|
actually doing (as least here in BC) is trying to manage the visual impact g
activities. Thus, we are not maintaining the current visual qualipncdrea
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. Besanagement practices are also
employed to protect forest productivity (for example, season of harvest ca
limit soil disturbance which can have a huge impact on forest productivity)
¢KdzaX L adz23asSad OKIFy3aAiAy3a {KSbrdadkd A
the practice of sustainable forestry through the use of Best Management
t N} OGA0Sa (2 LINRPISOG FT2NBal LINRRM
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Please continue to take seriously the downstream consequenceskihim
changes to the standard. Although many of the proposed changes are no
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 dag extremely tough economic times.
Consider carefully the economic ramifications SFI participants incur to
implement these changes so as not to create an economic disadvantage i
relation to other certification programs.

Regarding the reorganization thfe principles, objectives, performance
measures, and indicatorghe shuffling of the Objectives, Performance
Measures and Indicators is disruptive to the development and continuous
improvement of individual program systems. The result is a penalizafitire
better, more sophisticated systems due to having to completely reorganize
numberand crosfl B F SNBEy OS G(G(KS AYRAGARdzZ €
helpful to develop a method by which additions and changes to the Standg
could simply be addto the end of each Objective, Performance Measure
Indicators to allow individual programs to build upon their existing system.
would promote continuous improvement and allow individual programs to
continue to excel rather than essentially stagiover every five (or three)
years.

¢KS LIKNIasS aOFNDB2Yy YIyF3aSYSyias
before being placed in the standard.

A g

A
describing adherencé 2

0KNBES AYUNRBRdzOGA2Yy a A YLINELISNI
GKS {cL {GFYyRFNRZ 2NJ

G202SObDA BBIPWARSAE YSIFadzNBa T2N SgI
conformance to the SFI Standard through the operations they control and
inform while purchasing and harvesting wood from the forest. Through thq

a{ CL {GFyRFNR TAOoMdNIaR dzZNOAY I 206 2§ objectives Progam Participants inform and encourage landowners, loggers
The introduction of this section can be expanded to hold similar content as FPYR F2NbBauNE O2YyUNFOU2NER G2 AYLE S
introduction to objectives 47, and supporting language for procurenten
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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 Objectiveval.

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits.

To manage the visual impact of forest operations and provide recreationall
opportunities for the public.

OBJ 9, above. The term" Forest Management and Harvesting Professisng
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 th
landowning SFI Participants. It Must be requirediem 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 fo
products and encouraging the use of forest biomass as a renewable sour(
fuel.

Obj. 14: addwo words-- To ensure compliance with applicable federal,
provincial, etc. . .

Objective 5 now includes recreation. While multiple use recreation is
something that we support, | do not necessarily agree that it should be at t
objective level for susiaable forest management. However, if we are going
to place it here the description should not ignore it.

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

Objective 17Community involvement should be defined more distinctly.
"encouraging the public and forestry community to participate” could imply
mandatory stakeholder process like FSC. | still prefer broaden the practic

Objective 5To manage the visual and recreational impact of harvesting an
other forest operations.

Objecive 1213 Avoidance of Controversial Sources a) lllegal Logging b) A
without effective social laws

Objective 17 Broaden the practice of sustainable forestry
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XXXXXuggests that SFI clarify if Objectives3BONLY apply to procurement
companies, or ithese also apply to land managers. Although the introduct
language seems to state that these apply only to procurement operations,
some of the performance measures and indicators could apply to both lan
managers and procurement operations. Pleasgifyl this either in the

introduction to these objectives or in the performance measures / indicator

Objective 2. Forest Productivity

To ensure longerm forest productivity, carbon management, and
conservation of forest resources through prompt nefstation, 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 applica
internaational conventions, federal, provincial, state, and local laws and
regulations.

Use thisspace to propose any new Objectives:

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

sourcing (procurement), etc.
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Objective 1. Forest Bhagement Planning. To broaden the implementation of sustainable forestry by ensurirgionfiprest productivity and yield based of

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 managemeibmd/or forest
type are not appropriate for all forest types in all situations. To come up w
accurate sustained yield levels, one needs to remove areas that reduce
LR2GSydAlrt KIFNWBSald fS@gStfa o0C9/ +ax
removethese, overcutting within a given forest type or for an entire
YIEYylF3ASYSylG dzyAild O02dxZ R 200dzNih SHNK$
standard/glossary leaves it open to harvest more than growth over a rotati
or longer- this is one of the fundam#als of sustainable forestry.

Performance Measure 1.1. Program Participants shall ensure that forest management plans inclitdentomagrvest levels that are sustainable and consistg

with appropriate growthand-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 publig

Define "forest management plans" broadlyrefer to "forest management
planning” only.
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lands are dtermined through management unit "Timber Supply Reviews"
followed by BC Chief Forester AAC determinations. Our SFMPs, which mg
construed as "forest management plans”, do not specify long term harvest
levels.

As presently written, the spatial scale is not defined. A spatial framework i
YSSRSR>Y a2 GKIFG 6AGKAY Fy '/ 2F
absorbed in a larger landholding. For example, consid&&0s000acre
watershed, where the total ownership of a company of 80,000 acres has b
harvested to the point where little additional harvest can occur for another
nn €SIENE 2N f2y3ISNX® .dziz 06SOF dza s
ownership wihin the state, it can get hidden within the larger ownership, ar
aiAatt YSSU GKS adzaidlAyloklSNYe WNBH
defined in the context of a TIMO type ownership discussed above.

Indicators:

1. forest managementlanning at a level appropriate to the size and scale of the operation, including
a. along term resources analysis
b. a periodic or ongoing forest inventory;
c. aland classification system;
d. soils inventory and maps, whereagable;
e. access to growthndyield modeling
f. upto-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.qg., 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 itcimyichanges in growth due to productivity increases or decreases (e.qg.

improved data, longerm drought, fertilization, climate change, etc.).

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

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

#1G Replace Bioenergy feedstock with Biomass raw material

#1C Land classification should indicate forest landsheded for real estate
devlopment, these should not contribute growth to harvest planning

#2 Does not ensure implementation of harvests are consistent with planne
harvest levels and classification

#1C a land classification system that quantifies proditgtand 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. ... carborstorage, bioenergy feedstock product, or biological diversity
conservation, or to address climate induced ecosystem change."

g. In BC "conventional" harvesting refers to grodoaded mechanized harves
systems (as opposed to cable, heli, etc).

Define "cowventional"

Indicator 3 is redundantovered 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 redundantovered 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, foresbguctivity or mill
productivity. | 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 irogith due to forest productivity increase
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 feedstdwkvesting. 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
to measure chang 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 3
process that can be used to determine changes in growth due to climate
change. References to anythirgat 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.gimproved data, longterm drought, fertilization, etc.)

Performance Measure 1.1, Indicator #4: Changes in planned harvest level
result for many reasons other than a change in growth due to productivity
increase or decrease, which in most temperate oegiwill 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 revig

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

MmdmMdI 5SSt SGS AYRAOFG2NE a dadzadl
LINP RdzOG A2y ¢ A& LINBYFGdz2NB G GKAA
opportunistic at best. Until markets develop that strongly increase deman
this isnot a relevant indicator. Perhaps, if an indicator is needed to addres
GKAAZ FRR &a2YSGKAYy3 Fft2y3 GKS Ay
is considered in overall sustainable harvest planning.

MOMPK NBY2OS LIKNI as

ambiguous

GOYABEGS A Rd

Delete indicator 1.1.g. If absolutely necessary to have an indicator to add
GKAAX RR a2YSGKAYy3 ft2y3 GKS f Ay
is considered in overall sustainable harvest planning.

1.1.hDelete 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 1
to have as a requirement to anylyse tresource.

change definition of long term: either using "where appropriate" or perhap
not defining long term at all to leave this at the discretion of the land mang
and still keep a straight face.

1g. Suggest changing the wording around "conveatibor defining in the

glossary. In BC, the term conventional is used to describe a harvest meth
(i.e. conventional vs. cable). Annual allowable harvest levels (AAC) are n(
determined by conventional vs. cable and would be difficult to generateeas
decision on whether an area will be harvested by conventional or cable m¢
is made after the AAC determination.

1g. Will intrepretation guidelines be released as to what SFI Inc. expects {
this indicator with respect to carbon storage, climatetindd ecosystem
change ? In BC, the government completes the long term resource analyy
which would take into account nontimber issues.

Define conventional in the glossary section or remove.

y ~

Concern 1.1.1.g.: It may be premature for the standard taimegthat forest | O Y ~aN 02YYS y RSR _adz Gk Ayl of S K b '}'{33

management plans include sustainable harvest levels for biomass (bioeng & KSNB | LILX A Ol 0t SX 0A2SySNHe FSSRE

feedstock) given the limited, knowledge, experience and technology 1t4a23 FRR | RSTFAYANAET2 NB AL ¢ X LISINIS
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(particularly for Canada in which a single Forest Management Plan may c(
an area over half mibn hectares with diversity of conditions and
circumstances). Conventional and bioenergy harvesting does not need to
specified here, since the second paragraph under Emerging Themes: Biog
and Carbon on page 9 clearly indicates that the standapfiegpto all products
of the forest.

Concern 1.1.1.h.: This terminology is unclear and confusinganada non
timber issues generally refers to forest values and interests outside the for
products industry i.e. tourism, recreation, trapping etcappears to reference
GIt 2060l f SY@ANRYYSyGlf AYLI OlGatg 39

that includes reference to bioenergy feedstock. ObjectivePM 5.1 is a good
example of where the definition of harvesting should include bioenergy
operations.

wWSO2YYSYRIGAZ2Y MOdOMPMPKNMes (elg. pidtS BA S 4

LINE2SOGadddy ¢

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
ecosystenievel.

It is not realistic to suppose that a landowner can account for an increase
decrease in productivity due to climate change.

¢CKS LIKN}I&aS Ay MOMOPMPK GOt AYIFGS Ay,
dzy RSTAYSR® a2 RSt a U(RKISIO2LANRRIASOL Qo
high degree of uncertainty even at the largest scales, and would not be a |
forest management tool.

Including items like lonterm drought and climate change in the harvest
productivity models implies a level of sophistiion that does not exist.
Modelbased predictions are still changing fairly regularly and similar mode
don't always give similar results. This would cause frequent shifting in forg

WergdD2 YYSYR GKS GSNXY aOftAYlIdS AyRdz
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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 clin

a reviav of nontimber issues (e.g., pilot projects and economic incentive
programs to promote water protection, carbon storage, bioenergy feedstoq
production, or biological diversity conservation).

Forest roads are an essential asset to manage a sustainabht.fbleglecting
to substantively mention roads and access easements (throughout the
Objectives) makes a harmfullyrong implication that roads are unimportant
to forest management.

ADD: 1. c. forest road and access inventory

#2 should include a minimurrepod of time for keeping proper
documentation.

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

#1-a [ 2tgrA resource analysis capabilities to guide forest management
planning at a level appropriate to the size and scale of the omeraivhich
g2dz R Ay Of dzZRSY¢

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

Resource analysis needs to consider4iorber values. Reviewing the issues does notlgtNd Sy 2 dz3 K
LIN2 RdzO

valuation and inventory of thenet A Y6 SNJ F2 NB a i

(0p]}
O«
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Objective 2. Forest Productivity. To ensure oaign forest productivity, carbon management, and conservatbforest resources through prompt

reforestation, soil conservation, afforestation, and other measures.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

¢KS AYAaSNIA2Yy ERYHESYEPNY HYI NEEY|

5StS0S GKS GSNXY aOFNb2y YIylF3aSYSy
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related to a new concern about carbon and climate change. This term is n
necessary in the objective because ensuring long term forest productivity {
O2yaSNIBIGAZ2Y 2F F2NBaid NBagamNDShy X
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.
Includng carbon management or even carbon sequestration in Objective 2
would require a Program Patrticipant to quantify forest carbon to ensure its
LINBaSyO0Ss S@Sy G(GK2dzZ3K AdQa 3ISySNI

To ensure longerm forest productiviy 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 weitfian another
area of productivity. For example, why not highlight wildlife management, §
productivity, etc. Recommend that carbon management be deleted in this
section and add a definition for Forest Productivity that gives several exan
of areas toaddress including carbon management.

To ensure longerm forest productivity and conservation of forest resources

wSY23S LIKNI &$s
intent are unclear

GOFNDb2Y YIyl3aSySyié

Objective 2. Forest Productivity. To enswrd-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 producti
thru changes in rotation agd.don't think there is alot of firm info dealing wit
this for the average forester. | just basicly have questions about an area |
not know much about and think we should move cautiously.

Carbon management needs to be defined in the glossary.

Define: Carbon Managemertinclude definition in glossary.

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

To ensure longerm forest productivity and conservation of forest resource
through prompt reforestation, sbconservation, afforestation, and other
measures.
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¢KS LIKNI}a&asS aOFND2Yy YIyF3aSYSyiGé Aa
before being placed in the standard.
9y adz2NAy3a aOFNb2y YIFyl3aSYSyidé¢ dzyRS

not included in the definitions section. This term must be defined if it is usq
in the Standard. If no definition is included, then the term must be droppe
entirely.

Carbon management is undefined. The term does not occur elsewhere in
2 orin the glossar. 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 harvéetsutelayed for sitepecific environmental or forest health considerationg
through artificial regeneration within two years or two planting seasons, or by planned natural regeneration methodsivétiigafs.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

BC has weltstablished and effective ecosystdmsed stocking standards for
harvesting on public lands. Licensees (including BCTS) are required to de
these requirements indfest Stewardship Plans, which are submitted to the
Minstry of Forests for approval.

These stocking standards do not match the detailed requirements in PM 2
and there have been many occasions where we have achieved our FSP s
requirements but haveot 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 t
standard. PMs are not normally as prescriptive as this.

Suggest that either:

1) PM 2.1 be replaced with a more generic statement neato "prompt
reforestation" and the current wording be moved to "indicator" status wher
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 presriptive.

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 regeioer.at
LG O2dz R 0SS I NHdzSR 0KI{ y2NIKSNYy
support natural regeneration within 5 years because of-specific
SY@ANRYYSyilltf O2yRAGAZ2Yyad LF {CL
for delayed natural regeneratiothen a change in language is necessary.

Additional verbiage would make the latitude in the standard more explicit.
Gt N2INIY tFNIHAOALI yia aKlftf NBEF2N
specific environmental or forest health considerationsptigh artificial

regeneration within two years or two planting seasons, or by planned natu
regeneration methods within an appropriate number of years for the forestl
GeLS FyR GKS NBIA2ysT ISYySNIrftte oA

This performance measure should be iflad to allow fill planting if the
planned natural or artificial planting does not meet the required stocking
standards due to sitspecific reasons.

Gt F NHAOALI yia aKlff NBF2NBAE(-specHid S
environmental or foreshealth considerations, through artificial regeneratior
within two years or two planting seasons or by planned natural regeneratiq
methods within five years, which, in either case, may be supplemented as
ySO0SaalNE RdzS (G2 aaiasS O2yRAGAZ2Y A

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 aspeptableomposition argtocking

rates for both artificial and natural regeneration.

3. Minimized plantings of exotic tree species and research documentation that exotic tree species, planted operatiopaitynipeal risk.

4. Protection of desirable or planned advancedural regeneration during harvest.
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5. Artificial reforestation programs that consider potential ecological impacts of a different species or species miafwhidh was harvested.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Indicator 5 will require a rationale each time there is a change from the ori
stand.

Artifical reforestation programs that utilize ecologically appropriate species
selection for the site.

Concen2udmY ¢KS

context."

GSNY aYlylF3asSySyid dzyi

Concern 2.1.3: Concern: Exotic species should be considered in the conte
conservation of biodiversity and invasiveness. Also, Risk is not well defing
this context.

Recommendal Yy Y ! RR (KS @62NR GA Y8uggest:dS ¢
GaAyYAYAT SR LXFylGdAay3a 2F SE2G4A0 (N
exotic tree species, planted operationally, pose minimal risk of invasiveneg
YR f2aa 2F O0OA2RAOSNEBRAGR ®E

Recommendatiom ®Mm®mY wSLIX I OS daYlyl3SyYSy
I NBFa¢ 2N al NBrFa 2F KINBSadae¢ 2N

Eliminate the term "artificial regeneration”. Although it is a technical term
used by silviculturists in the industry, it is a term thatfieosive to those not
familiar with forestry. Our young trees are not "artificial".

2. ... species composition and stocking rates for planted, seeded and na]
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.

[/ KFyaS 1o (G2 Gt NPKAOAGAZY 2y LI I Y
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Use this space to propose any newndicators to Performance Measure 2.1:

It should be noted that many examples exist where afforestation has had negative ecological impacts. For instance, safttwogavithin rangeland has beg
very controversial in wildlife circles because of the siva potential of woody species and impacts to upland gamebird habitat. Add an indicator that limit
role of afforestation to ensure that impactsonndn2 NSa i SR SO2aeadiSya NS NBRdAdzOSR® ! RR Ay RAdbpidal2
impacts of the selection and planting tree speciesinfioa NBa i SR f | YRA Ol LISa ¢

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 objectivetewatitig enaployees,
neighbors, the public, and the forest environment.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

(LISOATE UelLl5a 2F aOKSypedididesaherbiaddsh y
and/or insecticides. Also, this needs to include all habitats, not justforests| ! RR al YR At Rt AFTS FyR FljdzZ §AO0 KI ¢
forest management can affect ath habitat types.

Indicators:

1. Minimized chemical use required to achieve management objectives.
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2. Use of leastoxic and narrowesspectrum pesticides necessary to achieve management obgactiv

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 statgrovinciailtrained or cetified 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 sigs 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 minimdlift spray valves;
f. aerial applicatin 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 othbodieter
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 indicat
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 appraigr...

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 exampl

What about herbicides? Does this include insecticides? Also, there needs
42YS SOARSYOS LINRPOARSR GKIG2ERKS ¢
on the market.

There needs to be an indicator wherein they are asked to justify their use
chemicals. Are they the least persistent chemical on the market, or are thg
alternatives that have been explored? Is a justification given for what they
use?

Use this space to propose any new Indioes to Performance Measure 2.2:

Performance Measure 2.3. Program Participants shall implement management practices to protect and maintain forest aulistiity.

Rationale for ppposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Use of technology and equipment available

8. Use of communication technology and tompact harvesting and
forwarding machines to reduce soil compaction and disturbance.

' RR aF2NBaldé¢ 0SUoSSYYSYVWESYSyd¢e
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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 ofsdilsite productivity.

4. Postharvest conditions conducive to maintaining site productivity (e.g., limited rutting, retained down woody debris, minikidzedils).

5. Retention of vigorous trees during partial harvesting, consistent withudtivial norms for the area.

6. Criteria that address conventional and, where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting and site preparation togirpteciLstivity.

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 pos
or negative. Merely requiring certified forests to be masdgn the same
manner as nearby forests is not consistent with scientific understanding of, Retention of vigorous trees during partial harvesting, consistent with scien
sustainable forestry. Throughout the eastern hardwood region and adjace Silvicultural standards for the area.

northern hardwood and mixed conifer types the practice efjfading (taking
the best trees and leaving the rest) is the norm. This is not sustainable (Dr|
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Ralph Nyland and others have documented this.

#7 Could be counter pductive to the goal of maintaining soil productivity. If
you reduce roads and increase skidding distances the overall impact to so
be much worse.

#7 Road construction and skidding layout to minimize impacts to soil
productivity.

Ind 1. So if a majs not available you meet the indicator?

Ind 1. Remove wording " where available"

2 ¥
A a

LYRAOFG2N) HdodcY | as$s 0KS LIKNI &
0A2SySNHBe FSSRaid201:¢ dzy y SOSaal

LYRAOLF G2NJ H ®o dc Yess hanfstidg/amilsiie Sréfakrationto
LINRGSOG &az2af LINE RdzOG A @A (1 & dé

Indicator 6- Again, there should be no distinction made between conventio
and bioenergy feedstock harvesting. Criteria to protect soil productivity sh
be developed for all produstharvested 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 an
what is considered. How does this possibly conflict with goodattiia
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. Changéioenergy feedstock to biomass

7. "MINIMIZE" road construction... In the context of the Standards Definiti
roads are here misharacterized in the same pail as chemicals... or someth
we don't do very often, or keep to a minimum. This is wromgést road
access is essential, and VERY common in managed feardttherefor should
not be maligned as written in this indicator. Roads must be articulated as |
both maintained AND constructed assets.

7. Construct and maintain a stable road systermeet managment objective
effectively.

Ly IHx RSTAYS aYSiK2Ra®é LYy |pz R

Ly lox OKIy3S at2aa 2F a2Até 02 ﬂ
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Use this space to propose amew Indicators to Performance Measure 2.3:

Performance Measure 2.4. Program Participants shall manage so as to protect forests from damaging agents, such as eallyronemariomically
undesirable wildfire, pests, and diseases, to maintain amgtdve longterm forest health, productivity and economic viability.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Some damaging events are beyond the ability to control or manage. le
Mountain pine beetle , large forest fires.

insert ... shall manage "within the ability of the participant to influence" so
to protect...

Same comment as previously submitted with respect to term "pest" and
"disease".

Remove disease.

Needs to includénvasives. 'RR dalFyR AYy@lLaArAgsS LXFyd YR | yAYl
Indicators:
1. Program to protect forests from damaging agents.
2. Management to promote healthy and productive forest conditions to minimize susceptibility to damagirg.age
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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 effartsingpvhere practical and

consistat 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, Fotddanagement Planning and that wording be
OKI yaSR FTNRY 2yfe FRRNBaaiaAy3a aoOf A

LYRAOFG2NI nodnodnyY LF
OKIFy3aS AYyTF2NXI GAZY

Indicator 2.4.4; We recommend this new Performance Maire be deleted.
Regional climate change models at best show long term trends and at wor
show projections backed up by little more than educated guesses. There
credible way to incorporate this type information into current forest
management onhie ground practices, let alone a credible way to audit resy
This indicator is playing more to the issue of the day, rather than improven
of on the ground forestry practices.

Delete Indicator 2.4.4

Thank you for starting off Indicator 4 with "Wheagailable".

Concern 2.4.4:

¢CKSNBE INB I ydzyoSNJ 27 GNBIA2YI §
conflicting results. This is not an auditable item. The entire issue of clima
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 consensu
the issue. Delete this indicator related to regional climate models.

Indicator 2.4.4: Inclusionofra dzt & 2F aNBIA2y Lt O

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 ang
give conflicting results. This would cause frequeiritisly in forest planning
efforts and would probably appear very inconsistent.

| question the value of indicator 4 and it is better suited as an additional
consideration under research (15.1.1.9.)

Recomnend 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" insteagiccomplishes the same thing.

244

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 corre|
Indicators must be objective and measurable.

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 2.4:

Add indicator 2.4.5

z

GLYOf dzZRS | LINRPOS&aa G2 alfg@grasS GAYOSNIAY GAYSEe& 7T akA 2lyRaI20 Dy LIGHNBy

Performarce Measure 2.5. Program Participants that deploy improved planting stock, including varietal seedlings shall use saifindrsstiemds.

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 varietaisseed

Rationale for proposed change: Proposal New Language:

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 2.5:

Please use this space to propose any additional Parfance 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 bodie
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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 lapalitataws and meet or exceed
best management practices developedder Canadian or U.S. Environmental Protection Agapproved water quality programs.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

Indicators:

1. Program to implemendtate or provincial BMPs during all phases of management activities.

2. Contract provisions that specify BMPs compliance.

3. Plans that address weteather events (e.g., inventory systems, wetather tracts, definitions of acceptable operating cdiwhs).
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4. Monitoring of overall BMPs implementation.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Use this space tonppose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 3.1:

Performance Measure 3.2. Program Participants shall have or develop, implement, and document riparian protection measlicesdualstype, terrain,
vegetation, harvesting system and utilizatilewels, and other applicable factors.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Vernal pools of ecological significance is a regional issue.

Suggest instead of saying "...inting bogs, ..." replace with "e.g. bogs, ..."
which gives them as examples. This approach is used in other parts of the
standard.

| feel that there is little to no significant relationship between riparian
protection and utilization levels. Additionalljilization is already addressed
Objective 7 Efficient Use of Forest Resources.

Performance Measure 3.2

Program Participants shall have or develop, implement, and document rip
protection measures based on soil type, terrain, vegetation, harvestiaem
and other applicable factors.
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XXXXX¥hinks that the definition of vernal pools is too vague and that it wou
0S KSfLFdzAZ AF {CL RSTAYSR 2N 3l @FS§
AAIYATAOI yOSdé ¢ KS RS T atigha and fexibility. d

¢CKS GSNY GNRLINAREFYE |a dzaSR KSNBA
while the ecological functions of riparian zones, depending on stream orde
(etc.), make it one of the most diverse and species rich wildlife habithts.
text, Riparian management in forests of the continental Eastern United Sta
edited by E. S. Verry, J. W. Hornbeck, and C. A. Dolloff, define riparian arg
F2ff264YdawAh LI Ndintensionaldiories of iNndactiorikigs S

. : . _ l RR aS02t23A0Ft FdzyOlAz2yeée | FGUSNI ¢
include terrestial and aquatic ecosystems, that extend down into the
groundwater, up above the canopy, outward across the floodplain, up the
nearslopes that drain to the water, laterally into the terrestrial ecosystem,
Ff2y3 GKS g1 G§SNI O2 deNBLSF NAIF yf  LONENRS
should therefore be broadened beyond a focus on water quality to include
wildlife habitat and the definition of riparian amended.
Indicators:
1. Program addressing managenhand 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 appropridtatideatif the ground.
3. Implementation of [ans 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 edglufjcahce.
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5. Where regulations or BMPs do not currergijst to protect riparian areas, use of experts to identify appropriate protection measures.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Ecological significance would be diffictal define.

The term will only lead to auditor/participant debate.

Drop ecological significance.

LYRAOF(G2N) odudnyY ! RRAY3I GKS GSNY

ISYSNIGS I t204 2F RA&IFIINBSYSyd I o
Also, the same logic and term could be applied to all nonforested wetland
features.

LYRAOFG2NJI odndnyY ¢KS aS02ft23A0!If
read: "ldentification and protection of nonforested wetlands, such as bogq
fens, vernal pols, and marshes".

Indicator 4- Without clear definitions references to vernal pools is confusin
and will not be consistently measured. More detail information is needed,
well as defining what makes a vernal pool "ecologically significant".
Reconmend that either it be defined in the objective or defined in the
definition section.

See note rationale above for recommendations of proposed new languagsd

4. vernal pools of ecological significance

seems too vague, need to definare these mapped bytate or federal
agencies, or is the forester supposed to make this determination

[protection of... ] vernal pools identified and mapped by state, provincial of
federal agencies as being of ecological significance.

The new terminology associated with inglior 4 (i.e. ecological significance)
poses a concern for me with respect to vernal pools. The term "vernal po(
has not been defined in the glossary section of the Standard. Vernal poolj
defined by the Wikipedia as being also called emphemeralspoaoé
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
scope of practice as a registered professional forester to determine the

| propose defining vernal pools in the glossary section of the SFI Standard]
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 significaze of a vernal pool. Thus, | would most likely have rely
the expertise of a qualified resource professional such as a biologist. Due
the number of vernal pools within my operating area, hiring a biologist to
assess each one would have large finahionplications. | understand that
there are some rather large vernal pools in different states of the US that &
protected and are deemed ecologically significant. | have not seen any
information in BC about ecologically significant vernal pools.

LyOt dzRS F RSTAYAUAZY FT2NJ 6 OSNYI ¢

"Vernal pools of ecologat significance" is not clearly defined.
P gt sig y completely.

There needs to be a clear definition of vernal pool including a minimum siz
before committing members to identificatidny R LINR G SOG A 2 y
AAIYATAOLYOSE Aa A4d0oeSOGABS FyR a

Throughout North America there are several different terminologies and
classification systems that can describe the samefooested wetland
feature. To avoid makirthe objective territorial, we recommend deleting
specific references to the non forested wetland. Please note that the remo
of the references to specific features will not change the overall meaning.
However, the Indicator should retain the referencesize for some practical
guidance and substance to ecological significance while also constraining
scope of bogs etc. It may be worthwhile to specify that harvested and
regenerating wetlands shall be considered forested.

' RR A NRAROSNAEE0SH2 NBIZa HENBIYR 0P |
ARSYGATEAYI YR LINRGSOGAYI y2yTF2N

This comment did not relate only to vernal pools, but ecologically importan
wetlands, including noffiorested wetlands (e.g., bogs fens, marshes, vernal
pools, etc.) ad forested wetlands.

It is good that language around ecological importance has been added to
standard. This should also apply to ecologically important forested wetlan
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Use this space to pyaose 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 ofdBbgical Diversity including Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. To manage the quality and distribution of wildlif
habitats and contribute to the conservation of biological diversity by developing and implementing atahidndscapdevel measres 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 witkxceptional Conservation Value" is used throughout
new standard. In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1.
recognize that you are trying to take into account plant communities which
critically imperriled or imperriled, howevehé use of the word forests may by
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 Caervation Values" as this is more consistent with the
NatureServe Explorer Data Search Functions.

Conservation of Biological Diversity including Ecological Communities witl
Exceptional Conservation Value . To manage the quality and distribution
wildlife habitats and contribution to the conservation of biological diversity
developing and implementing stand and landscape level measures that
promote habitat diversity and the conservation of forest plants and animal
including aquatic fauna.

Concern: Tis is an example of duplicate and excessive wording.

wSO2YYSYRFGA2YY {dF4S ald adkyR |

wSO2YYSYRIGAZ2YY {0G1FGS ald adryR |
statement, but do not repeat it in PM 4.1 and again in Indicator 1. Since it
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statement, but do not repeat it in PM 4.1 and again in Indicator 1. Since it
clearly mentioned within the Objective 4 statemeénis implicitly applicable to
the PM and Indicator(s).

clearly mentioned within the Objective 4adément it is implicitly applicable tg
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 with
regions, there are no requirements foormpanies 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 thosg
lands in this condition even if species or communities are continuing to de
in the landscape because of lack of habitat or communities that have drop
below critical levels. Additional language is needed that holds a company
responsible for contributing within a defined landscape to a minimum level
representation of all natie ecosystems (flora and fauna). The contribution
could be based on the percentage of forest ownership of the company with
HUC, perhaps of the same size as discussed above. How to define native
ecosystem diversity and minimal levels of representatidhprobably meet
substantial resistance, as will the notion of requiring restoration on private
lands in landscapes where past practices have eliminated or reduced to v¢
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 pul
or private lands. They could meet restoration requirements through
partnerships with public land agencies, or by prawdfor offsite restoration
2y 20KSNJ LINAGIFGS tFryRaE AF (GKS& RA
their own lands. An offite measurement system to assure appropriate
restoration is accomplished could be put into place, baseXXKX® a
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

l RR aFyR Ft2Nl ¢ G2 SYyRO®
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the definition of a stand they are hard to model as ecological unitsogicall
Land Classification recognizes ecosites and ecoelements as the lowest le
the spatial classification hierarchy.

Performance Measure 4.1. Program Participants shall have programs to promote biological divetaitg ansgl landscape levels.

Indicators:

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Concern 4.1: All program participants can influence biological diversity at t
stand level.However, depending on the size, configuration, and distributior
its landholdings, a number of program participants can only marginally
influence biodiversity at the landscape level.

wSO2YYSYRIGAZ2Y nomY dat NEANF Y t |t
biological diversity at stand level and at a landscape level appropriate to tfj
aAlS IyrR aoOlfsS 2F GKS F2NBad 2 LISN

All program participants can influence biological diversity at the stand leve
However, depending on the size, configuration, aistribution of its
landholdings, a number of program participants can only marginally influer
biodiversity at the landscape level.

Gt N2INIY tFNLHAOALI yia akKktt KI@S
stand level and at a landscape level agpiate to the size and scale of the
2LISNF GA2y ®€

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 tre
"and" tends to make an auditor think this is amlusive list which conflicts
with the opening "such as".

Also under 4.1.4, please consider changing the "and" nest trees to "or" ne
trees.
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1. Program to promote the conservation of native biological diversity, including species, wildlife habida¢s,cdogical 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 imperitedaspd communities also known as
Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. Plans for protection may be developed independently or collaboratively relddadrogram Participant
management, cooperation with other stakeholders, or use of easementsservation land sales, exchanges, or other conservation strategies.

4. Development and implementation of criteria, for conventional and, where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvestirgdbygregionally appropriate
best scientific informatin , for retention of standevel wildlife habitat elements such as snags, stumps, mast trees, pollinator habitat, down woody debrig
trees, and nest trees.

5. Assessment, conducted individually or collaboratively, of forest cover types and katiithe individual ownership level and, where credible data are
available, across the landscape, and incorporation of findings into planning and management activities, where practivahammhsistent with management
objectives.

6. Support of and articipation in plans or programs for the conservation ofgtdwth forests in the region of ownership.

7. Participation in programs and demonstration of activities as appropriate to limit the introduction, impact, and spieasivie exotic plantand 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 managem
objectives". This clause has the effect of nullifying the requirement. The
indicator is essentially voluntary and should eitherremoved or made
mandatory. Further, not having a requirement for landscépe|
management will ensure that the LEED standard will not recognize SFI. W
not fooling anyone with the current wording.

Remove the phrase "where practical and when cstesit 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 men&d
retention for the purpose of maintaining the diversity of species at the stan
f S@Std 'faz2>x RNRLI GKS GSN¥Y aoSaié
RAFFSNBY (G AYyGSNIINBGFGA2ya a (2 ¢

Indicator 4.1.4: "Bvelopment and implementation of criteria, for conventiorj
and, where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting, as guided by regig
appropriate best scientific information, for retention of statelel wildlife
habitat elements (such as snags, stianmast trees, pollinator habitat, down
woody debris, den trees, and nest trees), and for maintenance of diversity
tree species."

LYRAOFG2NI nd / 2yaSNBIGA2y 2F alLlkf
one most often associated with agricultdrsystems. The existing SFI
requirements for standand landscapéevel diversity sufficiently address
F2NBAGNRBQa O2yUNAROdziAZ2Y (2 GKS O2
NEY2@AYy3 aLREEAYFGI2NI KFoAGrGé @

4. Development and implementation of cnita, for conventional and, where
applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting, as guided by regionally appro
best scientific information , for retention of staddvel wildlife habitat
elements such as snags, stumps, mast trees, down woody debrisedasn
and nest trees.

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used througho
new standard. In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1.
recognize that you are trying to take into account plant communities which
critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of the word forests may
confusing and or misleading. NatureServe uses the term Ecological
Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests with Exceptional
Conservation Values we can use themnéiEcological 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 imperileahd imperiled species and communities al
known as Ecological Communities with Exceptional Conservation Value. R
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, 0
other conservation strategies.
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Indicator 4- Again making distinctions between conventional and bioenerg)
feedstock harvesting is redundant and unnecessary.

Indicator 4-
appropriate......

Performance Measure 4.1, Indicator #3: Describing either a species or an
SO2t23A0If O2YYdzyAie +Fa I WC2NBad
misnomer and it is a concern that it willswdt in a wide range of
interpretations of protection requirements. Protection of ecological
communities is normally achieved at a small stand level scale whereas a
WF2NBaiQ Oty 68 SELIYRSR 2dzi G2 0
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 like
only require protection of habitat key their life cycle at locations scattered
across the landscape to in ord@rensure their continued survival. Again,
LINEGSOlGA2Y 2F I WF2NBalQ g2dd R y?2
WF2NBAGQ A& dadzatte y2G ySO0Saal Ne

5StSGS ff NBFSNByOSa Ay (GKS RNI ¥
ConS NI GA2y =+ fdzSQ

OR

OKFy3aS 2 WwW{LISOASaA IyR 902f23A0I f

| 2y aAaSNDI GA2Y I fdzSQd

Also, for clarity and consistency with the Nature Serve conservation status
G2NR WSO02ft23A0FHtQ ySSRa i
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Indicator 4.1.4NB Y2 @S LIKNI &S dglaif 6f efifigld ned NJ
indicator with little science supporting whassential components are for thal
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 appro
best scientific informatin , for retention of standevel wildlife habitat
elements such as snags, stumps, mast trees, down woody debris, den tre
and nest trees.

Indicator #3. A focus on sites through the FECV concept does not address
biodiversity conservation concerns linkexlarge intact natural forests areas.

Recommend expanding definition of FECV to include large intact natural f
areas (forest areas where many of the principal characteristics and key
elements of native ecosystems such as complexity, structuredauedsity 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:

wSO2YYSYRIGA2Y nomdmY dat NEINI Y GZI
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Concern 4.1.3:

Concern: Too wordy it is up to the program participant to get innovative an
build there own auditable defense with respect tdat collaboration might
entail.

Concern 4.1.5:Concern: Confusing wording & too many caveats.

RAGSNBAGES AyOfdzZRAY3I aLISOASAIT @At

Recommendation 4.8: Cut sentence off at the word collaboratively. (i.e.
NBY2@3S alyR YIFe AyOf dzZRSX®dE D

Recommendation 4.1.5: "Assessment of forest cover types and habitats a
stand level with findings incorporated into management planning and
operations where practical.

¢CKS GSNY aLRttAYFU2N) KFoAGFué Aa

53TAYS GLREEIAYIG2NI KFOAGF GE @

There is no benefit in distinguishing between the different harvesting types

Gt 2t fAYlFG2N KIoAGlIGE A& | OoNBIFR |
ait §ASE KFIoAlGlIG StSYSyidaséT S &K
examples.

We recommend it be deleted.

Indicator 3 starts with "Plans to". This could be interpreted as "a plan to d
something" rather than an actional item. Perhaps at the stage of @nedstrd
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
known as Forests with Exceptional Conservation Vahans for protection
may be developed independently or collaboratively and may include Progij
Participant management, cooperation with other stakeholders, or use of
easements, conservation land sales, exchanges, or other conservation
strategies.

4. Pllinator 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 le
sometimes, it is confusing in indicator #3 what thésens actually mean.

I am unfamilar with the appropriate scientific definition of "pollinator habita

Indicator 3simply put G1 and G2 in parentheses after the appropriate term|

Indicator 4 remove pollinator habitat
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It should be defined in the definitions, does it apply to milkweed on roadsig
natural meadows, flowering trees,seeded landings,etc

Regarding #5, with concern about early and late successional habitats, it i
important to have an idea of the size class distribution of forest coverstype

that exist within an ownership so that it can be compared to regional biolog! RR &d¢aAil S Of - dasSa¢ | FGSNI a02 @SN

RADOSNEAGE Y2RStad ¢KS LIKNFXYasS alyRYIFYylF3ASYSyld 202S00GA0Sa e

202S0GA@Sae O2dzZ R 0SS |y dzyySoOSaal

promote biological diversitwhen gaps are identified.

Vulnerable species and communities (NatureServe G3) are not typically

LINEGSOGSR o0& aiGldS FyR donpy@siegdA | § A oA s A A s oA .
4> i y Ry @steyf {(dZ338aGSR (2 NBY20S GKS LIKNI 28 a9

state/provincially listed T&E species are they protected in some way, and
G3 species are not on state or federal lists of T&E species. No G3 comml
are covered by current law. Having programs to conserve stand and lands
level biodiversity is not specific enough to get at this issue.

YIyFE3aSYSyid 2062S00A@Saé¢ 2N & daddgcageR

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 xpeddiate €0 manage wildlife

habitat and contribute to the conservation of biological diversity.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Performance Measure 4.2 . Recommenduiing stakeholder consultation a

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.

April 20, 2009

76



a source of knowledge.

Indicators:

1. Collection of information on Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value and other biodiredeggyg data through forest inventory processes, mapping,
participation in ex¢érnal programs, such as NatureServe, state or provincial heritage programs, or other credible systems. Such participatbrdmay
providing nonproprietary scientific information, time, and assistance by staff-kinshor direct financial support.

2. A methodology to incorporate research results and field applications of biodiversity and ecosystem research into faagstmaat decisions.

3. Collection of information, individually or collaboratively, on climate change impacts on wildlifetharithconservation of biological diversity through

international, national, regional or local programs.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

#1 and #3 "Collection of infmation" will be prombematic with auditors

Relevant information

"Collection of information" needs interpretation. May create "busgrk" for
biologists.

Substitute "monitor" or "involvement in processes"

Ind 3. is a job for a librarian.

Drop indicator.

LYRAOFG2NI ndH oY
0SG6SSy az2y¢ | yR

2 2NRAY3 A& Ayl LL
GOt AYIFGS OKIFy3S

Indicator 4.2.3: "Collection of information, individually or collaboratively, or
possible climate change impacts on wildlife habitatd aonservation of
biological diversity through international, national, regional or local prograr

LYRAOFG2NJ oo G/ 2ttt SOGA2Y 2F AyT2
Recommend using language similar to proposed indicator 17.1.5 where th

Indicator 3. Program Participants are knowledgeable about climate chand
impacts on wildlife habitat and conservation of biological diversity. Such
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knowledge may be generated individually or codeatively through
international, national, or local initiatives.

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used througho
new standard. In Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1.
recognize that you are trying to taknto account plant communities which a
critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of the word forests may
confusing and or misleading. NatureServe uses the term Ecological
Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests with Exaalpti
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 througj
forest inventory processes, mapping, or participation in external programs
such as NatureServe, state or provincial heritage programs, or other credi
systems. Such participati may include providing nonproprietary scientific

information, time, and assistance by staff, okind or direct financial suppori

Performance Measure 4.2, Indicator #3: This indicator appears to require
program participants to take the initiative siart the collection of information
on effects of climate change where no such program already exists for a
LINEINIY LI NIHAOALI yiQa NBIAZ2ZY 27F 2
falls under the umbrella of Indicator #1 so it is unclear why a separdieator
is required to address one of many areas of scientific research that a prog
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 tangie in terms of the ground management or
fact promotion of sustainable forestry.

Delete Indicator 4.2.3

| am very concerned about what could be required to meet indicator 3. For
companies do not have the resources in these economic times to fusfdasu
collection program. | 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 informatn in their forest management decisions.

| would incorporate climate change impacts into indicator 2 and remove
indicator 3. This way if any research information is available from governni
it will get considered in forest management decisions and nsttgollected.

How will indicator 3 be applied to Program Participants were the is current
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.

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.

April 20, 2009

78



downturn, this wauld be a very costly venture for any company to undertak

Concern 4.2.3:

Concern: A specific indicator related to climate change is unnecessary.
Gathering of this information is implied indicators 1 & 2 for this PM.

Recommendation 4.2.3: Delete this newly added indicator related to clima]
change.

Ly Of dzRA Yy 3 AGUSS\WYA R NR|dE Kaité2 Yy R G Of A
impacts on wildlife habitats and conservation of biological ditgisiplies a
level of sophistication that doesn't exist. Model based predictions are still
changing fairly regularly and similar models don't always give similar resul
This would cause frequent shifting in forest planning efforts and would
probably apear very inconsistent.

This performance measure should be deleted.

Perhaps a suggestion that the SICs may be a clearing house for informatic
climate change.

isn't 4.2.3 covered by 2.4.4 ?

Is it needed here too?

Delete 4.2.3 as a duplicatiori 2.4.4

Given that Objective 1 asks us to consider this in our management plans i
indicator 3 above somewhat redundant. Also given the debate in the sciel
community and the infancy of the research, this seems premature.

Remove indicator 3

Thee 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
Forest management inventories (the definition below implicitly includes
management objectives) are often incotafe. This information is usually
derived from scientific studies and other external prograpparticipation in a
range of activities should be encouraged.

HCFV does not need to be the precise term used by SFI even though it is
being used by multipl standards outside of the forestry realm. The way FE

Adopt High Conservation Value Forest definition, criteria and indicators

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.

April 20, 2009

79



is currently defined by SFI limits the scope to a stivél conservation
concept. There needs to be specific landscape, or cearake, biodiversity
indicators in the SFI standard. Otherwise iit @ontinue to be very difficult to
point to any tangible landscapsrale conservation results as a result of SFI.

Use thisspace 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. Mairgnance 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

wSO2YYSYRIOGAZ2Y pY
2LISNF GA2yadé

{AYLE ATe 62NRAY

Clarify visual quality applies to forest operations and expand objective to
include recreation.

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality arstiiRational 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 Recreati@l benefits or in the description alter to say "..man4
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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. Thg
shouldn't have to be concerned about the visual affect as it is PURELY
subjective and he may thk clearcuts are beautiful as it is the best for his la
healthwise and profit wise.

Still potentially viewed as weak, recomend additions of Regionally accept( 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 managemiest\abtvé visual impacts are a
concern.
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Rationale for proposed ltange:

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 plane

Strenghen Objective 5.

1. Program to address visual quality management, to $eaeteptable 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 viguality 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 exca@ddres (48.6 hectares), except when necessary to meet regulatory requirements or to respon

forest health emergencies or other natural catastrophes.

2. Documentation through internal records of clearcut size and the process for calculating asizeage

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

An effective visual quality management program eliminates the need to sp
an arbitrary maximum average clearcut size. Bohealth 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 ¢tiéarcutting is good management ¢
the land, a hypothetical limit of 120 acres is counter productive.

Often larger harvest units are developed to mimic natural disturbance patt
and regimes. Unsure if these are always captured under "regulatory
requirements"”

add "or other biodiversity planning” requirements

Southeast and Soutentral Alaska typically have long periods of high wing
and extreme rainfall. Further, the softwoods in Southeast and SQethtral
Alaska are shallow rooted and very susdaptto windthrow (particularly

when the soils are saturated). As a consequence, the cutting boundaries &
normally located along stream buffers or natural windfirm boundaries. The
conditions may not always allow compliance with the 120 acre average siZ
clearcut limitation.

Further, most of the timber harvest in these regions is done by cable loggi
systems. If timber is isolated behind a cutting boundary, the cost of harveg
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 windthroy
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
non-visually sensitive.

Consider moving indicators to objective 4 or 18>

Concern 2: This is a valuable performance measure that addresses more
visual quality. In Canada the clearcut size, shape, location and landscape
configuration is primarily driven by sustainability criteria, ecological factors
emulating natural disturbancpatterns and wildlife management, rather thar
exclusively visual aesthetics. Visual aesthetics tend to be addressed on a
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 t
importance of well planned, appropriately sized harvest blocks in responsq
the myriad of environmental considerations. Needs furthewught and
consideration- Suggest it could be a performance measure under forest
management planning.
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Concern 5.2.1: Larger clear cuts carntlmappropriate 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 lgmelsca
level management and with Canadian input.

QYL Yyl 3SE ¢t is a plaghingiSul
0SS 0SUGSNI aSNBSR
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recover timber damaged by fire, insects, wind, and/or other similar events
incorporating structural chaderistics of identified natural disturbances typd
associated with the landscape, and/or necessary to meet regulatory

NEIj dZA NBYSy (i a ddé

Average size of clearcut harvest areas is too small.

Average size of clearcut harvest areas does not exceed 250 axtept &hen
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 appli
equally in the U.S. and Canada. If that is nosijids, every effort has been

made to recognize the practices and terms of both countries. We recomm
that Indicator 5.2.1 be modified to reflect this philosophy by using as exam
of natural disturbances taken from Canadian forest practice regulations

28§ NBO2YYSYR IRRAYy3 G GKS SyR 27
harvesting carried out to recover timber damaged by fire, insects, wind, ar
other similar events, incorporating structural characteristics of identified
natural disturba®S (e LJSa aaz20AFiSR 6AGK

This indicator worked OK in the US with its forest types and populations.
boreal forest it is not appropriate where small clearcuts are not in tune with
the natural disturbance regimes. The Crown managembose in the
southern portion of the boreal forest calling for an average CC size of 100
with retention. The Crown also follows the Natural Emulation Disturbance
Pattern Guidelines which also have larger clearcuts. Finally, round up to 4
Thete is no science behing the 120 acres limit, it was just a consensus arb
figure.

Indicator t .... doest not exceed 120 acres (49 hectares), except when
necessary to meet regulatory requirements, address scientifically accepte
disturbance regimes do respond to forest health emergencies..."

1. Unneccessarily restrictive 120 acre cc size. There are several legitimat
situations to exceed 120 ac that would be harmfully precluded by this
language. This ongizefits-all needs a better written caveat.
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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 sizeynegitimately exceed 120 acres to acheive planned and legaihorized purposes, including but not limited to: a)
biodiversity objectives; b) social & community objectives (e.g. Alaskan islands); c) research projects approved byriorergpaiinvaive 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 -gqgeaquirement or alternative méids that provide for visual quality.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

This performance measure specifically defines the gqgeequirement. It
does not allow the ppgram participant to specify a grearmp requirement that | See proposed definition of Gredsp requirement.
fit the ecosystems in which they manage.

Again, poppycock

Is the green up requirement intended only for visually sensitive areas? If n

. Consider moving pm and indicators to obj 4.
move pmto obj 4.

Metrics should be included throughout. Also divide #2 into two sentences
too hard to read. What is the basis for #3? In many areas of the boreal for¢
and with softwoods such as black spruce mdvart 3 years are required for
greenup. Why not just include a height requirement?

remove "at least 3 years" from #3
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Indicators:

1. Program implementing the greaup requirement or alternative methods.

2. Harvest area tracking system to demonstredenpliance with the greenp 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 exjacmet @earcut, or as appropriate to
address operational angconomic considerations, alternative methods to reach the performance measure are utilized by the Program Participant.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Is this bestdr 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 sir|
digit acre stands. There needs to be a minimum clearcut size (for examplg
ac for individual harvesdreas or 40 acres of combined small clearcuts) beld
whichthe greerdzL) A a4 &4dzS R2Say Qi I LILIuwpwad !
requirement should not apply to clearcuts that meet the exceptions descril]
in5.2.1.

Indicator 5.3.3: "When adjacent clearcareas total 40 acres or greater, trees
in clearcut harvest areas are at least 3 years old or 5 feet high at the desir]
level of stocking before adjacent areas are clearcut. Alternative methods
reach the performance measure may be utilized by the RiogParticipant in
order to address operational and economic considerations, or other resou
issues such as protection or enhancement of rare and endangered specie

Delete indicator 5.3.3. Replace with new indicator that allows green up
requirements tobe established by forest land manager. Rationale; green u
reforestation varies from region to region. Additionally, states may have

guidelines in place that define green up requirements. In MN for example,
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visual quality guidelines could be useddevelop 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 opjimsuor the public.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

The draft standard indicates that this was previously an indicator in Object
12 in 2005 2009 SFI Standard.he 20052009 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 thepected level a
program participant must achieve to meet the standard.

Program participants shall support and promote recreation opportunities fg
the public.

Why. This is their land! Why should they be forced to allow others to use it

Delete it

Provding recreational opportunities is not directly within our mandate or

control, rather it is the direst mandate of other govt Ministries. Our activitie
such as harvesting and road building may indirectly provide opportunities {
some times of recreation.

The wording between Performance Measure 5.4 and Indicator 5.4.1 is
AyOz2yaraiaSydao ¢CKS LISNF2NXIFyOS YS

LINE ARSe oKAES GKS LYRAOIFG2NI NBIR

Program Participants shall consider providing recreation opportunities for
public.
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recreation opportunities where is consistent with management objectives.

Concern: Requiring program participants to provide recreation opportunitig
may be inconsistent with the forest managemeniatiives.

§ 2 NR
02y &A

wSO2YYSYyRIGAZ2YY wSLX FOS (KS
Gt N2INIY tFNIGAOALI yia akKkl ff

The wording between Performance Measure 5.4 and Indicator 5.4.1 is
inconsistent The performahS Y S adz2NB &l @a GKS LI
while the Indicator says that the participant shall provide where its consisté
with management objectives.

Also, there are more and more occurrences of the public being destructive
the land.

Program Pdicipants shall consider providing recreation opportunities for th
public.

¢ KS LISNF2NXIYyOS YSIFada2NB 6tav dzaSa

one indicator, where the PM is repeated, but qualified. This creates a
AAAAA Fa FT2¢°¢
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should be deleted.
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where consistent with forest managedny’ i I y R

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 whethe
program participant has met this indicator.

Support and promote recreation opportities for the public, where consistern
with forest management objectives.

Again, it is the owners land, not the publics.

Delete it

Concern: the indicator should allow conditionality of economic consideratiq

Recommendation:RR d& | YR

sentence.
to recreation opportunities
¢ KS LISNF2NXIYOS YSIFada2NBE 6tav dzaSa
one indicator, where the PM is repeated, but qualified. This creates a , L. = PR . ]
dicator, where 'S rep Ht quath S | Gt NPINFY tFNIAOALI yia aKz2df R LINR(
fundamental ambiguity and must be correcteda2 t t 2 g a @ CAN . . o A 4w L oa
where consistent with forest managementand puldi¢ ¥ St é 2062 S
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should be deleted.

0@ {SO2yRX

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 5.4:

Please use this space to propose any additionalfBanance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 5

Objective 6. Protection of Special Sites. To manage Program Participant lands that are ecologically, geologicadljy,ostouiturally important in a manne

that recognizes theirgecial qualities.
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Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

/| 2y OSNYY ! yySOSaalNE g2NRAY3IY at N
the Intro and does not need to be repeadltin this Objective statement

(Objective 6 is the only one using this phrase). The Intro states clearly th

wSO2YYSYRIFIGA2YY ac¢2 SyadzNSicallyh G Sa
historically or culturally important are identified and managed in a manner

Objectives 1 thru 7 apply to land which is owned or controlled by the GKIFG NBO23IyAal Sa GKSANI aLISOALE | dzf

participant.

CKA&d 202SOUAOGS dzaSa GKS RSTAYAGAZ

term itself, thus creating confusion. This laaga should be modified to

YSNBEft& NBEFTSNBYyOS &aLISOAIT arxasSa Iy

382t 23A0lfter KAal2NROFEte FyR Oda¢2 YIFylr3IS allSOALFt aAauSa 2y t NBIN
NBEO23IyAl S& GKSANI ALISOALTE ljdzr £t AGAS

LT AG A& FStdG ySOSaalNEB G2 NBOGIFAYy

should bedropped@ A G Aa O2@SNBR o0& G(GKS NJX

Performance Measure 6.1. Program Participants shall identify special sites and manage tmeamienappropriate 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 Proteatin of Special Sites are paid for by SFI

CKAAd 202SO0GABS dzaSa (GKS RSTAYAGA?Z
term itself, thus creating confusion. This language should be modifiedto |a ! &S 2 F SEA & (i A y Zhndyékpértdaiidce in ideifyirgiot 3 §
YSNBEf& NBFTFSNBYyOS aLISOALlf colomida®a | ylaSt SOGAY3T aLISOALFE aArdsSa F2NJ LINRGS
3S2ft23A0rffesx KAadl2NRAOlIftfe FyR Od
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Indicators:

1. Use of existing natural heritage data and expert advice in identifying or selecting sites for protection becausecsltgizally, geologically, histoally, or

culturally important qualities.

2. Appropriate mapping, cataloging, and management of identified special sites.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

problemwith "and" expert advice. Implies that we must have expert advice

| prefer "and/or"

Indicator 6.1.1. Recommend including stakeholder consultation as a sour
knowledge

This needs to be validated by the entity through documentation of
correspondege or results or reports. Natural heritage data is not enough a

AL e A . . - Il RR 4520dzySyiSRe (2 06S3A Ay3sz 068
AOSELINIU | ROAOSeE Aa U022 Ol 3dzsSP | 29 y yYAY
specific is needed on the cultural side of things, in particular.
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 andiAssbindicators for Objective 6

Objective 7. Efficient Use of Forest Resources. To promote the efficient use of forest resources.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Languge:

t SNF2NXIyOS aSlkadaNBE T1TodmMd t NEINF Y

t F NIAOALN yia-s2RIREAE
to minimize waste and ensure efficient utilization of harvested trees, where consistenbthith SFI Standard objectives.

¥ yfdZF & Ol dUNWE/ ITN]

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

The performance measure requires us to be prescriptive of technology rat
than of results.

Wt NI Baxitipants shall keep abreast of forest harvesting technologies
GA2Z2 R&¢ Yl ydzFF OGdzZNAy3a LINPOS&asSa

and achieve minimal waste and efficient utilization of harvested trees whe
appropriate and consistentwith § KSNJ { CL {4 YRl NR 3
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¢KS (N2 RBEY Aa y20 ySOSaal NBE®

Program Participants shall employ appropriate forest harvesting technolog
and manufacturing processes and practices to minimize waste and ensurd
efficient utilization of harvested tre where consistent with other SFI
Standard objectives.

do we have a conflict here in minimizing waste vs leaving some material o
ground. How will we be measured here vs 2.3.4?

Concern: Too wordy.

wSO2YYSYRFGA2YY &t NP I NI YropridteNdiestO A L
technology and Best Management Practices to ensure efficient utilization
YAYAYATS 461 &a0Soé

Program Participants shall employ appropriate forest harvesting technolog
and manufacturing processes aprhctices 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 futuraridregtg) utilization needs;

b. training or incentives to encourage loggers to enhance utilization;

c. coopergion with mill managers for better utilization of species and{grade

material;

d. Exploration of markets for underutilized species and-¢pade wood and alternative markets (e.g. bioenergy markets, carbon offsets); or
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e. periodic inspctions and reports noting utilization and product separation.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

¢KS G(SNY aNBaARdAS YIEylr3SySyie ia

a. Management of harvesesidue (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
provide cedible audit evidence

Indicator 7.1.12 S NBO2YYSYyR G(GKA& AYRAOLI (2
or monitoring system to ensure efficient utilization of wood and efficient an
SO2t23A0ltte az2dzyR dziAt AT I GAZ2Yy 27

Concern: Indicator 1.a. isclear; is residue management the same as
0OAZ2YIl aak Il £az2y GKS GSNY 4aaz20Al f ¢
not an auditable item.

wSO2YYSYRFIGA2Y LYRAOIFG2NI mdlFY 589
residue to consider various utilizayio 2 LJG A 2 y & ® £

A oA A e o« = A A A . |58STAYS aNBaARdz YIEYlF3aSYSyidé¢ 2leah OK
¢ KS SNY GaNBaARdzS YI Yyl 3ISYS € Aa . . A AR - A .
N z y yu GAOK tAGGES 61 aGd¢ sra OtSENI G2 T
Also, in Indicator 1.d, this again refers to emerging science that is net well ) . .
. 9 . ging d. Exploration of markets for underutilized species and-¢pade wood and
developed enough to be included in the standard. .
alternative markets; or
Exploration of markets is a much better phrase than development of marks
however it should include the)NI &S G g KSNB SO2y 2 YA
PGOGSYLIWGAY3 (G2 FdzZRAG aaz20Aalf FI Ohz, N A A LA . R
y Gal ylF3asysSyua 2F¥ NBaARdzS 02 O2yaARS

and the term is not commonly defined.

d. needs to be revorded. | do nounderstand use of carbon offsets in the
context of efficient utilization of "harvested" trees.

d. Exploration of markets for underutilized and lgnade wood species (e.qg.
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 Inslicat@bjective 7

SFI Standard Objectivesl8 for Procurement

Procurement from sources within the United States and Canada (Objectiv@s8ply).

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

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:
¢CKS 62NR AGLINPOMINBYSyYy (¢ aKAdzZPR T KA
Enhance credibility of the standard will allow more consistency throughout the standard as well as with the on

product fiber sourcing label.

¢tKSaS 202S00A@Sa akK2dzZ R dzasS GKS

a2dz2NOAyYy3Iz¢é gKAOK SOSNI Aa asSt SOGSR
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Performance Measure 8. Program Patrticipants 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 Conservatien Val

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.

& @ protection of important habitat elements for wildlife and biodiversity]
AyOf dzRAYy3 C2NBaia sAGK 9EOSLIIAZ2YL

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used througho
new standard. In Objective 4 PM 4.1 anda@nd in Objective 8 PM 8.1. |
recognize that you are trying to take into account plant communities which
critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use of the word forests may
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 reforesta
F2tf26Ay3 KINWBSalGz GKS dzasS 2F . at
important habitat elements for wildlife, including Ecological Communities |
Exceptional Conservatiovalue.

Concern Entire sentence is of poor structure. The intent of this PM is not
clearly stated.

Recommendation: Suggest: Program Participants shall provide informatid
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
ho2aSOUABS mMTY G Ay T 2 N keis, wdrkshopd| tuts,S
SiOp¢ ¢KS t SNF2NXIyYyOS aSlI adiNB aKk

This Performance Measure could be clarified by adding language fr
ho2aSOUlABS mTY GAYTF2NXYIGAZ2Y LI O1 S
SiOw¢ ¢KS t SNF2NXYIyOS aSl adz2NS aK
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ALISNA2RAO SRdzOF (A 2
GNA LT SiOo¢

F2dzyR Ay MTOHY
(2 dZNEXSRAzOF A2y

GLISNA2RAO SRdzOF G A 2
GNALIEASET SiOo¢

F2dzyR AY MTOHY
(2 dZNEXSRAzOF A2y

pm 8.1- consider adding behind "shall" provide info to reatiall provide or
make available through SICs, associations, or other groups...

Reasoning is that "shall provide" can be interpreted as the participant mus
give it to the LO. While in the real woylde 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 availabthrough SICs, associations, or other group9
information to landowners...

Indicator:

1. Program Participants shall supply regionally appropriate information or services to forest landowners, describingrtaadmpod providing

implementationguidance 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 Exceptionatidongatue;

e. management of residue to consider economic, social, environmental factors (e.g. organic and nutrient value to futureafodasttsdr utilization needs;

f. invasive exotic plants and animals; and

g. potential for special sites.

2. Encourag&ndowners 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 landowneshould be directed to ATFS

Encourage family forest landowners......

Enhance credibility of the standard

Objective 8.1: Program participants should have the same flexibility now ¢

AY hoaSOGA@S wmt (2 adzZlll & Ay g NYI
ySsat SGIOGSNEY 62N aK2LAs (G2dz2NBEX S
GKS &aFYS AYyRAOIG2NAR 2F ™MT ®H 6 al

G2dz2NBE XOPPSRAzOF A2y GNALEAZTZ SG§0d0

Objective 8.1.e: The indicator suggests that prograniigipants would
provide regionally appropriate information to forest landowners on the
AYLRNIFYOS 27 GYFyYyF3aSYSyad 2F NBa
SYGANRYYSYyGlf FFOG2NBERXDE ¢ KAA& Aa
materials provided addresssiges of forest management on a sustainable
basis. There is no need to get more specific on considering economic, so
YR SYG@ANRYYSYyGlf FTIFrOU2NEXDPPGIK2AS
oFaSR 2y GKS flyR2ySNAQ 202S00Ad

Objective 8.2: RO KSNJ 4Ky aSyO02dz2NF 3S YR
YIEYylF3ISYSyd OSNIAFAOFGAZY LINEINI Y
property rights of family forest landowners to simply be supportive of foreg
management certification programs without a rdicement to encourage
participation directly to landowners. This objective should thus banten
YR Y2@SR (2 aSO0GA2Y wmT G/ 2YYdzy A
{dzAGFAYlFI0fS C2NBAGNE PDE

Indicator 2. Encouragement should be for participation ih 86t 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 Ameridaee Farm System.

or

2. Encourage small family landowners to participate in forest managemen
certification programs such as American Tree Farm System.

The term "Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value" is used througho
new standard. In Qbctive 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in Objective 8 PM 8.1 and
Indicator 1d. | recognize that you are trying to take into account plant
communities which are critically imperriled or imperriled, however the use
the word forests may be confusing and or misleadi NatureServe uses the
term Ecological Communities and Systems, perhaps in place of "Forests W
Exceptional Conservation Values we can use the term "Ecological Commy
with Exceptional Conservation Values" as this is more consistent with the
NatureServe Explorer Data Search Functions.

Indicator 1 (d) Program Patrticipants shall supply regionally appropriate
information or services to forest landowners, describing the importance ary
providing implementation guideance on conservation of critical Vf@diabitat
elements, threatened and endangered species, and Ecological Communit
with Exceptional Conservation Value.

Indicator 1f. lumped the 2 terms "invasive" and "exotic" together. These
terms should be separated. An invasive species can beediedfis any species
not native to a particular ecosystem whose introduction causes, or is likely|
cause, economic or environmental harm or harm to human health. An exd
species can be defined as species that have been moved beyond their na
range & a result of human activity. Exotic species are also known as alien
species, foreign species, introduced speciesindigenous species, and non
native species. Treating these 2 terms as one decreases the credibility of
standard.

Also, suggest eidr removing Indicator 2 of add where applicable at the eng
A Canadian SFI Participant is not going to encourage a landowner to certi

separate out terms invasive and exotic.
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the American Tree Farm System.

Concern: Indicator 1. Wording can be sinigdif

Concern: Indicator 1.&ed NBa A RdzS¢ A

a
AOAZ2YIAa¢édKLOD lfazzy GKS

Concern: Indicator 1.g4 KS g2 NR at 2GSy GAlf£¢ Aa
auditable.

Recommendatiy LY RAOF G2NJ MY at N2INIY ¢t

YR &SNDAOS

WSO2YYSYRIGA2Y LYyRA
A

Ga20AFE & AY
Gal yF3sSyYS8yi

wSO2YYSYRIFIGA2Y LYRAOIFG2NI md3IyY 585¢

G2 F2NBaG flFyR26y SNAZI

OFG2NJ mdSadY 58
G 2F FI OG 2 ydest: N
RdzS (2 O2y&aARS

GKS f A&
2F NBaaA

LYRAOF(G2NI m®dad aLRGSYGAlt F2NJ aLlS
already requiring that appropriat@formation and implementation guidance
on Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. What makes a FECV wi
described.

Referring to Indicator 1fmost counties have weed control boards that
effectively handle this issue.

Remove Indicator 1.f.

KFy3aS aLRGSYGAFT ¢ G2 GOKF NI Ol SNR

8.1.1.e is unnecessary, as current outreach and materials provided addreg
issues of forest management on a sustainable basis. The specific
O2yaARSNI(GA2ya I NS RSOAaAAZ2ya ek i

PM 8.1.2:

This indicator does not align well with the procurement strategy in Objectiy
and should be placed in Objective 17. The Performance Measure should
rewritten to be supportive of forest management certification without a

requirementto encourage landowners specifically to participate in such

Gal yI 38YS8y

2T NB&a&ARdzS (G2 O2yaiR§
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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 grod
information to landowners...

f. is unclear as written. it would be more proactive to articulate that invasiy
are unwanted and worthy of control.

f. control of invasive ex@ plants...

Outreach and education does not ensure the protection of critically imperil
and imperiled species. There are no assurances behind the SFI procuren
standard on key elements of conserving biodiversity.

As stated above, very positive m@ment on requiring trained loggers and BN
use in contracts. Would be good to move those logger training programs
towards logger certification, and ethe-ground results verification.

Require monitoring results of communications efforts and program &uem
purchased stumpage do not come from sites associated with imperiled an
vulnerable species.

Use this space to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 8.1:

under 8.1.2, Add "family fest" 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 ATFerthe?

Please usetis 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, particularlycithetéat label. However, the SFI Fiber Certified Sourcing Label continues to be
d2YSoKIFG LINRPOESYFGAO 0SOFdzaS LINI OGAOSa 0SKAYR (KS f AceSifed l@htsNE 10Nl (
consumerrecycledmaS NRA | f & (2 {CL LINRPOd2NBYSyid 6KAOK ¢S 0StASOS alGAtf KlisdheingAy|
YIRS Ay (GKA&a NBF gAGK GNIyaAdGAz2y (2 f233SNI GNF AYyAyRow)INEINF Y& YR

Objective 9. Use of Forest Management and Harvesting Professionals. To broaden the practice of sustainable forestmagingriocest 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 def{ Objective 9. Use of Qualified Logging and Qualified Resource Professiona
terms. Suggest replacing with defined terms such as qualified logging broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landow
professionals and qualified resource professionals to utilize the services of qualified logging and lified resource professionals

Performance Measure 9.1 Program participants shall encourage the
development an optional program that offers independent thirarty audits
of logging operaons.

Indicators:

1. Standard shall be consistent with SFI standard and state or provin

need logger certification programs to be encouraged and recognized BMPs.

2. Standard shall include specific and measurable practices or indica
that address:

a. Protection of water quality and soils
b. Management of visual quisy
C. Conformance with acceptable silvicultural, operational and utilizatiq
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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 pperties less than 100 contiguous acres

il. Harvest plan and management plan are required for properties wit
100499 acres

iil. Properties of more than 500 contiguous acres land shall be certifig
f. Sound business management and practices

i. Timber sale @ntracts shall be in writing and signed by both the logg
and the landowner

g. Continuing education requirements

h. Continuous improvement of the certification program and participa
3. Logger certification field auditors shall be required to have:

a. Four year degree in forestry from an accredited education institutio
4, Logger certification auditor training:

a. Auditors shall be required to complete training by a SFI APQ apprd
auditor.

5. Program or standard shall provide an acceptable statisfieallid

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 movedbjective 9 should be combined with Objectiv
16 or, at theleast, not included as an objective that only applies to
procurement. Companies that own their own land should also be expecte
utilize the services of qualified logging professionals and an independent t
party certified logging professionals.

Co/y OSNYY 22NRAY3I Oy 06S &AAYLX ATASR

wSO2YYSYRIFIGA2YY {dzoaidAiddziS &¥F2NS5g
G h 0 2 S QUsk @ Brofgssionals. To broaden the practice of sustainable
forestry by encouraging forestridowners to use the services of professiong
Ay F2NBad YIFylFr3asSyYSyd FyR 2LISNI GA 2

Good changes

This Objective needs to be adapted for application to "Land Management"
"Procurement”. There are interpretations that the use of "qualified resourd
professionals" and "qualified logging professionals” only applies to

"Procurement” operations and | am not sure this is the intent of SFI.

Adapt Obijective for broader application or add to the Training objective of

Is OBJ 9 the wrong place for this/hder 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 introdet¢he term Management and Harvesting
Professionals is introduced. This is confusing because we already have tf
terms that identify loggers,-Certified logging prof. -Qualiied logging prof.
and the 3-Qualified Resource professional.

Change Obj

Use of Forest Management Professionals and Harvesting Professionals.
broaden the practice of sustainable forestry by encouraging forest landow
to utilize the services of both forest management and harvesting professig

A logger certificat Y k { CL NBf F A2y aKAL) ¢2dzZ R
advancing sustainable forest management on family forests and help addr
the challenge of certifying the fiber harvested from family forestlands.
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Often, the only forest management adviceaarily forest owner receives is
from a logger who approaches the landowner to procure wood. While ma
loggers are very experienced and have a professional approach to wood
procurement, theXXXXXelieves that a wellrained 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 refanship 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 discusse
large paper consumers, industry, land management oiggions, private
landowners, environmentalist and loggers.

! Wwnnp &adGdzRex a5S@St2LAY3I | [/ SNIA
C2NBaidaéds O2yRdAzZOGSR o6& 5NX» aAiOKI §
confirms there is little interest from faryi 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 thog
landowners and associated turnover rate of family forest ladsnbined with
their low level of interest in certification, make them an unlikely primary tar
for certification efforts.

On the other hand, support for logger certification within the logging
community is impressively high. In Minnesota, nearhe#fourths indicated
they were somewhat to very likely to certify their logging business if a logg
certification program was established. The Kilgore study provides compel
justification for the need and role of logger certification in providingdhi
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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 pro
an estimated 45% of the timber harvested each yegnis presents a
significant challenge to the forest products industry. For example, Time In
has asked several mills in Minnesota and across the country to meet a tar
that 80% of the resource going into their product be certified.

Establishing remgnition between the SFI program and a logger certification
LINEINI Y ¢62dzf R LINPOARS | dzyAljdzS 2L
role in advancing sustainable forest management on family forests. We
strongly encourage you to consider reflecting timshe new standard

Performance Measure 9.1. Program Participants shall encourage landowners to utilize the services of qualified resowsimmpltefesrtified logging
professionals and qualified logging professionals in applying principlestairalde forest management on their lands.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Should be some emphasis put on utilizing certified logging professionals (
vs. qualifiel logging professionals (QLP). It would act as an incentive for n
the CLP progam participants as well as add strength to the SFI standards
the "best of the best" are being used.

Program Participants shall encourage landowners to utilize the ssroic
qulified resource professionals, certified logging professionals (CLP's) whq
they are available, and if CLP's are not available then qualified logging
professionals in applying principles of sustainable forest management on {
lands.

Who will aiminister the certification and decide on appropriateness of the
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certification program?

Comment: Objective 9 should be move@bjective 9 should be combined wit
Objective 16 or, at the least, not included as an objective that only applies
procuremert. Companies that own their own land should also be expecteg
utilize the services of qualified logging professionals and an independent t
party certified logging professionals.

Objective 9 should be movedbjective 9 should be combined with @bjive
16 or, at the least, not included as an objective that only applies to
procurement. Companies that own their own land should also be expecte
utilize the services of qualified logging professionals and an independent t
party certified loggig professionals.

Concern: The term "certified" in reference to logging professionals is loosg
defined between states and provinces, even denoting a legal qualification
some jurisdictions. Therefore, this specific terminology can be confusing
particularly given the overlap with the established SFI concept of "Qualifie
lfazx GKS aSyidSyOS &aiGNUzOGdz2NB & dza3
f233Ay3 LINRPFTSaarAz2ylfaéds FRRAYy3I (2

wSO02YYSYyRIGA2YyY 5StSi4S é@éNﬁNEE@ﬁ
Participants shall encourage landowners to utilize the services of qualified
resource professionals and qualified logging professionals in applying prin
of sustainable forest management on their lands."

This statement does natonvey the manditory use of "qualified/trained"
logging professionalswhich was discussed in the cover letter (requiring rat
than encouraging) outlining the release of the DRAFT standard and open
comment period. It may be a major hurdle (if notpossible) to get to 100% g
all deliveries through "qualified/trained" loggers in some regions of the
country (i.e. If we are at 9095% in this catagoryls it worth it to try and get
to 100%)

{dz0aGA0dziS GOSNIAFTASRARPGSEKABRYECL

This Performance Measure needs to be adapted for application to "Land

Management" and "Procurement”. There are interpretations that the use ¢
"qualified resource professionals" and "qualified logging professionals" onl
applies to "Procumment"” operations and | am not sure this is the intent of S

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
a member in good standing of a laggertification program.

Please define "logger certification program" and give an example. This is
trained logger as defined by the SIC!! That needs to be stated in the defin
to avoid confusion.

I will add it to the definition in the glossar

CHANGE DEFINITION: Qualified/certified logging professionals MUST inq
"A person or an organization”. Defining the professional entity as only a pe
is unrealistic and inconsistent with the SFI Standard. Why then is a "wood
producer" a "person oan organization"? Why is a SFI certified entity not ju
the person or CEO? Why would you make the logging company owner the
ONLY "qualified/certified" entity?

CHANGE DEFINITION: Qualified/certified logging professionals MUST ing
"A person or an orgdmation”. Implement this language in the DEFINITIONS
chapter.

Indicators:

1. Program to promote the use of qualified resource professionals, certified logging professionals where available,lifiddegging professionals.

2. List of certid logging professionals and qualified logging professionals maintained by Program Participant, state or provincidl &&éngyS N& Q I

other organization.

Rationale for propsed change:

Proposed New Language:

Economic viability

We support the use of qualified resource professionals and qualified loggi
professionals as approved by SICs. The collaboration on training betweell
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program participants, SICs, and the logging comitgus an important
strength of the SFI program and is working well. Implementing a program
search for certified logging professionals and document those efforts to sh
that certified loggers were used where available is cumbersome and
unneccessary hen a requirement for the use of trained loggers is already if
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 qualifledging professionals."

LYRAOIFG2N) dodmPduY &2 AyOf dzRS aljd

with 9.1.1

Indicator 9.1.2: "List of certified logging professionals, qualified logging
professionals and qualified resource professionals maiethioy Program

t FNODAOALI YGT adlaGS 2N LINREGAYOAL f
organization."

Concern Indicator 1: As currently written, this Indicator implies that if certiff WS O2 YYSY RI GA 2y LYRAOFG2NJ mY at NF|
loggers are available they must be given preference over qualifiggieg NBaz2d2NOS LINPFSaairzyltfta |yR j dzI £ A
{dzo0dGA0GdziS GOSNIAFASRE HAGK a{CL
Indicator 9.1.1: ~ o L i
2S adzdasau RNRLILAYIA aoKSNB | At
As currently written, thisndicator implies that if certified loggers are availab LINEFSaaA2YEta 2NJ ljd t ATASR 2334y

they must be given preference over qualified loggers.

This Performanc#leasure needs to be adapted for application to "Land
Management" and "Procurement”. There are interpretations that the use (¢
"qualified resource professionals" and "qualified logging professionals" onl
applies to "Procurement"” operations and | am notesthis is the intent of SFI

Adapt Indicators for broader application or add to the Training objective of]

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 encoutagddvelopment an optional program that offers independent thpadty audits of logging
operations.

Indicators:

1. Standard shall be consistent with SFI standard and state or provincial BMPs.

Standard shall include specific and measurable practiceslators that address:

Protection of water quality and soils

Management of visual quality

Conformance with acceptable silvicultural, operational and utilization standards

Compliance with government regulations applicable to logging opearatio

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 with488acres

iii. Properties of more than 500 cogtious acres land shall be certified

f. Sound business management and practices

Timber sale contracts shall be in writing and signed by both the logger and the landowner

Continuing education requirements

Continuous improvement of the certificatigogrogram and participants

Logger certification field auditors shall be required to have:

Four year degree in forestry from an accredited education institution.

Logger certification auditor training:

Auditors shall be required to complete traigify a SFI APQ approved auditor.

Program or standard shall provide an acceptable statistically valid methodology for conducting random audits of participants.
Development of logger certification program should be transparent and include input frerordad forest community.
Program oversight shall be provided by an independent board of directors representing the broad forest community.
Method to track the purchase and final delivery of wood.

o2 o0 T 9N

© N g2 O W@
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Rationale: A logger certification/SFI relationshipdzft R dzy RSNB O2NB { CLQA f SIRSNEKALI NB{S Ay | ROl Yy
address the challenge of certifying the fiber harvested from family forestlands.

Often, the only forest management advice a family forest owneenees is from a logger who approaches the landowner to procure wood. While many Ig
are very experienced and have a professional approach to wood procurementXtkx¥elieves that a wellrained and experienced logger with a broader
vision of forestry can provide family forest landowners with sustainable forest management information. Logger certification adds iadepesaibility to
this opportunity and certified timber to the marketplace.

A logger certification/SFI relationship is importanmthe vitality of the forest products industry, their customers and the continued success of the SFI prog
As you know, logger certification is increasingly being discussed by large paper consumers, industry, land managematibiosganizate ladowners,
environmentalist and loggers.

! Hnnp &aldzReéx a5S@St2LAY3I + /SNIAFAOFIGAZ2Y CNI YSg2N] Unizeisiy af Myinesta 2oafime]
there is little interest from family forest landownets certify their land. Only 4% of family forest landowners surveyed stated they were very likely to hav
forest land certified. The relatively large number of those landowners and associated turnover rate of family foresblahitsed with theidow 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 Minnesotahneaflyurths indicatedhey were
somewhat to very likely to certify their logging business if a logger certification program was established. The Kilggmwgides compelling justification for
the need and role of logger certification in providing thparty certified resource from family forests.

Minnesota has approximately 15 million acres of timberland. Of that total, 37% is controlled by family forest landowribesariamily forests provide an
estimated 45% of the timber harvested each year. This presentsificigt challenge to the forest products industry. For example, Time Inc. has asked 9
mills in Minnesota and across the country to meet a target that 80% of the resource going into their product be certified.

Establishing recognition betweentfeCL LINE IANFI Y FyR | £ 233SNJ OSNIAFAOFGAZ2Y LINRINI Y g2 dAf
advancing sustainable forest management on family forests. We strongly encourage you to consider reflecting this irsthedaed/

Add performance measure 9.2;

Performance Measure 9.2 Program participants shall encourage the development an optional program that offers indepeddgentyraudits of logging
operations. Fiber sourced from family forestland by an SFI recognizepeindent thirdparty logger certification program participant should be defined as
GOSNIAFASR f233SN) 42dzNOS&¢ 6aSS LINRPLRASR yS¢6 RSTAYAGAZ2Y dzy RSNJ RSTA
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Indicators:

1.

® Q0o N

© N g2 D W@

Standard shall be consistent with SFI standard and state or provincizé.BM

Standard shall include specific and measurable practices or indicators that address:

Protection of water quality and soils

Management of visual quality

Conformance with acceptable silvicultural, operational and utilization standards

Compiance with government regulations applicable to logging operations.

Adherence to site specific harvest and management plans

Harvest plan required for properties less than 100 contiguous acres

Harvest plan and management plan are required foipgnties with 100499 acres

Properties of more than 500 contiguous acres land shall be certified

Sound business management and practices

Timber sale contracts shall be in writing and signed by both the logger and the landowner

Continuing eduddon requirements

Continuous improvement of the certification program and participants

Logger certification field auditors shall be required to have:

Four year degree in forestry from an accredited education institution.

Logger certification adlitor training:

Auditors shall be required to complete training by a SFI APQ approved auditor.

Program or standard shall provide an acceptable statistically valid methodology for conducting random audits of participants.
Development of logger cefication program should be transparent and include input from the broad forest community.
Program oversight shall be provided by an independent board of directors representing the broad forest community.
Method to track the purchase and final deliyeof wood.

Objective 10. Adherence to Best Management Practices. To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry through tresubéaobBement Practices to
protect water quality.
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Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

To reduce Antirust concerns offer the apperance of more options for
program participants. Let participants develop their own programs.

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry through diegelopment of
programs to utilize BMPs to protect water quality.

In addition to best management practices (BMPs) for water the purchase v
information packages provided to wood suppliers also address BMPs for
reforestation, soil conservation, wildlifmanagement, and visual quality. Alsg
Performance Measure 10.2 is directed at monitoring of all BMPs, not just f
water quality. Therefore, it is inconsistent to mention only water quality in t
objective.

Delete the reference to water quality from th@&@a2 SOG A BSY a ¢ 2
practice of sustainable forestry through the use of best management
LIN} OGAOSadé

Concern: Best management Practices is terminology that is applied to mg
than just forestry.

Also, BMPs do more than protect water quality.

%

Recomn$y R GA2yY [/ 2yaradaSydate FRR (K
YIEYEF3ISYSyilG LINI OGAOSaé¢d 2NJ a. at aé
{dzaA3Sadz 4¢2 oOoNRBIRSY GKS LINI OiGAaldS§
F2NBaAGNE . Sad alylF3aISYSyid t NI OGAOS

Is this in the correct place? i#t only for procurement sysems under OBJ 10.
must cover landowner participants also. It needs to be in @bpi 1420 to
cover landowning SFI Participants.

Why is this objective only focused on BMPs to protect water quality? Ther
must be otheBMPs 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 prof
water quality and to protect the quality, diversity and distributions of fish af
wildlife habitats.
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Performance Measure 10.1. Program Participants shall clearly define and implement policies to ensure that mill invedtpriesua@ment activities do no

compromise adherence to the principles of sustainable forestry.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

LYRAOFG2N mo ¢tKS NBEFTSNByYyOS nitat & a
employees of landowning companies that supply raw material to
manufacturing facilities should be trained as qualified logging professional

1. Program for the purchase of raw material from wood suppliers that havd
completed training programs and are recognized as qualified logging

2SS 0StASO®S GKS AyGSyid Aa G2 KI @S | professionals.
landowning companies to be trained.
I 2YOSNYY ¢KS ¢g2NR aGLRfAO&E Y& KI A L~ . i A A A
. y. y Recomnsy Rl UA2YY {dzoduAlUdzUS UKS &2 NJ
industrial setting.
I think the term "mill" in this case is too limiting considering the developme et el et
. . Replace "mill" with “facility

(and recruitment hopefully) of bio energy and pellet facilities.
Indicators:
1. Program for the purchase of raw material from suppliers that have completed training programs and are recognized aslogaiifeedrofessionals.
2. Program to require that harvests of purchased stumpage (including those for bioenergy feedstogig)veitmBMPs.
3. Provisions, requiring the use of BMPs, included in contracts for the purchase of raw material.

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc. April 20, 2009 114



4. Program to address adverse weather conditions.

Rationale for prop@ed 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 certi
The onus should be on the participants actions, not thafsethers. 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 ar
small land owners clearing a small portion of their lot for the purposes of
building ahome 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 Si
certified logging professionals or qualifiexdyging professionals.

Indicator 3: Again there are some suppliers who are converting their land f
the purpose of building a home or expanding their field. Requiring BMP's
not fit in these instances. Either insert a clause that small private gesea
which are being developed for residential/commercial construction purpos
do not apply or replace requiring with recommending.

Indicator 1. Program for the purchase of raw material which informs supp
of BMP's and recommends the use of SIC dedtibgging professionals or
qualified logging professionals.

LYRAOIFG2NJ o tNR@GAaAAZ2YyaX NBO2YYSYR
for the purchase of raw material.

or

LYRAOFG2NI o tNRP@AAAZ2Y AT NBI dzi NAthed
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 singl
out. Singling out one product may seti@ signal that complying with BMPs
more important than complying when harvesting another product.

Indicator 2- delete language in parenthesis.

Performance Measure 10.1, Indicator KXXXXomment: It is not a realistic
expectation for private landeners to undergo training programs, particularly
if they are clearing land as a one time occurrence for subsequentorest
use. This proposed change appears to exceed performance measure 9.1
only requires program participants to encourage landovene 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 20052009 standard.

Performance Measure 10.1, Indicator #3: Charig&t A Y RA OF G 2 NJ
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 privatg
land for subsequent noforest use by the wood procurement risk assessme
form provided ly the SIC. This change to the indicator limits the flexibility o
the current participant programs with respect to assessing risk and exercis
professional judgment with respect to differing types of wood suppliers.

Performance Measure 10.1, Indicatd:#EXisting contracts with private
landholders require adherence to all applicable Acts and Regulations of w
there are several that require protection of water quality. Best Managemer
Practices (BMPs) are provided to private landowners through thehaise
wood information package; however these BMPs are currently only a
recommendation. Where there is a risk of impacting a resource, such as w
a site inspection is done by the program participant in accordance with the
wood procurement risk assessmieform based upon the form made availabl
by the local SIC. There is already an incentive for a private landowner to f¢
GKS .atQa Ay GKIFIG Ad NBRdzOSa (KS
existing laws. Also where a program participantes& norcompliance with a
legal requirement or BMP they can refuse to purchase the wood. In summ
there is no compelling need to make adherence to BMPs a contractual
requirement which in practice would be very difficult to enforce on private
landownersand may result in these same landowners selling to purchaserg
that have no such requirement.

YIEGSNRIf ©é

Indicator 1- this indicator is ok if the intent is to support training for supplier
If it is to require companies to only buy wood from sugrd that are trained
and are qualified logging professionals then it is problematic. In some areg
where purchase wood is very competetive, a mill could run out of wood an
layoff people if this was in place. We can influence the supplier but we cari
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.

Indicata 3 -remove the indicator
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wood contracts are legal docuements between the buyer and seller. Addin
BMP use in the contracts would make them a legal requémrgimEven SFI
Program Participants do not always follow BMP use, and as a result we hg
non conformances. This holds suppliers to a higher standard than ourselv(
under the SFI standard. If | was a supplier | would not sign a contract that
required BMP us because when | failed and did not follow them, by mistak
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
the intent of this indicator?

Programfor the purchase of raw material from loggers that have completeq
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 regqament to only purchase wood from
suppliers who are using qualified logging professionals. Not feasible nor g
practical requirement with the current state of the forest industry and
economic downturn.

| agree that Program Participants should strive toghase wood from
suppliers who utilize qualified logging professionals but should not be limit
to this. Suggest potentially adding "where possible" at the end of Indicato

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 son
supply coming from individual small family forest operators and tribal lands

Recommendation: Make this indicatotdNB Y2 G A2y | £ NI dz
to promote the purchase of raw material from suppliers that have complete
GNFAYyAy3 LINRPINIYaE YR NBE NBO23IyA

] 2y OSNYY ¢KS 62NR
PNEINI Y NBIdANRY3I F2NBa

GKIFINBSauAy3Ie Aa
2LISNY) GA2

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.

April 20, 2009

117



Concern: Legitimate implementation of this requirement is not practicable
indirect sources, such as sawmill residual chips, chip mill chips, or roundw
from supplier woodyards.

Also, Best managment Practices is terminology that is applied to more tharn
just forestry.

Also, the SFIS should not dictate requirements for legal contracts. A Stang
requirement is a requirement for an outcome.

wSO2YYSYRIGAZ2YY vdz tATe
YR FTRR aiGKIFG A& F
{dz33SadyYy atNR@GAaAAZ2YyaZ NBJ
NI ¢ YFGSNRFE GKIG Aa RS

Indicator 1 seems to infer that individual pragns become 100% supplied by
gualified logging professionals. This is a requirement that cannot be met i
most procurement programs due to some supply coming from individual sl
family forest operators and tribal lands.

Indicator 2 again refers to anm&rging science that is not weleveloped
enough to be included in the standard.

1. Include language in the Indicator to allow for a portion of supply to com
from unqualified sources in procurement programs/regions where such suf
sources are a partfahe culture. Allowing for such supply sources in the
Standard with provisions that they will be encouraged to avail themselves
training opportunities could help to maintain the credibility of the SFI.

2. Program to require that harvests of purchastampage 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 10
of fiber would be hargsted by qualified logging professionals. This should

. . Gt NPGA&A2Yya NBIddZANARY3I GKS daAaS 27
clarified to note that material may come from other sources, such as i i N 4 ,
. . . wood fiber procured/sourced directly from the fNb a U P €
independent sawmills or supplier woodyards.
Gwlk ¢ YFOGSNARAIEE A& I OoNBIFIR GSNY¥Y (K
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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 suc
sawmill residuals, chip mill chipsy;, roundwood from supplier woodyards. TH
GSNY GaNI ¢ YIFOGSNARFEE¢ O2dzA R I LI &
replaced.

In 10.1.1 above, the term "suppliers" is undefined. Shoud be defined in th
glossary.

10.1.1 after defining what a "supplier" is in the glossary, 10.1.1 should-red
Progam for the purchase of raw material from suppliers. delete the rest...

There should be some indicator(s) developed for determining if BMPs for f
and wildlife actually are protecting the quality, diversity and distributions of
fish and wildlife habitats

1. "Suppliers" should be define in the DEFINITIONS.

Supplier: brokerwood dealer, logger, log reeller, 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 stanida

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 ManagenntcipBats

5. Program to monitor the quality, diversity and distribution of fish and wildlife habitats prior to and after harvegiestindrvest site preparation.

We are resubmitting this recommendation: According to the 1997 SFI National ForomRedation to AF&PA Board, each Participant should have a cl4
defined procurement policy or program. Though this basic requirement remains, the current wording of the Standard dodegeribtlaar who this policy

should be made available to, if anya

Proposed New Indicator:
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5. Participant fiber procurement program publicly available and distributed to all applicable suppliers of fiber to Pdurticipa

Performance Measure 10.2. Program Participants shall monitor the use of BMPs, using mpoiNiate sources of information.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

Concern: Wordy by suggesting public or private sources of information.

What other Sources are tra? wSO02YYSYRIGA2YY 58tS8SiGS8S addddzaAy T

The new Obijective 10 Indicator 3. Provisions, requiring the use of BMPs,
included in contracts for the purchase of raw materials. Since we have no
of implementing and eforcing this provision through our wood procurement
practices for gate wood, we see this as a set up for failure. We understandg
our ownXXXXXho has partnered with us for many years to achieve
improving BMP compliance, has no desire that BMPs becoarelatory. You
can check this witlKXXXXXopied 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 othe
cases, we promote, encourage, and even hdatkshops 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. Wse 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 viabily

In 10.2.2, consider changing "set goals to improve" to "maintain or set go3
improve". Often rates of BMP compliance can be close to 100%, making
to improve on already very high rates of compliance a challenge. This cha
would recognizehe already high rates of compliance in many areas, as we
leave requirements for setting improvement goals where practical.

Again these indicators are assigning responsibility to the participants for th
actions of others. The patrticipants job isgducate and inform not to manage
someone elses business. The choice should be to purchase timber or not
on a risk assessment.

Drop indicators 1 and 2.

Concern: 1. a. and b. overlap. Can be simplified.

WSO2YYSYRFIGAZYY { dzem bamonitoringwappliers 4

at 02y FT2NXI yOS o¢

¢FNABSGa FT2NI O2yldAydzZt AYLINROSYSy

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 diffig
to show improvement (have aady harvested the lovanging fruit) due to
cost and/or marpower resource constraints.

This may be evident in the definition of verifiable monitoring system but the¢
use of &te or provincial monitoring programs should be incorporated in th
indicator.

Add clarification to 1.buse and/or support of government BMP monitoring
programs is encouraged.

Resubmitting this recommendation as we feel very strongly that this inalicg
needs revision.

2 ¢ Thanks in large part to the SFIS, BMP compliance is very high. On the
hand, though remaining high, it can vary significantly from yearear due to
numerous factors. Setting a continuous improvement goal as written is
unrealstic.

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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Procuement by manufacturing facilities enrolled in the SFI Program from sources outside the United States and Canada (Obje8tamdy)

Objective 11. Promote Conservation of Biological Diversity, Biodiversity Hotspots and Major Tropical WildeasestoAroaden the practice of sustainablg
forestry by conserving biological diversity, biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed dw Language:

The title for Objective 11 ovemphasizes promoting conservation of
biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas, beyond that whi
proposed in the revised indicator.

Objective 11. Promote Conservation of Biological Diver$itybroaden 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,
Biodversity Hotspots and Major Tropical Wilderness Areas. To broaden th]
practice of sustainable forestry by conserving biological diversity, biodiver
hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas.

This title s overhspecific, because most domestic B#iticipants have nothing
to do with tropical forestry or global hotspots.

Drop from title: ...Biodiversity Hotspots and Major Tropical Wilderness Are
Include these in the performance measures.

Performance Measure 11.1. Program Participants sinallee that their procurement programs support the principles of sustainable forestry, including eff

to promote conservation of biological diversity.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc.

April 20, 2009

123



Indicators:

1. Procurement from areas outside the United States and Canada promotes conservation of biological diversity utiliziagoinfioom sources such as
LYGSNYlFIGA2y It RQAObA2RAPBRANGaaKRENBLIAGTAl FRRIKE22NX A NFOS

| 2yASNDI GAZY

2. Program with direct suppliers to promote the principles of sustainable forestry.

o® Yy2g¢gf SRIS 062dzi RANBOI

& dzLJLX A SNE Q

F LILX AOFGA2Y 2F GKS LINRYOALX Sa

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 Extion

Indicator 11.1.1.

Point 1. What would be examples of procurement promoting conservation
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 fg
this indicato:

Those forest, woodland, or mangrove ecoregions identified by World Wild
Fund as a Global 200 Ecoregion and assessed by WWF as having a cong
status of endangered or critical.

Those regions identified by the World Conservation Union (IUEB)CGentre
of Plant Diversity.

Those regions identified by the World Resources Institute as a Frontier Fo
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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 clearlyestat
Recommendation: Restate. No suggestions.

] 2y OSNYY ¢KS LKNI a8 aRANBOD

appear in the Definitions section.

a dzLJLJt
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wSO2YYSYRIFIGA2YY 5SFAYS &

Because this is a five year standard, namirecsje organizations should be
avoided.

Indicator 11.1.1;

We are unsure of how this statement would be audited against; it is vague
should be rewritten.

Indicator 11.1.2;

¢KS LIKNJIas a
in the Definitions section.

dzLJLJ A SNE ¢ hkak

Q)¢

ANB O

Indicator 11.1.3;

¢KS LIKNIa&asS aRANBOI dzLJLJ A S N& ¢

in the Definitions section.

Aa

QX

# 3 is too weak

I KIy3dS 1o (2 a520dzySyidSR AyTzNyrq
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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 dnslicaitObjective 11

Objective 12. Avoidance of Controversial Sources including lllegal Logging. To broaden the practice of sustainablg fore&tanbe of illegal logging.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

Concern: Unclear why do Obj 12 and 13 need to be separate; illegal loggi
be highlighted as a paramount controversial source without a dedicated
objective.

Recommendation: Combine Objectives 12 & {13dz33Sad Y da h 6 4
Avoidance of Controversial Sources including illegal logging and Areas wi
OFFSOGADBS {20A1f [ 6adé

Need to define" lllegal Logging" in the back of the Standard like FSC does
Customers question this term all the time so a miderstanding must be
present in the market place.

lllegal logging needs to be qualified in this title to clearly affirm that this is |
a North American problem! Most SFI participants perfom in US or Canada

ADD WORDING: ...including lllegal Loggitgjdrithe US and Canada.

lllegal logging is a term that reflects on loggers conducting a criminal activ
What is probably meant is illegal procurement practices. You can categori
procurement into both offshore and domestic. It's the procurement theds
and not the logging you control through SFI.

Substitute "illegal procurement practices" for "illegal logging” and add a
domestic category. lllegal procurement practices in a domestic market wd
be accepting wood from loggers/suppliers who haee convicted of timber
theft in a domestic court of law, who do not carry state manadated worker
compensation and USDOT mandated vehicle liability insurance, and who
mingle wood received from SFI qualified loggers with-qoalified loggers.
lllegalprocurement in an ofshore situation would be whatever you can
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negotiate with the international environmental community given the fact w
likely have limited impact on changing-sfiore business practices and laws

Add provisions to ensure materiabfm outside the United States and Canad]
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 abkuieastry, including effits
to thwart illegal logging.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

See comments above. It's the procurement practice, not the logging.

1. Processto assessthelris G K G GKS t NPIANIY tIFNIAOALI YyiQa LINPOMzZNBYSYyd LINPINFIY O2

2. Program to address any significant risk identified under 12.1.1

3. Program with direct suppliers to promote the principles of sustainable forestry.

nd Yy2¢ft SRIS I 02dzi RANBOG adzllX ASNBRQ FLILX AOFGAZ2Y 2F GKS LINAYOALX Sa

Sustainable Forestry Initiative Inc. April 20, 2009 127



Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

The definition of "direct suppliers" missing from the glossary.

Indicator 12.1.1. What are the sources of information for assessing risk? | Recommend providing additional guidance on risk assessment procedure

1. CHANGE WORDING: ...procurement program inadvertantly ecquir

1. Unclear intent ,
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 podnislentifies 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 B. Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Fiber Sourced from Areas without Effective Social Laws. To broadime thiespistainable
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 W
Effective Social meausres. To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry
avoiding controversial sources.

This opengverything up to lawsuits and endless costs. All the laws we alre
have prevent a landowner or anyone else from "adversely affecting” any S
Laws.

Delete this requirement

We strongly recommend a more robust definition of Controversial Sources
Corsidering Obj. 1413, we recommend explicit provisions for addressing
conflict timber and wood coming from regions where there is a significant
occurrence of deforestation of natural and senatural forests (i.e.
conversion).

Particularly if Indicator 11.1 is limited to biodiversity hotspots and major
tropical wilderness areas, none of the indicators across Objectivd811
address issues of conservation of High Conservation Value Forests that m
outside these largely tropical areas.

In general, he emphasis on having programs to address risk for the variou
controversial sources does not give adequate assurance to customers tha|
OSNIATFTASR LINRBRdzOGa R2 y2i O2yil Ay
strengthening the Procurement Objectivestiring theminf A yS & A 0§
Controlled Wood standard.

Concern: Unclear why do Obj 12 and 13 need to be separate; illegal loggit
be highlighted as a paramount controversial source without a dedicated
objective.

Recommendation: Combine Objecive MH 3 MO0 @ { dzZ33S
Avoidance of Controversial Sources including illegal logging and Areas wi
O9FFSOUGADBS {20ALf [ gadé

Need to define "Effective Social Laws" in the back of the Standard

under 13.1.2

--reference to 8.6.1 should bevised to 13.1.1
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Unclear intent that this applies to effhore areas.

CHANGE WORDING: ...by avoiding controversial sources outside of the |
Canada.

Controversial Sources is not well defined. Any disagreement can lead to ¢
controversy. You open thgrocess 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 throuj
SFI will be ineffective.

Need to clarify what "without effective laws" means

Obective 13. Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Fiber Sourced
Areas without Effective Social Laws. To broaden the practice of sustainab]
forestry by avoiding controversial sources from aareas not complying with
International standards reganag native populations, workers, and small
holders.

Performance Measure 13.1. Program Participants shall avoid controversial sources and encourage economically, enviroantestaiiglly 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 f
we sighted the enemy and he is us?

Section 13.1 includes environmentally soundgiices but almost all indicator
are social. Process should assess risk, using indicators under objectiass 1
they relate to wildlife, habitat, water quality, and maintenance of productivi
and biodiversity.
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Indicators:

0KS t NRPINI Y

alr ¥Sia

0KI G

Ly

1. Process to asse8sk S N& & |

Fd ¢62N] SNEQ KSIf (K R &T

b. fair labor practices;

Od AYRAISy2dza LIS2LI) SaQ NARIKGAT
d. antidiscriminatiorand antiharassment measures;

e. prevailing wages; and

To g2N]ISNBEQ NRAIKG G2 2NHFIYyAT So

2. Program to address any significant risk identified under 8.6.1.

t I NIAOALN yiQa LINEOIINBYSY

Rationale for proposeahange:

Proposed New Language:

Incorrect reference

13.1.2 Program to address any significant risk identified under 13.1.1

Mmd® t N2POSaa (2 aaSaa (GKS NRal GKI
place in a manner that addresses the following:
F® 62Nl SNEQ KSIfGK FyR &l FSaeT
Is it possible that procurement can occur in COUNTRIES without such law . fair labor practices;
the practices/policies ensure these measures? Agem,ithe risk assessment| . . A . A . .
. . O AYRAISY2dza LIS2LI SAaQ NAIKuUAT
is focused on the COUNTRY and not the actual practices. y y
d. antidiscrimination and antiharassment measures;
e. prevailing wages; and
TP g2NISNEQ NRAIKG (G2 2NBFYAT So
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It is the country of origin to decide these rules and laws. Do not buy tineim
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 identifiader 13.1.1.

Concern: It is possible that procurement can occur in countries without sug
laws yet the practices/policies ensure these measures. As written, the risk
assessment is focused on the country not actual practices.

wSO2YYSYRI (A 202¥zy G5NRESRT S (602 dzii ST

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 counttiese are already laws|
in place for the US that address these based on size of businesses and fir
established in code. Professional loggers will comply-si@ffe loggers
probably will not. You will be unable to level this playing field. Unforglpat
we also feel that efforts in liberal dominated countries (this now includes th
US) to favor unionization will further impact a US professional logger's abi
to be competitive.

Eliminate this section unless you are willing to recognize logginggsioials
who meet and exceed existing laws.

Current list does not meet PEFC requirements, ILO core labor standards,
Convention 169 of the ILO

Md® t N2OSaa (2 |aasSaa GKS NRrRail GKI
place in countries without éctive laws addressing the following:
I d ¢g2N)] SNBQ KSIFIfOGK FyR alFSdaerT

b. fair labor practices;

Od AYRAISy2dza LIS2L) SaQ NARIKGAT
d. antidiscrimination and antiharassment measures;

e. prevailing wages; and

FTo ¢ 2 NJ) S Narze WthoBtfnterfeteice feoldEBEmployers 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 thisspace to propose any new Indicators to Performance Measure 13.1.:

od tNRrOS&aa (2 lFaasSaa G(GKS Nxal GKFG GKS t NPRINFY t I NlrtaDdawskhdyréssig: LINE O d
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 proppany additional Performance Measures and Associated Indicators for Objective 13

SFI Standard Objectives 420 for Forest Management and Procurement

Objective 14. Legal and Regulatory Compliance. Compliance with applicable federal, prstatejalnd local laws and regulations.

Rationale for proposed change: Proposed New Language:

Recommendation: Suggest combine 14.1 & 14.2guia 5 indicators with
Concern: The entire Objective is too wordy. simplified wording for 1 thru 3 as follows:

1. Access to relevant laws and regulations. in appropriate locations) (impIiI
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FOKAS@S O2YLX Al yOSo®
6y2 ySSR G2
3. Demonstration of legal commitment to compliance. through available
regulatory action information

Hd {@aGSy G2
state or local laws and reigf | G A 2y & ®¢

Performance Measure 14.1. Program Participants shall take appropriate steps to comply with applicable fedarelapstate, and local forestry and relate

social and environmental laws and regulations.

Rationale for proposed change:

Proposed New Language:

I 2y OSNYY ¢KS G S NN notdo@dnly definedd &hisksdat| . - A e A oA oA AL .
yOSNy N not e y detnedh FhisksOd | s 5o vvayRI GA2yY 58t808 4F2NBalNB

an auditable item.

G{2O0Al{ (FrBat I NB AyOf ZRGR Ay t SN

Performance Measure 14.1 is redundant, and it shoulddleted.

Steps to comply does not result in complaince. routine violations must reg
inloss of certification

Performance Measure 14.1. Program Participants shall take comply with
applicable international standards, federal, provincial, state, anal lfmcestry
and related social and environmental laws and regulations.

Indicators:
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