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Public Review Comments  
for the  

Development of the 2010 ï 2014 SFI Standard  
 

Notes: These are the actual comments submitted during the second public comment period (January 30 th, 2009 ï March 2nd, 2009) for the development of the SFI 2010-2014 Standard. Only names 
identifying the commenter, organization or individuals have been deleted (shown as:  XXXXX).  
 
Criteria for Reviewing Comments 
 

Å Improve the standard (practice of sustainable forestry)   
Å Use science and economics as guides  
Å Enhance credibility of the standard  
Å Consistent with national and international SFM assessment criteria  

 
Key for Reviewer Comments 
 
Category One:  General agreement to incorporate, final decisions subject to review of language developed. 
Category Two:  In -depth discussion needed to determine if and how to incorporate into the 2010 SFI Standard; comment may or may not be incorporated.  
Category Three:  General comments, comments already covered in other areas, or comments that will not be incorporated in the 2010 SFI Standard. 
Category Four:  Comments ñPendingò that are being addressed by another task group or pilot project for potential future revisions.  
 

 Introduction  

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

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

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

practice of sustainable forestry to the general public. The SFI Standard reflects this commitment to social responsibility th rough its principles, objectives, 

performance measures, and indicators.  

 The SFI program was launched in 1994 as one of forest sectorôs contributions to the vision of sustainable development established by the 1992 United 

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

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

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

customers, the environment, and future generations.  

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

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

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

working group soon became known as the "Montr®al Processò and both the Canadian and US governments are signatories to the Montréal process.  Other 

signatories include Argentina, Australia, Chile, China, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand and Russia.  These 12 countries represent 90 percent of the worldôs 
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temperate and boreal forests (60 percent of the worldôs total forests).  By endorsing and working with the Montréal Process criteria and indicators, 

participating countries have made a national commitment to work towards the sustainable management of their forests.  Althoug h the Montréal Process 

criteria and indicators are intended to track progress at a n ational level and provide an international reference for policy -makers, many of the criteria and 

indicators can be reinforced and supported at a local level and are therefore reflected in the SFI Standardôs principles, objectives, performance measures, 

and indicators.   The Montréal Process criteria are: 

      1.  Conservation of biological diversity. 

    2.  Maintenance of productive capacity of forest ecosystems. 

    3.  Maintenance of forest ecosystem health and vitality.  

    4.  Conservation and maintenance of soil and water resources. 

    5.  Maintenance of forest contribution to global carbon cycles.  

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

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

 

Rationale for proposed change:  
Proposed New 

Language:  

Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or 

Proposed New 

Language  

 

The introduction has been greatly expanded with good information.  

We need to state that 

only the Objectives, 

Performance Measures, 

and Indicators are 

auditable. 

1 

Introduction is not 

intended to be 

auditable. 

Added 

[informative] for 

introduction and 

[normative] for 

principles and 

objectives. 

 Good background explanation -- no change proposed.  N/A Commentary. None 

 

It is important that confusion does not exist between language contained 

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

that the Introduction is not ñauditableò, whereas the Principles, Objectives, 

Performance Measures, and Indicators are auditable.   

Suggest preceding the 

Introduction with a 

header that reads 

ñSustainable Forestry 

Initiative (SFI) 

Program.  See below 

for new header to the 

1 

Introduction is not 

intended to be 

auditable. 

Added 

[informative] for 

introduction and 

[normative] for 

principles and 

objectives. 
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Principles section that 

calls for a header that 

reads ñ2010-2014 SFI 

Standardò. 

 

In reference to participants procuring wood ñoff-shore (beyond North 

America)ò, please clarify whether SFI is referring to sources outside only 

the US and Canada.  Is Mexico considered off-shore?  

Recommend clarifying 

that North America is 

US and Canada and 

does not include Mexico 

throughout the 

document. 

1 Clarification. 

Added (U.S. and 

Canada) in 

parenthesis the 

first time ñNorth 

Americanò is 

used. 

 

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

can not be a part of the audit.  

This introduction is not 

an auditable portion of 

the SFI Standard. 

1 

Introduction is not 

intended to be 

auditable. 

Added 

[informative] for 

introduction and 

[normative] for 

principles and 

objectives and 

footnote to 

introduction. 

 

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

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

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

Montreal Process.  Third Edition, December 2007).   

Criteria 6 and 7 should 

be revised in the SFI 

Standard to be 

consistent with the 

actual Montreal Process 

Criteria which currently 

state: 

6.  Maintenance and 

enhancement of long-

term multiple socio-

economic benefits to 

meet the needs of 

societies. 

7.  Legal, policy and 

3 

The intent is to be 

consistent with t he 

criteria, not 

identical to.  

None 
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institutional framework.  

 
Language:  

Concern ï  

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

between the Objective; performance measures and indicators.   

B) Duplicate language across objectives; EXAMPLE - repeated reference 

throughout to ñindividually or collaborativelyò could perhaps be better 

addressed in a blanket statement in the introduction. The introduction 

could make it clear that cooperative initiatives are encouraged by including 

something to the effect ñactive collaboration with outside agencies is 

encouraged and promoted as participants strive to demonstrate how they 

have addressed specific requirements of this standardò. It is up to the 

participant to demonstrate how they have addressed the intent of the 

standard and what evidence they have either independently or in 

cooperation with others.  

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

ñharvestò operations - more appropriate term may be ñforest operationsò 

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

Recommendation - SFI Inc. should pursue every opportunity for 

simplification.  

Recertification cycle: 

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

recertification is needed every 3 years.   

Recommendation - We recommend maintaining a 5 year recertification 

cycle with retention of annual surveillance audits for a Continuous 

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

forest management procedures and can (and should) be synchronized 

with the current 5 -year Standard Review cycle. 

Reorganization of the Principles, Objectives, Performance Measures and 

Recommendation - SFI 

Inc. should pursue 

every opportunity for 

simplification. 

 

Recommendation - We 

recommend maintaining 

a 5 year recertification 

cycle with retention of 

annual surveillance 

audits for a Continuous 

Certification option.  A 

5 year cycle is more 

conducive to 

demonstration of forest 

management 

procedures and can 

(and should) be 

synchronized with the 

current 5-year Standard 

Review cycle. 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

Professional editor 

will review. 

  

 

Use of these terms 

are intentional for 

added emphasis on 

collaboration. 

 

 

 

 

Review conducted 

to ensure correct 

use of terms. 

 

 

 

SFI Inc. continues 

discussions with 

accreditation 

bodies regarding 

this issue. 

 

 

See changes 

throughout SFI 

2010-2014 

Standard for 

editorial and 

structural 

changes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The 3 year time 

frame is the new 

requirement 

pending any relief 

from this issue 

from the 

accreditation 

bodies or changes 

to the ISO 17021 

requirements. 
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Indicators:  

 The shuffling of the Objectives, Performance Measures and Indicators is 

disruptive to the development and con tinuous improvement of individual 

program systems. The result is having to completely reorganize number 

and cross-reference the participantôs system.  

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

a way as to allow participantsô programs to build upon their existing 

system. This would promote continuous improvement and allow individual 

programs to continue to excel rather than essentially starting over every 

five (or three) years.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

Program 

participants can 

PPs can design 

their systems to 

accommodate this.  

Changes to the 

Standard are 

necessary for 

improvements and 

are only made if 

they satisfy the 

review criteria 

noted at the 

beginning of this 

document. 

 

Opportunities to 

utilize similar 

processes exist.  

PPs should work 

with their auditors 

to develop options. 

 

Itôs important that confusion does not exist between language contained 

in the " Introduction" and language within the Standard itself.  

Specify the purpose of 

the introduction as well 

as (and more 

importantly) that the 

introduction is not an 

auditable part of the 

standard. 

1 

Introduction is not 

intended to be 

auditable. 

Added 

[informat ive] for 

introduction and 

[normative] for 

principles and 

objectives. 
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 The Table of Contents section heading ñFiber Sourcing Objectivesò does 

not match the label on page 22, Objectives for Procurement.   Also the 

section heading ñLand Management and Fiber Sourcing Objectivesò does 

not match page 25, Objectives for Forest Management and Procurement.  

These headings should be consistent, and particular attention should be 

paid to whether the Standard uses the term ñfiber sourcingò or 

ñprocurement.ò  In business, there is not much difference between them 

conceptually, but if public perception is considered, ñfiber sourcingò may 

carry more meaning.  To avoid confusion, we recommend that only one of 

the terms -- ñfiber sourcingò or ñprocurementò -- be defined and used 

appropriately.  

 1 
Agree with 

concept. 

Replaced 

procurement with 

fiber sourcing 

throughout the 

document. 

 

Contradictory 'Introduction' narrative/impplications may result in conflicts 

between Objectives and the Introduction.  

Add a statement that 

affirms the 

'Introduction' is not 

auditable narrative. 

1 

Introduction is not 

intended to be 

auditable. 

Added 

[informative] for 

introduction and 

[normative] for 

principles and 

objectives. 

 

Global Recognition   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

by the PEFC.    

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  
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This section should recognize that SFI 

follows the ISO standard and the 

audit protocols are established on an 

international basis. 

SFI follows the ISO international 

standards and requires certified ISO 

trained auditors to conduct the 

verification process. 

1  

The SFI Standard setting process, 

certification and accreditation of certification 

bodies requirements are consistent with 

guidelines published by the International 

Organization of Standardization (ISO).  ISO 

is a worldwide federation of national 

standards bodies. 

 

Iôm not sure as to why SFI Inc. is 

promoting the American Tree Farm 

System certification and not other 

certifications (i.e. Pan-Canadian 

Woodlot Program).  If only 10% of 

the world's forests are certified, then 

why is SFI Inc. only chosing to 

promote 1 brand of non -industrial 

landowner certification.  FSC also has 

a certification program for small non -

industrial landowners; however I 

realize that SFI Inc. is in competition 

with FSC.  I would think that SFI Inc. 

would want to be very cautious about 

promoting other certifications.  

Add recognition to developing 

certification programs in Canada such 

as the Pan-Canadian Woodlot 

Program.   

3 

The emphasis is on 

PEFC-endorsed 

systems such as the 

SFI program and 

American Tree 

Farm System. 

None 

This section should recognize that SFI 

follows the ISO standard and the 

audit protocols are established on an 

international basis. 

SFI follows the ISO international 

standards and requires certified ISO 

trained auditors to conduct the 

verification process. 

1 Agree. 

The SFI Standard setting process, 

certification and accreditation of certification 

bodies requirements are consistent with 

guidelines published by the International 

Organization of Standardization (ISO).  ISO 

is a worldwide federation of national 

standards bodies. 
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Good Section.  N/A Commentary None 

 

 

SFI Governance and Stakeholder Involvement 

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

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

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

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

 The SFI External Review Panel, comprised of environmental, conservation and forestry experts, annually reviews the programôs progress, and releases their 

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

public interest as an outside observer of the SFI program.  

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

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

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

that are the key to the quality of forest harvesting operations.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed 

New Language  

 

Question regarding decision making - 

Do all three chambers have to be in 

majority agreement to measures?  

3 

A quorum requires 60% of the 

Directors with a minimum of two from 

each sector. 

None 

Appropriate mention of External 

Review Panel - no change proposed 
 N/A Commentary. None 

This section should recognize both 

logger and resource professional 

training requirements.  

SICs promote resource staff and 

logger training programs in an effort 

to reach out to thousands of 

landowners and independent 

contractors that are the key to the 

quality of forest harvesting 

operations. 

1 Agree. Added ñforester andò. 
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This section should recognize both 

logger and resource professional 

training requirements.  

SICs promote resource staff and 

logger training programs in an effort 

to reach out to thousands of 

landowners and independent 

contractors that are the key to the 

quality of forest harvesting 

operations. 

1 Agree. Added ñforester andò. 

Just aboout all forest management 

work is done by contractors; rather 

than just "harvesting," as implied as 

written.  

Last sentence: ...key to the quality of 

forest management and harvesting 

operations. 

1 Agree. 
Added ñforest 

management andò. 

non-timber forest products and 

stakeholder groups seem to be 

excluded from most objectives. For 

instance, recreationists are identified 

only sparingly (and only as 

examples), as are private landowners 

(i.e., non-woodlot or forestry related 

ownership) and yet they represent 

some of the major conflict g roups 

with forestry operators. Some 

objectives provide for their input or 

comment (e.g. 2.2) but none of the 

land management objectives consider 

co-management or input from these 

groups in the decision-making 

process. There doesn't seem to be a 

natural fit  with the listed indicators, 

except to include sensitivity towards 

their inclusion.  

 3 

The SFI Standard applies to forest 

management on Program Participant 

lands whether private or public.  

Public involvement in private land 

management is addressed in the 

Standard, where applicable 

(Objectives 8, 17 and 19) through 

landowner outreach, community 

involvement and public reporting.  

ñRecreationò (Objective 5) was 

elevated to Objective level status in 

the revised SFI 2010-2014 Standard 

for added emphasis.   

Also, where a Program Participant is a 

public agency or organization 

responsible for public lands 

management, Program Participants 

are required to participate in public 

land planning and management 

processes (Objective 18).   

In addition, SFI Inc. has establi shed 

None 
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numerous entry points for non -

Program Participants to be involved in 

the process including the open and 

public SFI Standard review process 

and regional workshops, the SFI 

Board of Directors, the independent 

SFI External Review Panel, SFI 

Implementation Committees (in 2008, 

there were 469 SFI program 

participants and 414 non-SFI program 

participants, including representatives 

from conservation groups, 

universities, public and provincial 

agencies, logging professionals, 

consultants, and others. on the 37  

SFI Implementation Committees in 

the U.S. and Canada), on-going 

outreach and cooperative projects 

with conservation and social groups 

such as Habitat for Humanity, and 

through the open and transparent 

inconsistent practices and complaint 

processes (See section 11 in the SFI 

requirements document).  

Certification bodies are also required 

to consult with ñemployees, 

contractors and other third parties 

(e.g., government agencies, 

community groups, conservation 

organizations), as appropriate, to 

determine conformance to the SFI 

Standardò (See item 5.3 in the 

auditing procedures requirements in 

Section 9). 
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Requirements for Program Participants    

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

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

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

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

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

the overall productivity of forests.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

Requirements for Use Of Trained 

Loggers, Use of BMP's, and Legal 

Compliance should be shared by both 

Procurement Only Organizations and 

Forest Landowners Only 

organizations. The standard should 

clearly reflect that these are 

requirements for all program 

participants. The Objectives need to 

be restructured so that proposed 

Objectives 9,10, and 14 apply to 

Landowners. A renumbering and 

arrangement will be necessary. 

Rearrange the Objective numbering. 1 Agree with concept. 

added new indicator 16.1.5 

 

5. Forestry enterprises shall 

have a program for the use of 

certified logging professionals 

(where available) and qualified 

logging professionals. 

 

Concerns that the statement "... by 

encouraging others to adopt the 

principles and objectives of the SFI 

Standard" can be interpreted very 

broadly. As an organization we 

support several SFM standards and 

cannot endorse one standard over 

another. 

Link this statement more clearly to 

the following sentence regarding 

requirements for working with 

suppliers. 

3 
This is an objective of the SFI 

program. 
None 
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I would like to applaud the addition of 

this paragraph (and generally the 

whole introduction section to the 

revised standard) and the statement 

"taking into account their local 

conditions and circumstances and the 

scope and scale of their operations".  

Thank you! 

 N/A Commentary. None 

The Standard does not articulate that 

joining SFI, Inc. and participat ion in 

SICs is required.  Language requiring 

the Application for Participation, and 

the requirements therein needs to be 

included. 

SFI Program Participants must:  1) 

apply for and be accepted as a 

licensee in the SFI program; 2) 

comply with all portions of  the SFI 

Standard relevant to . . . scope and 

scale of their operations; 3) 

participate personally and financially 

in the SFI Implementation Committee 

in the state(s) or provinces(s) in 

which the Program Participant 

operates; 4) pay the annual license 

fee.  In addition, the SFI Standard . . 

. 

1 

Agree with concept.  This is 

addressed in the definitions 

section. 

certified program 

participant: 1. A forest 

landowner, forest land 

manager, primary or 

secondary forest products 

producer operating in the 

United States or Canada who 

participates in the SFI program 

through a contractual 

agreement to abide by the SFI 

2010-2014 Standard, and who 

has been certified by an 

accredited SFI certification 

body to be in conformance 

with the SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 2. An organization 

that has been certified by an 

accredited SFI certification 

body to be in conformance 

with the SFI Chain-of Custody 

Standard and associated labels 

(Sections 3 and 4). 

The 2010 Standard makes significant 

context and objectives changes, 

which will add considerable 

Add a statement that acknowledges 

the added 2010 Standard 

considerable implementation cost to 

3 
Changes to the Standard are 

necessary for improvements and 

are only made if they satisfy the 

None 
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implementation cost to participants, 

wood suppliers and logger training 

organizations. 

participants, wood suppliers and 

logger training organizations. 

review criteria noted at the 

beginning of this document.  

Of concern is the current land 

development component of forest 

industry. Only one large integrated 

forest management company remains 

in the U.S. All of the rest have 

become TIMOs (Timber Investment 

Management Organizations) or REITs 

(Real Estate Investment Trusts). 

These may manage land holdings 

using forestry, but are actively selling 

lands, primarily for development 

purposes. A company should not be 

considered to practice sustainable 

forestry if it can sell any parcel it 

wants, with potentially severe impacts 

on wildlife or other levels of 

biodiversity, and is not held 

responsible for these impacts because 

they no longer own the land. 

Companies must be held accountable 

for the impacts to wildlife or 

biodiversity resulting from the sale of 

their lands for development. If such 

sales cause losses to wildlife or 

biodiversity, then the company, on its 

remaining lands, should not be 

considered to be practicing 

sustainable forestry.  

 3 

The SFI Standard is a forest 

management standard that 

applies to forestland enrolled in 

the SFI program.  The standard 

cannot govern an organizationôs 

operational policies in regards to 

land sales and acquisitions and 

does not make any claims in 

regards to these issues.  The SFI 

Standard attests to the 

management of the forest land 

while it is enrolled in the 

programðit provides a 

certification of well -managed 

forests.  The Standard does not 

ñcertifyò the overall 

environmental or social profile of 

an organization.   

None 
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SFI: the North American Standard with a Global Reach 

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

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

universities.   

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

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

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

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

United States and Canada cover civil rights, equal employment opportunities, antidiscrimination and anti-harassment measures, workersô compensation, measures 

to protect indigenous peoplesô rights, workersô and communitiesô right to know, wages and working hours, and occupational health and safety. Antitrust, business 

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

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

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

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

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

existing legal framework.  

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

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

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Comments - XXXXX is committed to 

the principles of responsible paper 

sourcing and was the first global 

publisher to set out and disclose a 

global policy on this issue. It was 

updated it 2008. SFI is specifically 

named in the XXXXX policy as a 

standard it encourages. Welcomes the 

commitment of SFI to continuous 

improvement and in particular the 

three-chamber board of directors. 

Separations between SFI and the 

 N/A Commentary. None 
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certified organization is important. 

Recognizes the opportunity that this 

consultation provides to further 

strengthen the standard. XXXXX is 

considering its strategy with regard to 

on-product labeling, however, 

consensus endorsements for all 

parties including ENGOs on the 

standards efficacy is an important 

factor. Would welcome dialogue 

between FSC and SFI to align the 

standards. 

Paragraphs 2 & 3 cover a topic that is 

a great source of misunderstanding in 

the international arena.  Well done - 

no changes suggested. 

 N/A Commentary. None 

It sounds like FSC is moving toward 

one North American Standard.  We 

should be careful about making 

statements that may not be true for 

the five year term.  

SFI is currently the only single North 

American standard and is one of the 

largest and fastest growing 

certification standards in the world, 

with hundreds of program 

participants across North America. 

Program participants include private 

landowners, public landowners and 

managers, as well as conservation 

groups and universities. 

3 

If successful, FSC 

will most likely have 

a national standard 

for the US and one 

for Canada with 

regional indicators. 

None 

I'm a little confused why we state 

we're the only single North American 

Standard, but then go on to state that 

it doesn't cover Mexico or Central 

America.  What are we trying to state 

by saying "single North American"?  

Or does it still apply to Mexico/C.A. 

 1 
Agree with need to 

clarify. 

Add (U.S. and Canada) in parenthesis the 

first time ñNorth Americanò is used. 
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but they just don't have those laws?   

Unsure of what "single North 

American standard" means 

Hundreds of thousands of rules is 

overstated and not based on fact 

(delete hundreds of) thousands of 

rules 
1 Agree. 

Add (U.S. and Canada) in parenthesis the 

first time ñNorth Americanò is used. 

 

Changed to numerous. 

 

Responsible Fiber Sourcing 

Through SFIôs fiber sourcing requirements, the SFI program stands apart from other forest certification programs by supporting and promoting responsible forest 

management on these lands.   

Today, 10 percent of the worldôs forests are certified and in North America, while large tracts of public and industrial forest lands are certified, less than 1 percent 

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

owners do not have the resources, nor do they perceive the need to incur the annual cost associated with maintaining a certif ied forest ï particularly in the case 

of those who own small acreages. In the United States, more than 10 million family forest owners account for 60 percent of the forestland and more than 50 

percent of the raw material used by SFI Program Participants. In Canada, family forest owners in many regions provide a signi ficant share of the raw materials 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

sourcing objectives.   

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

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

forest products from well -managed forests.   

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

Since the term Responsible Fiber 

Sourcing is not in the definitions 

Through SFIôs wood procurement 

requirements, the SFI program stands 
1 Agree clarity is needed. Procurement changed to fiber 

sourcing throughout and fiber 
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therefore, remove the word 

responsible (with procurement and 

sustainable) in the first sentence.  

Since ñon these landsò is not directly 

defined and because procurement 

encourages elements of sustainability 

beyond land management change the 

end of the sentence to reflect the full 

range of actions (practices) and scope 

(wood supply area) of influence by 

procurement participant operations.  

apart from other forest certification 

programs by supporting and 

promoting sustainable forestry 

practices throughout the combined 

geographic reach of all the SFI 

program participantôs wood supply 

operations. 

sourcing is defined. 

Responsible Fiber Sourcing should b 

defined in the definitions section  
Add definition in definition section.  1 Agree. 

Procurement changed to fiber 

sourcing throughout and fiber 

sourcing is defined. 

To emphasize the procurement, as 

well as land management aspects of 

the SFI standard 

Through SFI's wood 

procurement/fiber sourcing 

requirements....on these lands, and 

responsible practices in all the SFI 

program participant's wood supply 

operations. 

3 
Proposed wording does not 

improve text.  
None 

We are encouraged that this section 

recognizes that, ñToday, 10 percent 

of the worldôs forests are certified and 

in North America, while large tracts of 

public and industrial forest lands are 

certified, less than 1 percent of family 

forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. 

encourages certification of lands 

owned by small family forest owners, 

it is also a fact that many family 

forest owners do not have the 

resources, nor do they perceive the 

need to incur the annual cost 

Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) 

needs to take this further.  We 

believe SFI should consider formal 

recognition between SFI and 

independent third party certified 

logger certification programs.  

Further, there should be a recognized 

difference between fiber sourced from 

family forestland by qualif ied logging 

professional and an independent 

third-party certified logging 

professional (e.g. Minnesota Certified 

1 

Recognition of credible 

independent certified logger 

programs is an important 

enhancement to the Standard. 

 

See changes the new SFI 2010-

2014 Standard. 
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associated with maintaining a certified 

forest ï particularly in the case of 

those who own small acreages. In the 

United States, more than 10 million 

family forest owners account for 60 

percent of the forestland and more 

than 50 percent of the raw material 

used by SFI Program Participants. 

Today, 10 percent of the worldôs 

forests are certif ied and in North 

America, while large tracts of public 

and industrial forest lands are 

certified, less than 1 percent of family 

forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. 

encourages certification of lands 

owned by small family forest owners, 

it is also a fact that many family 

forest owners do not have the 

resources, nor do they perceive the 

need to incur the annual cost 

associated with maintaining a certified 

forest ï particularly in the case of 

those who own small acreages. In the 

United States, more than 10 million 

family forest owners account for 60 

percent of the forestland and more 

than 50 percent of the raw material 

used by SFI Program Participantsò. 

However, Sustainable Forestry 

Initiative (SFI) needs to take this 

further.  We believe SFI should 

consider formal recognition between 

SFI and independent third party 

certified logger certification programs.  

Master Logger). 

 

Specifically, SFI should develop a 

template to assess logger certification 

programs against.  See proposed 

performance measure 9.2   
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Further, there should be a recognized 

difference between fiber sourced from 

family forestland by qualified logging 

professional and an independent 

third-party certified logging 

professional (e.g. Minnesota Certified 

Master Logger). 

Specifically, SFI should develop a 

template to assess logger certification 

programs against.  See proposed 

performance measure 9.2 

The first sentence in the third 

paragraph introduces the requirement 

for Program Participants to require 

their suppliers to use the services of 

qualified professionals and trained 

loggers.  This statement should be 

revised or removed as it is not always 

possible to procure wood from a 

supplier who is employing qualified 

professionals and trained loggers.  

We have procured wood from small 

landowners who are clearing a small 

portion of land for agricultural 

purposes, home building, etc.  We 

also purchase wood from a large 

private landowner who is not certified 

and does not employ trained loggers.  

With the state of the forest industry 

and the economy, XXXXX would be 

hard pressed to convince this 

landowner of the requirement to 

provide training to loggers with 20+ 

Suggest using the word "encourage" 

vs. "require".   
1 

The use of qualified logging 

professionals  is an important 

component of the SFI fiber 

sourcing approach. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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years of experience.  

The language in this sentence is 

inconsistent with the language in 

Objective 9.   Objective 9 states, ñTo 

broaden the practice of sustainable 

forestry by encouraging forest 

landowners to utilize the services of 

forest management and harvesting 

professionalò.  This objective uses the 

word ñencourageò, while the sentence 

under Responsible Fiber Sourcing in 

the introducti on uses the word 

ñrequireò.   

The XXXXX strongly recommends that 

the proposed changes shown below 

be made in the language of this 

section of the Introduction.  Further, 

XXXXX believes that requiring 

suppliers to utilize the services of 

qualified professionals and trained 

loggers is inconsistent with the intent 

of the SFI Standard.  The role of 

Program Participants is to practice 

and promote sustainable forestry and 

work toward continuous 

improvement.  The language of 

ñrequireò is an absolute, which we 

believe will actually create an 

impediment to achieving the goal of 

continuous improvement.   

Although it is a fact that SFI Program 

Participants current source over 90% 

of their fiber needs from operations 

In North America, SFI Program 

Participants who source fiber from 

uncertified lands, must engage in 

private landowner outreach and 

logger training and encourage their 

suppliers to use the services of 

qualified professionals and trained 

loggers, and require adherence to 

best management practices that 

protect water quality on those 

uncertified lands. 

1 

The use of qualified logging 

professionals  is an important 

component of the SFI fiber 

sourcing approach. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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utilizing trained loggers, the premise 

of continual improvement doesnôt 

necessarily justify requiring this 

number to be 100%.  As 

acknowledged in the same section of 

the Introduction, less than 1% of 

family forest land in North America is 

certified and many family forest 

owners do not have the resources to 

maintain a certified forest.  This 

section also acknowledges that ñ . . . 

the lack of certification does not 

mean these forests are not well 

managedò.       

Many of these family forest owners, 

especially the owners of small 

acreages, are dedicated to conducting 

their own harvest operations.  For the 

same reasons these landowners do 

not have the resources to maintain a 

certified forest, they often do not 

have the resources to become and 

maintain the status of a trained 

logger.  XXXX believes that refusing 

to purchase logs from family forest 

landowners who conduct their own 

logging and do not have the 

resources to certify their land, will 

have a net negative impact on the 

practice of sustainable forestry.  For 

example, if a SFI Program Participant 

mills refuses to purchase wood from a 

family forest land owner, these 

individuals will be given an incentive, 
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if not forced, to sell their wood to 

non-program participants.  By ceasing 

a business relationship with the SFI 

program participant mill, these 

landowners will not have the 

continued benefit of receiving supplier 

outreach information and education 

from that program participant.  This 

will largely isolate these individuals 

and create the exact opposite affects 

of expanding the practice of 

sustainable forestry. 

In conclusion, it is XXXXX belief that 

Program Participants should continue 

to encourage, not require, their 

suppliers to use the services of 

resource professionals and trained 

loggers.  There are millions of small 

family forest landowners across North 

America that conduct responsible 

timber harvesting on their own 

property.  SFI program participant 

mills should not be forced to decline 

logs from these individuals simply 

because they prefer to do their own 

harvesting and they, unfortunately, 

do not have the re sources to maintain 

a trained logger status or certification 

on their land.  In our opinion, 

Program Participants should instead 

be judged on this objective based on 

their work towards continuous 

improvement. 
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This is another example or 

terminology confusion.  The term 

ñResponsible Fiber Sourcingò and the 

term ñfiber sourcingò are only used in 

the Principles; they are not used in 

the Objective.  As noted above, we 

recommend that only one of these 

terms be defined and used.  Also, the 

reference to ñon these landsò is not 

directly explained.   

Because procurement encourages 

elements of sustainability beyond land 

management, we suggest changing 

the end of the sentence to reflect the 

full range of actions (practices) and 

scope (wood supply area) of influence 

by procurement participant 

operations. 

Taking into consideration the forests 

of Canada and the United States are 

so productive, we recommend that 

the introduction also point to the 

importance of minimizing 

deforestation. 

We agree with the comments on land 

ownership patterns in the U.S. and 

discussion of the role of the family 

forest land owner.  However, 

immediately following this section, the 

value of certified forest content in 

products is characterized as ñhelps 

customers and consumer of forest 

products identify and give preference 

ñThrough SFIôs wood 

procurement/fiber sourcing 

requirements, the SFI program stands 

apart from other forest certification 

programs by supporting and 

promoting responsible forestry 

practices throughout the combined 

geographic reach of all the SFI 

program participantôs wood supply 

operations.ò 

 

The last sentence of last paragraph 

on page 8:  We think this should read 

"Responsible" fiber sourcing (or 

procurement)... rather than 

"Supporting" fiber sourcing.  

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with need to clarify terms.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Certified fiber sourcing and 

certified land management are 

both important components of 

the SFI Standard. 

 

 

 

Procurement changed to fiber 

sourcing throughout and fiber 

sourcing is defined. 

 

 

 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None 
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to products from well managed 

forestsò.  This seems to undermine 

the value of ñresponsible fiber 

sourcingò which accounts for ñmore 

than 50 percent of the raw material 

used by SFI Program Participants.ò  It 

is important to strengthen the  support 

of the sustainable procurement/ 

responsible fiber sourcing.  Also, we 

would suggest that there be a re -

check of the ñ50 percentòé. The most 

up-to-date number should be used. 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

Updated-60 percent. 

 

 

 

Changed ñ50ò to ñ60ò. 

Good information I would expect to 

use in public fact sheets.   
 N/A Commentary. None 

XXXXX is encouraged by this section 

and the recognition that less than 1 

percent of family forest land is 

certified.  This class of landowners 

represents a significant amount of 

forestland within the U.S. and it is 

appropriate that SFI acknowledges 

this group of landowners in the new 

standard.  XXXXX supports the basic 

principle behind the comments 

submitted by the Minnesota Logger 

Education Program / Minnesota 

Master Logger Certification program.  

SFI should recognize and make a 

distinction between fiber sourced 

from private land by ñqualified logging 

professionalsò (those with safety 

training, appropriate insurance 

licenses, etc) and ñcertified logging 

In order to make such a distinction, 

SFI could add an additional indicator 

(indicator 9.2) as well as updating the 

glossary / definition of these terms.  

(Refer to comments submitted by 

XXXXX for more details).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recognition of credible 

independent certified logger 

programs is an important 

enhancement to the Standard. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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professionalsò (those enrolled in an 

independent third-party certification 

program).  

It is in XXXXXôs best interest to have 

more ñMaster Loggersò practicing in 

MN.  The Master Logger program in 

MN is a credible and beneficial 

program.  It provides MN loggers with 

continual training, education and 

professional development 

opportunities.  XXXXX believes that 

there should be incentives and/or at a 

minimum, recognition of MN Master 

Loggers and other similar programs 

by SFI.  That said, XXXXX can not 

limit competition on XXXXX timber 

sales to a subset of loggers, as this 

would discriminate gainst smaller 

operators and loggers who are not 

able or have no interest in becoming 

ñMaster Loggerò certified.  The SFI 

standard should NOT be changed in a 

manner that would require th e use of 

ñcertified logging professionalsò on 

certified lands. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We are encouraged that this section 

recognizes that, ñToday, 10 percent 

of the worldôs forests are certified and 

in North America, while large tracts of 

public and industrial forest lands are 

certified, less than 1 percent of family 

forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. 

encourages certification of lands 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

Recognition of credible 

independent certified logger 

programs is an important 

enhancement to the Standard. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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owned by small family forest owners, 

it is also a fact that many family 

forest owners do not have the 

resources, nor do they perceive the 

need to incur the annual cost 

associated with maintaining a certified 

forest ï particularly in the case of 

those who own small acreages. In the 

United States, more than 10 million 

family forest owners account for 60 

percent of the forestland and more 

than 50 percent of the raw material 

used by SFI Program Participants. 

Today, 10 percent of the worldôs 

forests are certified and in North 

America, while large tracts of public 

and industrial forest lands are 

certified, less than 1 percent of family 

forest land is certified. While SFI Inc. 

encourages certification of lands 

owned by small family forest owners, 

it is also a fact th at many family 

forest owners do not have the 

resources, nor do they perceive the 

need to incur the annual cost 

associated with maintaining a certified 

forest ï particularly in the case of 

those who own small acreages. In the 

United States, more than 10 mil lion 

family forest owners account for 60 

percent of the forestland and more 

than 50 percent of the raw material 

used by SFI Program Participantsò. 

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

further.  We believe the SFI should 

consider formal recognition between 

SFI and independent third party 

certified logger certification programs.  

Further, there should be a recognized 

difference between fiber sourced from 

family forestland by qualified logging 

professional and an independent 

third-party certified logging 

professional (e.g. Minnesota Certified 

Master Logger). 

Specifically, SFI should develop a 

template to assess logger certification 

programs against.  See proposed 

performance measurer 9.2  

 

 

From the Forests to the Market   

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

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

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

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

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

SFI provides the market with a valuable tool to buy responsibly.  The SFI program provides a label for certified content as well as a label for fiber so urcing, see 

Annexes 1 and 2 respectively.  

Rationale for propose d change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Credibility of the standard 

The introduction  now includes a 

section on ñResponsible Fiber 

Sourcingò that describes the land 

ownership patterns in the U.S. and 

3 

 

 

Certified fiber 

sourcing and 

certified land 

management are 

None 
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recognizes the role of the family 

forest land owner.  This addition is 

appreciated.  However, immediately 

following this section, the value of 

certified forest content in products is 

characterized as ñhelps customers 

and consumer of forest products 

identify and give preference to 

products from well managed forestsò.  

This seems to undermine the value of 

ñresponsible fiber sourcingò which 

accounts for ñmore than 50 percent of 

the raw material used by SFI Program 

Participants.ò  It is important to 

strengthen the support of the 

responsible fiber sourcing.  Also, we 

would suggest that there be a re -

check of the ñ50 percentòé. Weôre 

not sure that number is updated.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

both important 

components of the 

SFI Standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Changed ñ50ò to ñ60ò. 

 

Third Party Independent Certification   

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

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

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

the Standards Council of Canada (SCC). 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Rev iew  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

Previously, SFI certificates could be 

issued without independent audits. 

Program participants can self verify. 

This appears to have been removed- 

3rd party certification (page 8) and 

 3 

SFI certificates cannot 

be issued without 

independent third party 

certification-See 2005-

2009 APQ; fiber 

None 

 

 

The same is true for the new standard 
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SFI Audit Procedures Scope 1 ( page 

44). Issues raised before as not 

covered also do not seem to be in 

current draft - SFI offers a- 

"Procurement Certificate" and a C-of-

C. The Procurement certificate 

standards have limited assurances 

associated with them. 

sourcing and chain of 

custody certificates also 

require 3rd party 

certificationðsee 2009 

Annexes 1 and 2 of the 

fiber sourcing and 

labeling documents. 

and supporting documents.  SFI 

certificates cannot be issued without 

independent third party certification.  

Documents all the benefits of SFI 

certification.   

This is where the public would look 

for this type of information, not in  the 

back of the Standard. 

Add a sentence about how the SFI 

Audit Procedures support the 

International Organization for 

Standardization ISO. 

1 Agree. 

The SFI Standard setting process, 

certification and accreditation of 

certification bodies requirements are 

consistent with guidelines published by 

the International Organization of 

Standardization (ISO).  ISO is a 

worldwide federation of national 

standards bodies. 

 

 

Emerging Themes: Bioenergy and Carbon   

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

management as well as the interests in the marketplace.  Through SFIôs continual improvement process it often builds new requirements into its standard  that 

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

carbon management and bioenergy feedstock harvesting.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additionally, sustainable forestry makes an important contribution to mitigating climate change and adapting to changing ecos ystems.  Notwithstanding the fact 
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that policy solut ions have not been solidified regarding the role of managed forests in a regulatory framework, the process of carbon sequestr ation is a natural by-

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

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

climate.   

  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Bioenergy feedstocks sounds bad. Biomass raw materials 3 

The existing term is 

technically correct 

and includes 

biomass. 

None 

There should be some language 

added to this section to address the 

fact that the science around carbon 

management is still in its infancy 

stages.  Some Program Participants 

may not have access to regional 

climate models and thus do not "have 

an opportunit y" to monitor that 

information.     

I'm not sure how to re -word this 

section other than to recognize the 

fact the science is around carbon 

management is new and the 

resources to mitigate climate change 

impacts will vary from province to 

state.   

N/A 
Commentary-no 

suggested change. 
None 

Climate change, carbon management, 

and bioenergy feedstock harvesting 

are all very new emerging issues.  

The science behind, and related to, 

these issues is still being developed 

and is rapidly evolving every day.  

The XXXXX believes that these topics 

are still too new and the science and 

knowledge base still too undeveloped 

for them to be included in the 2010 -

2014 SFI Standard.  

The XXXXX proposes that all language 

and references related to bioenergy, 

climate change, and carbon 

sequestration be removed from the 

2010-2014 Standard. 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

Agreement that 

more clarity is 

needed with the 

language around 

carbon and climate 

change and 

bioenergy.  

However, it is 

important that the 

SFI Standard 

remain relevant and 

it cannot be silent 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 
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The draft standard does temper these 

new provisions by the recognizing 

that these issues belong to an 

emerging science and that regulatory 

frameworks for the role of managed 

forests for carbon management is 

evolving.  However, this recognition 

forces the question of whether these 

issues should be included in the new 

standard until the science and 

regulatory framework is more firmly 

developed.      

on these important 

emerging issues. 

 

Agro-forestry needs to be defined in 

the standard. 

Agro-forestry needs to be defined in 

the standard. 
1 

Removed term from 

the standard 

therefore no 

definition is 

needed. 

Removed ñagroforestryò. 

Include biomass utilization in 

bioenergy feedstock discussion.  This 

is a broader term that is unrelated to 

the end use.  Include biomass 

utilization in definitions.  

Biomass production is not a new 

concept from managed forests, 

however there is a growing interest in 

biomass from forests to be used as 

bioenergy feedstock given 

government policeis and positions to 

promote renewable energy. 

1 

Agreement that 

more clarity is 

needed on 

bioenergy 

language. 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Use this space to propose 

any new l anguage for the 

Introduction:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

TOC 

Rationale 

The Table of Content section 

label ñFiber Sourcing Objectivesò 

1 
See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 Standard. 
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does not match the label on page 

22, Objectives for Procurement. 

Also the section label ñLand 

Management and Fiber Sourcing 

Objectivesò does not match page 

25, Objectives for Forest 

Management and Procurement 

Proposed 

Objectives for Procurement 

Objectives for Forest 

Management and Procurement 

 

Principles for Sustainable forestry  

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

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

Participantsô belief that forest landowners have an important stewardship responsibility and a commitment to society, and they recognize the importance of 

maintaining viable commercial, family forest, and conservation forestland bases. In keeping with this responsibility, Program Participants shall have a  written 

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

1. Sustainable Forestry 

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

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

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

Rational e for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

1. Sustainable Forestry: This is a run 

on sentence that could be slightly 

rephrased to make it more 

understandable.  ñEcosystem 

servicesò and ñcarbonò are not 

defined. 

1. Sustainable Forestry:  Re-word the 

last phrase as follows: ñ...ecosystem 

services, such as the conservation of 

soil, air and water quality, carbon 

cycling and sequestration, biological 

diversity, wildlife and aquatic habitat, 

recreation, and aesthetics.ò 

1 
Agree that clarity is 

needed. 
Added definition of ecosystem services. 
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It is important that confusion does 

not exist between language contained 

in the "Introduction" and language 

within the Standard itself.  We believe 

that the Introdu ction is not 

ñauditableò, whereas the Principles, 

Objectives, Performance Measures, 

and Indicators are auditable.   

Ecosystem services should be defined 

 

Reference to ñcarbonò in this principle 

is too vague.  What sustainable 

forestry ensures is carbon 

sequestration. 

Suggest leading this section on 

Principles for Sustainable Forestry 

with a header that reads ñ2010ï2014 

SFI Standardò. 

 

éand ecosystem services with the 

conservation of soil, air and water 

quality, carbon sequestration, 

biological diversityé 

 

ecosystem services - components of 

nature, directly enjoyed, consumed, 

or used to yield human well -being 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

3 

 

Agree that clarity is 

needed. 

 

 

 

 

Agree that clarity is 

needed. 

 

Reference to 

carbon is 

appropriate and 

more 

encompassing. 

 

Added ñnormativeò and ñinformativeò as 

appropriate. 

 

 

 

 

Added definition of ecosystem services. 

 

 

None. 

 

There is a bit of redundancy added to 

this principle with the part ña land 

stewardship ethic that integrates 

reforestation and the managing, 

growing, nurturing...ò  Does the term 

ñreforestationò not encompass 

managing, growing, and nurturing?  

As already noted in the introduction 

section of the Standard, carbon 

management is still in its infancy 

stages.  Thus, I think the term 

ñcarbonò should be removed from this 

principle. 

I would suggest re -wording the 

principle to say ñTo practice 

sustainable forestry to maintain and 

enhance the long-term health of 

forest ecosystems for the benefit of 

all living things while providing 

environmental, economic, social, and 

cultural opportunities for present and 

future generationsò.  The term forest 

ecosystems in my proposed principle 

can imply carbon management, 

biological diversity, etc.   

3 

 

 

 

 

Longstanding 

definition; proposed 

wording does not 

improve clarity. 

Reference to 

carbon is 

appropriate. 

 

 

 

 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

Definition could be better stated with 

the recognition that the latter part of 

To practice sustainable forestry to 

meet the needs of the present 
1 Agree that clarity is Added definition of ecosystem services. 
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definition summarizes several key 

ecosystem services. 

without compromising the ab ility of 

future generations to meet their own 

needs by practicing a land 

stewardship ethic that integrates 

reforestation and the managing, 

growing, nurturing, and harvesting of 

trees for useful products with the 

maintenance of forest ecosystem 

services such as the conservation of 

soil, air and water quality, carbon 

sequestration, biological diversity, 

wildlife and aquatic habitat, 

recreation, and aesthetics. 

needed. 

 

 

 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

 

Please define the term "ecosystem 

services" in the glossary 
 1 Agree. 

Added definition of ecosystem services. 

 

"ecosystem services" is an undefined 

term that seems redundant (as I 

define it) with the remainder of the 

sentence.  I suggest it either be 

removed or at least defined in the 

definitions. 

....a land stewardship ethic that 

integrates reforestation and the 

managing, growing, nurturing, and 

harvesting of trees for useful products 

with the donservation of soil, air and 

water wuality, cargon, biologicall 

diversity, wildlife and aquatic habitat, 

recreation and aesthetics. 

1 Agree. 
Added definition of ecosystem services. 

 

In order for future generations to 

meet their own needs there must be 

forests.  Nothing in SFI standards 

rewards or promotes creating new 

lands into forest uses or keeping 

existing forests in forest land uses. 

Program Participants both support 

sustainable forestry practices on 

forestland they manage and promote 

it on other lands. Moreover, Program 

Participants support efforts to protect 

forests and encourage forests as the 

most desireable land use. 

3 
See Objective 17, 

indicator 4. 
None 
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2. Forest Productivity and Health 

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

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

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

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Some forest damaging agents are 

beyond the capability of participants 

to manage to protect the forest. 

Mountain pine beetle and large forest 

fire event sare examples. 

In addition, within the ability of the 

participant to influence, to protect...  
3 

It is understood 

that program 

participants (PPs) 

are not responsible 

for thing s beyond 

their control.  

None 

I suggest removing the term 

ñdiseaseò as it is redundant to list if 

after ñpestò as the definition of a 

forest pest includes insects, tree 

diseases, and noxious fungi.   

 3 
Current wording is 

preferred. 
None 

I like the proposed language.  N/A Commentary None 

 

To provide for regeneration after 

harvest and maintain the productive 

capacity of the forestland base and to 

protect and maintain long -term forest 

and soil productivity. In addition, to 

protect forests from economically or 

environmentally undesirable levels of 

conversion to non-forest uses, 

wildfire, pests, diseases, and other 

damaging agents and thus maintain 

and improve long-term forest health 

and productivity.  

3 

Suggested addition 

regarding 

conversion is 

addressed in 

17.1.4. 

None 
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invasives should be included as a 

factor in determining forest health.  

add ñinvasive plant and animal 

speciesò after ñpests, diseases,ò  
1 Agree. Added:  ñinvasive exotic plants and animalsò. 

 

3. Protection of Water Resources 

To protect water bodies and riparian zones and to conform with best management practices to protect water quality.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or 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 qual ity.  

3 
Not appropriate for 

principles. 
None 

part of this principle is a strategy to 

achieve the principle. 

To protect water bodies and riparian 

zones. remove and to conform with 

BMPs to protect water quality. 

3 
Emphasis on BMPs 

is intentional.  
None 

The phrase ñto conform with best 

management practicesò is an indicator 

of the protection of water resources, 

not a principle.  Objective 3 begins 

ñTo protect water quality...ò and as a 

principle, the language in this section 

should be broad in context.  

Sustain the quality of forest water 

resources. 
3 

Prefer current 

language. 
None 

consider using adhere instead of 

"conform".  Each state has differnent 

BMPs.  We we feel "Conform" is a 

better term.   

We we feel "Conform" is a better 

term.   
1 

Conform is the term 

used. 
None 

I don't believe it is necessary to 

elevate BMPs to the Principle level.  I 

don't beleive that conforming with 

just any water quality BMP is part of 

To protect water bodies and riparian 

zones. 
3 

Emphasis on BMPs 

is intentional.  
None 
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the vision of forest sustainability.  It is 

more appropriate to leave BMPs as an 

objective (goal).   They are a possible 

means to an end (water quality) not 

the end.  Otherwise, why would be 

monitoring their effectiveness.  

 

4. Protection of Biological Diversity 

To manage forests in ways that protects and promotes the diversity of wildlife habitats, forest types and ecological or natural commu nity types.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Langu age:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

ñProtects and promotesò are open to 

interpretation.  

Utilize ñmaintains or enhancesò in 

place of ñprotects and promotesò. 
3 

Supporting 

objectives, 

performance 

measures and 

indicators clearly 

indicate intent.  

None 

Recommend revised language to stay 

consistent with wording in Objectives 

Section and throughout Standard 

To manage forests in ways that 

protects and promotes the 

conservation of biological and habitat 

diversity. 

1 
Agree changes are 

needed in structure.  

None To manage forests in ways that 

protects and promotes biological diversity 

including animal and plant species, wildlife 

habitats, and ecological or natural 

community types. 

While we appreciate the practicality of 

managing for habitat  as a proxy for 

species, we would caution that an 

overemphasis on habitat diversity 

may have the unintended 

consequence of selecting for edge 

species, smaller range species, etc. 

Species diversity at larger scales and 

Recommend that the principle include 

promoting the diversity of species 

(including plants).   

1 

Agree that 

clarification was 

needed and 

therefore added 

plant species. 

To manage forests in ways that protects and 

promotes biological diversity including animal 

and plant species, wildlife habitats,  and 

ecological or natural community types. 
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species requiring broad ranges may 

not benefit from the heterogeneity 

resulting from managing for habitat 

diversity.   While the commitment to 

biological diversity, including species, 

is clarified at the level of the indicator 

(#1, p. 19) it is not reflected in the 

relevant Principle or Objective.  

Recommend editing Principle and 

Objective to be more inclusive. 

 grammatical in nature 

 To manage forests in ways that 

protect and promote the diversity of 

wildlife habitats, forest types and 

ecological or natural community 

types.  

1 
Agree changes are 

needed in structure. 

To manage forests in ways that protects and 

promotes biological diversity including animal 

and plant species, wildlife habitats,  and 

ecological or natural community types.  

 

OK  N/A Commentary. None 

 

 

 

5. Aesthetics and Recreation 

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

Rat ionale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Visual impacts are affected by more 

than just harvest operations  

To manage the visual impact of forest 

operations and to provide recreation 

opportunities for communities.  

1 Agree. 

To manage the visual impact of forest 

operations, and to provide recreation 

opportunities for communities.  

XXXXX supports the addition of this 

new principle, as this 

supports/recognizes multiple use and 

 N/A Commentary. None 
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fits with the miss ion of public land 

management agencies.  It is 

appropriate that the SFI standard 

address this issue surrounding forest 

/ resource management. 

Need to clarify how the community is 

to have a recreational opportuity as 

well as expand this to include cutural 

and social aesthetics which are more 

than merely visual.  Hunting and 

fishing uses require access 

To manage the visual impact of 

harvesting and to provide access for 

forests for cultural, and recreation 

opportunities for communities.  

3 

Providing access is 

part of the 

objective and 

associated 

performance 

measure. 

None 

 

6. Protection of Special Sites  

To manage forests and lands of special significance (biologically, geologically, historically or culturally important) in a m anner that p rotects their integrity and 

takes into account their unique qualities.    

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

ñIntegrityò is not defined. 

Utilize ñmaintains, restores, or 

enhances their unique qualitiesò in 

place of ñprotects their integrity and 

takes into account their unique 

qualitiesò. 

3 

Preference is for 

the current 

language. 

None 

The supporting statement of 

Protection of special sites lacks an 

adjective with the words biologically, 

geologically and historically.  

Culturally important is a defined term, 

and as such ñimportantò does not 

further define the first three terms.  

The term ñbiologicallyò has been 

replaced with ñecologicallyò in 

ñTo manage forest and lands of 

special significance (ecologically or 

geologically unique or culturally 

important) in a manner that protects 

their integrity and takes into account 

their unique qualities.ò 

1 

 

Agree changes are 

needed for 

consistency. 

To manage forests and lands of special 

significance (ecologically, geologically, or 

culturally important ) in a manner that 

protects their integrity and takes into 

account their unique qualities 
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Objective 6 and in the definition of 

Special Sites, and should be changed 

to ñecologicallyò in this principle for 

clarity.  In addition, ñhistoricalò sites 

are included in the definition of 

culturally important... Its use is 

duplicative in the Principle and should 

be deleted.   

Good revision  N/A Commentary. None 

Given narrow access rights by public 

difficult to imagine what good a 

cultural site would be without access 

to it by the specific population.  

To manage forests and lands of 

special significance (biologically, 

geologically, historically or culturally 

important) in a manner that protects 

their integrity and takes into account 

their unique qualities inclduing 

providing access. 

3 

Access may not be 

appropriate in all 

cases. 

None 

 

7. Responsible Procurement Practices in North America 

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

socially responsible. 

Rationale for p roposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

Little easier reading. 

To use and promote sustainable 

forestry practices that are both 

scientifically credible and economicall, 

environmentally, and socially 

responsible among other forest 

landowners. 

1 Professional editor to review. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

Concern: Principle 7 addresses 

responsible procurement practices in 

Recommendation (Principle 7): ñTo 

use and promote among other forest 
3 Principles 7 is specific to the U.S. 

and Canada intentionally so.  
None 
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North America while Principle 8 

addresses them outside of North 

America.  These two Principles should 

be written in a manner which is more 

congruent. 

landowners sustainable forestry 

practices that are both scientifically 

credible and economically, 

environmentally, and socially 

responsible, and to avoid wood fiber 

from illegally logged forests. 

Principle 8 is directed to off shore 

fiber sourcing where illegal 

logging is more of a concern. 

The text of the principle is identical to 

current principle 2.  Since it now 

focuses on procurement (fiber 

sourcing), and since sustainable 

forestry on participantsô lands is 

addressed in every other principle, 

the words ñuse andò should be 

deleted. 

 3 
Emphasis is still intended on use 

and promotion. 
None 

 

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

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

laws. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

Concern: Principle 7 addresses 

responsible procurement practices in 

North America while Principle 8 

addresses them outside of North 

America.  These two Principles should 

be written in a manner which is more 

congruent. 

Also, it is unclear what is meant by 

ñeffective social laws.ò 

Recommendation (Principle 8): ñTo 

avoid wood fiber from illegally logged 

forests when procuring fiber outside 

of North America.ò 

3 

Principles 7 is specific to the U.S. 

and Canada intentionally so.  

Principle 8 is directed to off 

shore fiber sourcing where illegal 

logging is more of a concern. 

None 

The language in Principle 8 should ñSustainable Forestry Practices for 3 Principles 7 is specific to the U.S. None 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Inc.                                                          December 31, 2009                          42 

 

include language from Principle 7, 

with the inclusion of ñoff shoreò 

Procurement/Fiber Sourcing Off-Shore 

of North America.  Ensure that 

procurement/fiber sourcing from 

outside North America precludes 

wood from controversial sources 

including illegal logging and from 

sources without effective social 

standards.ò 

and Canada intentionally so.  

Principle 8 is directed to off 

shore fiber sourcing where illegal 

logging is more of a concern. 

This seems tricky since the US does 

not have effective social laws. 
 N/A 

Commentary-no suggested 

change. 
None 

 

10. Research 

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

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

Genetically modified trees were raised 

as an issue before but not covered in 

the current draft  

 3 

No suggested change.  Forest Tree 

biotechnology definition added; 

genetically engineered trees are not 

being deployed commercially in the 

US or Canada; GE trees addressed 

in research requirements in 15.1.2. 

None 

This principle duplicates the language 

of the objective, and focuses on 

ñsupportò rather than the 

advancement of science.   

To contribute to advances in 

sustainable forest management 

through research that supports the 

development of science and 

technology. 

3 Current language is preferred. None 

 

12. Public Involvement 

To broaden the practice of sustainable forestry on public lands through community involvement.  
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Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or 

Proposed New 

Language  

In essence are we saying broaden SFI 

certification on public lands?  The 

definition in the Standard of "public 

land" is land enrolled in the SFI 

program, so why do we need to 

broaden the practice of sustainable 

forestry on SFI certified public lands?  

Coming from a certified public lands 

organization, what would this mean 

to us?   

 

N/A 

 

 

 

Commentary.  The goal is to broaden 

sustainable forestry on public lands 

through the SFI program.  The definition 

of public land in the standard has the 

ñenrolled in the SFIò to denote the 

requirements in Objective 18 are for those 

public lands that are enrolled in the SFI 

program that program participants have 

some management responsibilities forð

versus sourcing fiber from public lands not 

enrolled in the SFI program that program 

participants have no control over.  

None 

Involvement would be more 

meaningful if access was included 

To broaden the practice of 

sustainable forestry on public lands 

through community involvement and 

access 

3 

Program participants may have little or no 

control on providing access on publicly 

owned lands. 

None 

 

14. Continual Improvement  

To continually improve t he practice of forest management and also to monitor, measure and report performance in achieving the commitment to sustainab le 

forestry. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Langu age:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

 
Keeping forests in forest land uses is 

critical for long term sustainability  
N/A 

Commentary-no 

proposed change-

indicator 17.1.4 is 

focused on 

maintaining forests 

as forests. 

None 
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Use this space to propose 

any new Principles:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

the current standards permit land 

owners to sell off their forest 

land or convert theri forest land 

and as long as they mange what 

they have left by the existing 

standards then they can claim 

sustainability which it isn't  

N/A 

Commentary.  No proposed change. 

 

The SFI Standard is a forest management standard that applies to forestland enrolled in the SFI program.  

The standard cannot govern an organizationôs operational policies in regards to land sales and acquisitions 

and does not make any claims in regards to these issues.  The SFI Standard attests to the management of 

the forest land while it is enrolled in the program ðit provides a certification of well -managed forests.  The 

Standard does not ñcertifyò the overall environmental or social profile of an organization.   

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

 SFI Standard land management objectives 1ï7 provide measures for evaluating Program Participantsô compliance with the SFI Standard on forestlands they own 

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

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

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

SFI Standard fiber sourcing objectives 8-13 provides measures for evaluating Program Participantsô compliance with the SFI Standard through their procurement 

programs.   

SFI Standard land management and fiber sourcing objectives 14-20 provide measures for evaluating all Program Participantsô compliance with the SFI Standard 

for research, training, legal compliance, public and landowner involvement, management r eview, and continual improvement.   

A summary of SFI Standard Objectives follows:    

Objective 1 . Forest Management Planning  

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

available.    

Objective 2 . Forest Productivity 

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

and other measures.   

Objective 3 . Protection and Maintenance of Water Resources 

To protect water quality in streams, lakes, and other water bodies.   
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Objective 4.  Conservation of Biological Diversity including Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value 

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

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

Objective 5 . Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits.   

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

Objective 6 .  Protection of Special Sites.   

To manage Program Participant lands that are ecologically, geologically, historically, or culturally important in a manner that recognizes their special qualities.   

Objective 7 . Efficient Use of Forest Resources.   

To promote the efficient use of forest resources.    

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

Objective 9 .  Use of Forest Management and Harvesting Professionals.   

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

Objective 10 .  Adherence to Best Management Practices.   

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

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

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

Objective 12 . Avoidance of Controversial Sources including Illegal Logging.  

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

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

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

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

Object ive 15 . Forestry Research, Science, and Technology.   

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

Objective 16 . Training and Education.  
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To improve the practice of sustainable forest management by resource professionals, wood producers, and contractors through appropriate training and education 

programs.   

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

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

publicly report progress.   

Objective 18 :  Public Land Management Responsibilities.  

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

Objective 19 .  Communications and Public Reporting.   

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

Objective 20 . Management Review and Continual Improvement.  

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

sustainable forestry.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Pro posed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Useful expanation of the structure of 

the standard.  The expansion of the 

number of Objectives is also 

warranted.  No changes proposed. 

 N/A Commentary. None 

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.  
1 Agree. 

Compliance with applicable federal, 

provincial, state, and local laws and 

regulations.  

 

Objective 2: The insertion of the term 

ñcarbon managementò in the 

objective statement is related to a 

new concern about carbon and 

climate change. This term is not 

necessary in the objective because 

Delete the term ñcarbon 

managementò in Objective 2. 
1 

Agree with need for 

clarity. 
Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 
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ensuring long term forest productivity 

and conservation of forest resourcesé 

accomplishes carbon management as 

a by product. Stating it explicitly in 

the objective seems to be placing 

more emphasis than may be 

warranted on carbon management. 

Please continue to take seriously the 

downstream consequences of making 

changes to the standard.  Although 

many of the proposed changes are 

not material in and of themselves, the 

structural changes proposed are 

significant and the amount of work 

involved in updating procedural 

manuals, evidence files, etc. for all 

participants involved is a staggering 

economic burden during extremely 

tough economic times.  Consider 

carefully the economic ramifications 

SFI participants incur to implement 

these changes so as not to create an 

economic disadvantage in relation to 

other certification programs.  

Objective 9 - Forest management and 

harvesting professionals are not 

defined terms.  Suggest replacing 

with defined terms such as qualified 

logging professionals and qualified 

resource professionals 

 

Objective 11 - the title for over -

emphasizes promoting conservation 

Objective 9. Use of Qualified Logging 

and Qualified Resource Professionals.  

To broaden the practice of 

sustainable forestry by encouraging 

forest landowners to util ize the 

services of qualified logging and 

qualified resource professionals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objective 11.  Promote Conservation 

of Biological Diversity. 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

Agree with to use 

existing defined 

terms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with concept-

rewrite objective.  

 

 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 
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of biodiversity hotspots and major 

tropical wilderness areas, beyond that 

which is proposed in the revised 

indicators. 

Objective 15 - Demonstrating that a 

Program Participant has ñimprovedò 

research, etc is very difficult.  

 

Objective 15. Forestry Research, 

Science, and Technology.  To support 

forestry research, science, and 

technology, upon which sustainable 

forest management decisions are 

based. 

 

 

1 

 

 

Agree. 

 

 

 

Changed to ñsupportò. 

 

The phrase "carbon management" in 

Objective 2 is to product specific and 

market based.  It should not be 

included in the summary for this 

objective. One could make the 

argument that if carbon management 

is included then non-traditional forest 

products should also be included. 

To ensure long-term forest 

productivity and conservation of 

forest resources through prompt 

reforestation, soil conservation, 

afforestation, and other measures. 

1 
Agree with need for 

clarity. 
Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

Three recommended changes for 

clarity and consistency 

In preamble that starts with "SFI 

Standard land management 

objectives 1-7...".  Recommend use of 

word "conservation" instead of word 

"protection" for consistency. 

Objective 2.  Remove phrase ñcarbon 

managementò from the objective as 

the meaning and intent of that phrase 

are unclear 

Objective 11.  Suggest inclusion of 

word "international" to read "Promote 

international conservation of 

biological...."  

 

3 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

3 

 

Protection is the 

appropriate term.  

 

Agree that clarity is 

needed. 

 

International as 

modifier is not 

necessary. 

None 

 

Changed to carbon storage 

 

None 

Objective 4.  While we appreciate the 

practicality of managing for habitat as 

a proxy for species, we would caution 

Recommend editing Principle and 

Objective to be more inclusive. 
1 

This issue is 

addressed through 

the combination of 

 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 
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that an overemphasis on habitat 

diversity may have the unintended 

consequence of selecting for edge 

species, smaller range species, etc. 

Species diversity at larger scales and 

species requiring broad ranges may 

not benefit f rom the heterogeneity 

resulting from managing for habitat 

diversity.   While the commitment to 

biological diversity, including species 

is clarified at the level of the indicator 

(#1, p. 19) it is not reflected in the 

relevant Principle or Objective.   

indicators 4.1.5, 

4.1.6 and most 

directly, 17.1.5.   

Standard to Objectives 4 and 17. 

 

Objective 2:  The term ñcarbon 

managementò needs to be defined in 

the glossary of the Standard.   

Objective 4:  I admit that Iôm not a 

big fan of the new term ñForests with 

Exceptional Valueò however; as it is 

clearly defined in the glossary I do 

not see it being an issue with 

implementation.  However, if you 

have added this new term to increase 

credibility of the SFI Standard with its 

management of critically imperiled, 

imperiled species and communities 

then be prepared to face some 

scrutiny from SFI critics and FSC fans.  

For example, the FSC British Columbia 

Standard uses a similar term called 

ñHigh Conservation Value Forestsò.  

In their glossary, they actually define 

attributes which would make up a 

Included in my rationale for proposed 

change. 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

Agree that clarity is 

needed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree that clarity is 

needed. 

 

 

 

 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See changes in new SFI 2010-2014 Standard 

for Forests with Exceptional Value (FECV) 

definition.  
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high conservation value forest.  It 

would have been nice to see 

something like that in the SFI 

Standard versus creating a term (or 

borrowing it from NatureServe) for 

what Program Participants are already 

doing.   

Objective 5:  Suggest removing the 

ñMaintenanceò and replace with 

ñManagementò.  How can we as 

forest managers actually maintain 

visual quality while altering the 

landscape through harvest activities?  

What we are actually doing (as least 

here in BC) is trying to manage the 

visual impact of our activities.  Thus, 

we are not maintaining the current 

visual quality of an area but 

managing for visual quality following 

an activity.   

Objective 10:  The current definition 

with this new objective implies that a 

forest manager would only employ 

best management practices to protect 

water quality which is not the case.  

Best management practices are also 

employed to protect forest 

productivity (for example, season of 

harvest can limit soil disturbance 

which can have a huge impact on 

forest productivity).  Thus, I suggest 

changing the definition for this 

objective to state ñTo broaden the 

practice of sustainable forestry 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BMPs for water 

quality are the 

focus here. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Changed to management. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None 
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through the use of Best Management 

Practices to protect forest productivity 

and water quality.ò 

Please continue to take seriously the 

downstream consequences of making 

changes to the standard.  Although 

many of the proposed changes are 

not material in and of themselves, the 

amount of work involved in updating 

procedural manuals, evidence files, 

etc. for all participants involved is a 

staggering economic burden during 

extremely tough economic times.  

Consider carefully the economic 

ramifications SFI participants incur to 

implement these changes so as not to 

create an economic disadvantage in 

relation to other certification 

programs.  

Regarding the reorganization of the 

principles, objectives, performance 

measures, and indicators - the 

shuffling of the Objectives, 

Performance Measures and Indicators 

is disruptive to the development and 

continuous improvement of individual 

program systems. The result is a 

penalization of the better, more 

sophisticated systems due to having 

to completely reorganize, number and 

cross-reference the individual 

participantôs system.  It would more 

helpful to develop a method by which 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

 

 

Commentary-no 

suggested changes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Changes to the 

Standard are 

necessary for 

improvements and 

are only made if 

they satisfy the 

review criteria 

noted at the 

beginning of this 

document. 

 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None 
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additions and changes to the 

Standard could simply be added to 

the end of each Objective, 

Performance Measure and Indicators 

to allow individual programs to build 

upon their existing system. This 

would promote continuous 

improvement and allow individual 

programs to continue to excel rather 

than essentially starting over every 

five (or three) years.  

 The phrase ñcarbon managementò is 

vague. Its intent should be better 

defined before being placed in the 

standard.  

 1 
Agree clarity is 

needed. 
Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

All three introductions improperly use 

the word ñcompliance.ò  The term of 

art describing adherence to the SFI 

Standard, or any standard, is 

ñconformance.ò 

ñSFI Standard fiber sourcing 

objectives 8-13éò: 

The introduction of this section can 

be expanded to hold similar content 

as the introduction to objectives 1 -7, 

and supporting language for 

procurement should be added. 

ñobjective 8-13 provides measures for 

evaluating Program Participantôs 

conformance to the SFI Standard 

through the operations they control 

and/or inform while purchasing and 

harvesting wood from the forest.  

Through these objectives Program 

Participants inform and encourage 

landowners, loggers and forestry 

contractors to implement sustainable 

forestry practices.ò 

1 

 

 

3 

Agree. 

 

 

Additional language 

is not necessary. 

Changed to conformance throughout. 

 

 

None 

Objective 5 could be better stated as 

outlined below.   The addition of 

recreation needs to be recognized in 

the Objective as well. 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual 

Quality and Recreational Benefits.  

To manage the visual impact of forest 

operations and provide recreational 

1 Agree with concept. 

Objective 5. Management of Visual Quality 

and Recreational Benefits.   

To manage the visual impact of forest 

operations and provide recreational 
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opportunities for the public.  opportunities for the public.  

OBJ 9, above.  The term" Forest 

Management and Harvesting 

Professionals" is undefined.  Why not 

use one of the current 3 terms we 

already have like" Qualified Resource 

and Logging Professional"? 

Also, Since this is in procurement's 

OBJ. 9, it is not covered/required for 

the landowning SFI Participants.  It 

Must be required for them too.  

 

1 

 

 

1 

Agree. 

 

 

Agree. 

 

 

 

Use terms already defined. 

 

 

added new indicator 16.1.5 

 

5. Forestry enterprises shall have a program 

for the use of certified logging professionals 

and qualified logging professionals. 

Obj. 7 does not follow the same 

pattern as other objectives.  

 

Obj. 7:  To promote the efficient use 

of forest resources by fully ut ilizing 

forest products and encouraging the 

use of forest biomass as a renewable 

source of fuel. 

Obj. 14:  add two words -- To ensure 

compliance with applicable federal, 

provincial, etc. . .  

3 

 

 

1 

Additional language 

not necessary. 

 

 

Agree. 

None 

 

 

Changed to ñCompliance withò. 

Objective 5 now includes recreation.  

While multiple use recreation is 

something that we support, I do not 

necessarily agree that it should be at 

the objective level for sustainable 

forest management.  However, if we 

are going to place it here the 

description should not ignore it.  

Objective 5-To manage the visual and 

recreational impact of harvesting and 

other forest operations.  

 

Objective 12-13 Avoidance of 

Controversial Sources a) Illegal 

Logging b) Areas without effective 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

Agree with concept. 

 

 

These will be left 

separately for 

added emphasis on 

 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

 

 

None 
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Objectives 12/13- These have similar 

indicators and should be combined. 

Objective 17-Community involvement 

should be defined more distinctly.  

"encouraging the public and forestry 

community to participate" c ould imply 

mandatory stakeholder process like 

FSC.  I still prefer broaden the 

practice. 

social laws 

 

Objective 17 Broaden the practice of 

sustainable forestry 

3 

 

 

 

3 

 

these key 

objectives. 

 

The indicators 

appropriately define 

the actions that are 

to required. 

 

 

 

None 

XXXXX suggests that SFI clarify if 

Objectives 8-13 ONLY apply to 

procurement companies, or if these 

also apply to land managers.  

Although the introduction languag e 

seems to state that these apply only 

to procurement operations, some of 

the performance measures and 

indicators could apply to both land 

managers and procurement 

operations.  Please clarify this either 

in the introduction to these objectives 

or in the pe rformance measures / 

indicators. 

 1 Agree. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

 

 

Objective 2. Forest Productivity  

To ensure long-term forest 

productivity, carbon management, 

and conservation of forest resources 

through prompt reforestation, s oil 

conservation, afforestation, 

maintenance of forest in forest land 

uses, and other measures. 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed new 

language on 

maintenance of 

forestlands is 

already addressed 

in 17.1.4. 

 

 

None 
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Quality and Recreational Benefits.  

To manage the visual impact of 

harvesting and enhance recreational 

opportunties other for est operations.  

Objective 14. Legal and Regulatory 

Compliance. Compliance with 

applicable internaational conventions, 

federal, provincial, state, and local 

laws and regulations.  

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with concept. 

 

 

 

 

Added new indicator 14.2.2. 

2. Forestry enterprises will respect the rights 

of workers and labor representatives in a 

manner that encompasses the intent of 

the International Labor Organization 

(ILO) core conventions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Use this space to propose 

any new Objectives:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

I do not have any new Objectives 

to propose but I would suggest 

that list of Objectives  is given in 

sections like the table of contents 

i.e land management, fiber 

sourcing (procurement), etc.  

1 List of Objectives will be in the TOC 

 

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

the use of the best scientific information available.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revis ed or 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. 

 N/A Commentary. None 
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It is unclear how sustainable harvest 

levels by management unit and/or 

forest type are not appropriate for all 

forest types in all situations.  To come 

up with accurate sustained yield 

levels, one needs to remove areas 

that reduce potential harvest levels 

(FECVs, riparian areas, special sites).  

If you donôt remove these, over-

cutting within a given forest type or 

for an entire management unit could 

occur. The current language around 

ñlong-termò in the standard/glossary 

leaves it open to harvest more than 

growth over a rotation or longer - this 

is one of the fundamental s of 

sustainable forestry. 

 1 

The SFI Standard language on 

sustainable harvest levels is 

stronger that this suggested 

focus on sustained yield.  

Sustainable harvest levels can 

also fluctuate over an entire 

ownership over time.    

Nonetheless, an additional 

change to 1.1.g was made to 

emphasize that sustainable 

harvest levels are calculated 

using only areas available for 

harvest. 

1.1.g. recommended sustainable 

harvest levels for areas available 

for harvest;  

 

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

with appropriate growth -and-yield models. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Propos ed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed 

New Language  

Concerned that "forest management 

plans" needs to be defined or the PM 

only refer to "forest management 

planning". In BC, harvest levels on 

public lands are determined through 

management unit "Timber Supply 

Reviews" followed by BC Chief 

Forester AAC determinations. Our 

SFMPs, which may be construed as 

"forest management plans", do not 

Define "forest management plans" 

broadly or refer to "forest 

management planning" only.  

3 

In this example, the SFMPs would 

refer to the AAC determinations 

made by the BC Chief Forester. 

None 
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specify long term harvest levels. 

As presently written, the spatial scale 

is not defined. A spatial framework is 

needed, so that within an HUC of an 

appropriate size a watershed canôt be 

absorbed in a larger landholding. For 

example, consider a 250,000-acre 

watershed, where the total ownership 

of a company of 80,000 acres has 

been harvested to the point where 

little additional harvest can occur for 

another 30-40 years or longer. But, 

because this only represents 7% of 

the companyôs ownership within the 

state, it can get hidden within the 

larger ownership, and still meet the 

sustainability requirement. In 

addition, ñlong-termò needs to be 

defined in the context of a T IMO type 

ownership discussed above.  

 3 

Program Participants are required to 

comply with all portions of the SFI 

Standard relevant to their 

operations, taking into account their 

local conditions and circumstances 

and the scope and scale of their 

operations.  This requirement, as 

stated in the Introduction to the 

Standard, is intended to address 

spatial scale.  It is necessary to be 

broad in this requirement because 

there are a wide variety of Program 

Participants ranging from small 

landowners to the largest forest 

landowners in NA.  Third-party 

audits review this issue and will 

result in a non-conformance if not 

appropriately addressed. 

None 

 

Indicators:  

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

    a.   a long term resources analysis   

    b.   a periodic or ongoing forest inventory;   

    c.   a land classification system;   

    d.   soils inventory and maps, where available;   

    e.   access to growth-and-yield modeling  

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



Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Inc.                                                          December 31, 2009                          58 

 

    g.   recommended sustainable harvest levels for conventional, and where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting; and    

    h.   a review of nontimber issues (e.g., pilot projects and economic incen tive programs to promote water protection, carbon  

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

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

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

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

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

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

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed 

New Language  

#1G Replace Bioenergy feedstock 

with Biomass raw material 

#1C Land classification should 

indicate forest lands inteneded for 

real estate devlopment, these should 

not contribute growth to harvest 

planning 

#2 Does not ensure implementation 

of harvests are consistent with 

planned harvest levels and 

classification 

#1C a land classification system that 

quantifies productivity and land use 

(working forest or development)  

#2 Harvest level implementation and 

documentation of annual harvest 

consistent with sustainable forest 

management plan. 

3 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

Bioenergy feedstock harvesting is 

the correct term.  Biomass is 

included in the definition.  

 

Not appropriate for the standard.  

The SFI Standard is a forest 

management standard that applies 

to forestland enrolled in the SFI 

program and attests to the 

management of that forestland while 

it is enrolled.   

 

All activities are documented and 

audited.  However, additional 

changes were made to further 

emphasize this. 

 

None 

 

 

 

 

None 

 

 

 

See changes made to 1.1.g. 

and 1.2 for additional clarity 

that sustainable harvests 

levels are required and 

documentation is required. 

Not sure "climate induced ecosystem h. ... carbon storage, bioenergy 1 Agree clarity is needed. See changes in the new SFI 
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change" is a parallel concept in h. feedstock product, or biological 

diversity conservation, or to address 

climate induced ecosystem change." 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

g. In BC "conventional" harvesting 

refers to ground-based mechanized 

harvest systems (as opposed to cable, 

heli, etc).  

Define "conventional" 
 

1 

Agree clarity is needed on bioenergy 

vs. conventional harvesting language 

as used throughout the standard.  

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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Indicator 3 is redundant -covered bt 1 

a. and 1 e. 

Indicator 4 is redundant -covered by 1 

a., 1 b. and 1 e.  

1 d. is not a valid indicator with  

"where available"  

1 g. is too specific for bioenergy 

feedstock. 

Delete Indicators 1 d., 3 and 4.  

 

1 h. recommend harvest levels for 

primary consumption , and where 

applicable, additional fiber utilization.  

3 

 

 

1 

 

The three indicators 1d, 3 and 4 will 

be retained as they are not 

redundant and each have their own 

important uniqu e requirements. 

 

Agree clarity could be improved for 

recommended harvest level 

requirements 

 

 

 

 

Changed to: 

recommended sustainable 

harvest levels for areas 

available for harvest; 

Indicator 4.  

Current wording is non specific and 

unclear as to what productivity the 

indicator or referring to i.e. harvesting 

productivity, forest productivity or mill 

productivity.  I suggest you insert the 

word "forest" here to clearly define 

which type of productivity you are 

referring to.  

Indicator 4.  Periodic updates of 

inventory and recalculation of planned 

harvests to account for changes in 

growth due to forest  productivity 

increases or decreases (e.g. improved 

data, long term drought, fertilization, 

climate change, etc.) 

1 Agree clarity could be improved. Added ñforestò. 

Indicator 1g references as it relates to 

sustainable harvesting, a difference 

between conventional and bioenergy 

feedstock harvesting.  When it comes 

to harvesting and ensuring 

sustainability there is no difference. 

Recommend eliminating references to 

bioenergy feedstock harvesting. 

Indicator 1h references "climate 

induced ecosystem change".  There is 

no way to measure change due to 

Indicator 1g - .... for conventional 

harvesting; and.....  

 

 

 

 

Indicator 1h - .... ....promote water 

protection, crbon storage, bioenergy 

feedstock production....  

1 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

Agree that clarity on conventional 

vs. bioenergy harvesting needed. 

 

 

 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon and climate change 

language. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

 

 

See guidance information in 

Section 6 of the SFI 2010-

2014 requirements 

document. 
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changes in the climate.  Recommend 

that this wording be deleted.  

Indicator 4 includes as one of the 

examples, climate change.  There 

isn't a process that can be used to 

determine changes in growth due to 

climate change.  References to 

anything that can not be measured, 

including climate change should be 

deleted. 

 

 

Indicator 4 -  .....(e.g. improved data, 

longterm drought, fertilization, etc.)  

 

 

 

1 

 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon and climate change 

language. 

 

 

See guidance information in 

Section 6 of the SFI 2010-

2014 requirements 

document. 

 

 

 

Performance Measure 1.1, Indicator 

#4: Changes in planned harvest 

levels can result for many reasons 

other than a change in growth due to 

productivity increase or decrease, 

which in most temperate regions will 

not even be a measurable change or 

trend. Indicator #1 already requires 

(a) a long term resource analysis (b) 

a periodic or ongoing forest inventory, 

and (c) a review of non -timber issues 

making indicator #4 as proposed to 

be redundant. 

Delete Indicator #4  3 

The indicator will be retained as it is 

not redundant as this indicator 

specifically requires periodic updates 

to the inventory and recalculation of 

planned harvests. 

 

None 

1.1.g Delete indicator, as ñsustainable 

harvest levels for é bioenergy 

feedstock productionò is premature at 

this time.  At present, wood going for 

bioenergy is opportunistic at best.  

Until markets develop that strongly 

increase demand, this is not a 

relevant indicator.  Perhaps, if an 

indicator is needed to address this, 

add something along the lines ñwood 

Delete indicator 1.1.g.  If absolutely 

necessary to have an indicator to 

address this, add something along the 

lines ñwood for bioenergy feedstock 

production is considered in overall 

sustainable harvest planning. 

 

1.1.h Delete phrase "climate induced 

1 

 

 

3 

Agree that clarity on conventional 

vs. bioenergy harvesting needed. 

 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon and climate change 

language. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

See guidance information in 

Section 6 of the SFI 2010-

2014 requirements 

document. 
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for bioenergy feedstock production is 

considered in overall sustainable 

harvest planning. 

1.1.h remove phrase ñclimate induced 

ecosystem changeò as it is vague and 

ambiguous 

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 a very 

long time to have as a requirement to 

anylyse the resource. 

change definition of long term: either 

using "where appropriate" or perhaps 

by not defining long term at all to 

leave this at the discretion of the land 

manager and still keep a straight 

face. 

3 

Long-term projections are possible; 

shorter term projecti ons and periodic 

adjustments can guide them. 

 

None 

1g.  Suggest changing the wording 

around "conventional" or defining in 

the glossary.  In BC, the term 

conventional is used to describe a 

harvest method (i.e. conventional vs. 

cable).  Annual allowable harvest 

levels (AAC) are not determined by 

conventional vs. cable and would be 

difficult to generate as the decision 

on whether an area will be harvested 

by conventional or cable means is 

made after the AAC determination.   

1g.  Will intrepretation guidelines  be 

released as to what SFI Inc. expects 

for this indicator with respect to 

carbon storage, climate induced 

ecosystem change ?  In BC, the 

government completes the long term 

resource analysis which would take 

into account nontimber issues. 

Define conventional in the glossary 

section or remove.   

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with need for clarity.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Guidance documents and 

interpretations will be issued as 

needed; the PP could use the 

government resource analysis to 

take into account non-timber issues 

on public lands.  

 

 

 

Deleted the term.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

See guidance information in 

Section 6 of the SFI 2010-

2014 requirements 

document. 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Inc.                                                          December 31, 2009                          63 

 

Concern 1.1.1.g.: It may be 

premature for the standard to require 

that forest management plans include 

sustainable harvest levels for biomass 

(bioenergy feedstock) given the 

limited, knowledge, experience and 

technology (particularly for Canada in 

which a single Forest Management 

Plan may cover an area over half 

million hectares with diversity of 

conditions and circumstances). 

Conventional and bioenergy 

harvesting does not need to be 

specified here, since the second 

paragraph under Emerging Themes: 

Bioenergy and Carbon on page 9 

clearly indicates that the standard 

applies to all products of the forest.   

Concern 1.1.1.h.: This terminology is 

unclear and confusing ï in Canada 

non timber issues generally refers to 

forest values and interests outside the 

forest products industry i.e. tourism, 

recreation, trapping etc. It appears to 

reference ñglobal environmental 

impactsò & ñnon conventional forest 

productsò. 

c: ñrecommended sustainable harvest 

levelsò (delete ñfor conventional, and 

where applicable, bioenergy feedstock 

harvesting.ò 

Also, add a definition for ñharvestingò 

or ñforest operationsò in the glossary 

that includes reference to bioenergy 

feedstock. Objective 5 ï PM 5.1 is a 

good example of where the definition 

of harvesting should include 

bioenergy operations. 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 1.1.1.h: ña review 

of other forest values (e.g. pilot 

projects...)ò 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

Agree that clarity on conventional 

vs. bioenergy harvesting needed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The list is ñfor exampleò.  The PP will 

define the non-timber issues that 

should be reviewed as appropriate 

for their operations and locations.  

 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None 

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 

 1 

Agree with need for clarity with 

carbon, climate change and 

bioenergy harvests. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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at an ecosystem level.  

It is not realistic  to suppose that a 

landowner can account for an 

increase or decrease in productivity 

due to climate change. 

The phrase in 1.1.1.h ñclimate 

induced ecosystem changeò is vague 

and undefined.  Models that predict 

ñclimate induced ecosystem changeò 

contain a high degree of uncertainty 

even at the largest scales, and would 

not be a useful forest management 

tool. 

Including items like long-term 

drought and climate change in the 

harvest productivity models implies a 

level of sophistication that does not 

exist.  Model-based predictions are 

still changing fairly regularly and 

similar models don't always give 

similar results.  This would cause 

frequent shifting in forest planning 

efforts and would probably appear 

very inconsistent. 

We recommend the term ñclimate 

induced ecosystem changeò be 

deleted. 

1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon and climate change 

language. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard and 

guidance information in 

Section 6 of the SFI 2010-

2014 requirements 

document. 

 

the addition of climate induced 

ecosystem change is questionable in 

this context.  For example, pilot 

projects and incentive program to 

promote climate induced ecosystem 

change?????  

 a review of nontimber issues (e.g., 

pilot projects and economic incentive 

programs to promote water 

protection, carbon storage, bioenergy 

feedstock production, or biological 

diversity conservation).  

1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon and climate change 

language. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard and 

guidance information in 

Section 6 of the SFI 2010-

2014 requirements 

document. 

Forest roads are an essential asset to ADD: 1. c. forest road and access 3 The current language in the None 
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manage a sustainable forest. 

Neglecting to substantively mention 

roads and access easements 

(throughout the Objectives) makes a 

harmfully-wrong implication that 

roads are unimportant to forest 

management. 

inventory Standard does not imply that roads 

are not important.  It appropriately 

recognizes that an appropriate 

balance be made ensuring only 

roads that are necessary to meet 

management objectives are 

constructed.  

#2 should include a minimum period 

of time for keeping pro per 

documentation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

#4 needs some indication of how 

periodic the updates should be.   

#1 - ñLong-term resource analysis 

capabilities to guide forest 

management planning at a level 

appropriate to the size and scale of 

the operation, which would include:ò  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

Agree with concept. 

 

 

The periodicity of updates is highly 

dependent on the scope and scale of 

a Program Participantôs operations.  

This suggestion was also discussed 

on a May 15th , 2009 conference call 

with certification bodies w ho 

concurred it was not necessary to 

define periodic due to the variability 

in program participants and noted 

this is something they check to 

ensure the updates are appropriate 

for the program participant being 

audited. 

Added:  ñin a manner 

appropriate to document 

past and future activities.ò 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Use this space to propose 

any new Performance 

Measures or Indicators to 

Objective 1:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

Resource analysis needs to 

consider non-timber values. 

Reviewing the issues does not go 

3 

Consideration of non-timber values is dependent on the scope and scale of a Program Participantôs 

operations, based on variability and cost/benefit tradeoffs and the intent of the non -timber issue review is 

not to just maximize economic value.  
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far enough to ensure full 

economic value is realized. Add 

indicator: ña valuation and 

inventory of the non -timber 

forest product resources.ò  

 

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

soil conservation, afforestation, and other measures. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

The insertion of the term ñcarbon 

managementò in the objective 

statement is related to a new concern 

about carbon and climate change. 

This term is not necessary in the 

objective because ensuring long term 

forest productivity and conservation 

of forest resourcesé accomplishes 

carbon management as a by product. 

Stating it explicitly in the objective 

seems to be placing more emphasis 

than may be warranted on carbon 

management. 

Delete the term ñcarbon 

managementò. 
1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

The science behind carbon 

management is still in the 

development stage.  Including carbon 

management or even carbon 

sequestration in Objective 2 would 

require a Program Participant to 

quantify forest carbon to ensure its 

presence, even though itôs generally 

recognized that forests contain 

To ensure long-term forest 

productivity and conservation of 

forest resources through prompt 

reforestation, soil conservation, 

afforestation, and other measures. 

1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified.  This language does 

not imply that carbon sto rage 

must be quantified.  

 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 
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carbon. 

References to carbon management 

should be deleted.  One area of forest 

productivity should not be highlighted 

and given more weight than another 

area of productivity. For example, 

why not highlight wi ldlife 

management, soil productivity, etc. 

Recommend that carbon 

management be deleted in this 

section and add a definition for Forest 

Productivity that gives several 

examples of areas to address 

including carbon management. 

To ensure long-term forest 

productivity and conservation of 

forest resources.... 

1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

Remove phrase ñcarbon 

managementò from the objective as 

the meaning and intent are unclear 

Objective 2. Forest Productivity. To 

ensure long-term forest 

productivityand conservation of forest 

resources through prompt 

reforestation, soil conservation, 

afforestation, and other measures.  

1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

My concern is that carbon 

management gets in the way of 

timber production thru changes in 

rotation age.  I don't think there is 

alot of firm info dealing with this for 

the average forester.  I just basicly 

have questions about an area I do 

not know much about and think we 

should move cautiously. 

 1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

Carbon management needs to be 

defined in the glossary.   
 1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 
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modified. 

Define: Carbon Management ï 

include definition in glossary. 
 1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

The science behind carbon 

management and marketing is still in 

the development stage. 

To ensure long-term forest 

productivity and conservation of 

forest resources through prompt 

reforestation, soil conservation, 

afforestation, and other measures. 

1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

The phrase ñcarbon managementò is 

vague. Its intent should be better 

defined before being placed in the 

standard.  

 1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

Ensuring ñcarbon managementò under 

this objective is vague, and the term 

is not included in the definitions 

section.  This term must be defined if 

it is used in the Standard.  If no 

definition is included, then the term 

must be dropped entirely.   

 1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

Carbon management is undefined.  

The term does not occur elsewhere in 

OBJ 2 or in the glossary.  This makes 

it very tough for auditing.   

Delete the mention of "carbon 

management".  Let the topic mature 

in the government and workplace and 

add it next revision.  

1 

Agree that clarity is needed on 

carbon language; reference to 

carbon management will be 

modified. 

Changed to ñcarbon storageò. 

 

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

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

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  
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BC has well-established and effective 

ecosystem-based stocking standards 

for harvesting on public lands. 

Licensees (including BCTS) are 

required to detail these requirements 

in Forest Stewardship Plans, which 

are submitted to the Minstry of 

Forests for approval. 

These stocking standards do not 

match the detailed requirements in 

PM 2.1 and there have been many 

occasions where we have achieved 

our FSP stocking requirements but 

have not met the exact wording of 

SFI PM 2.1. 

PM 2.1 also appears to be out of sync 

with the structure of other parts of 

the standard. PMs are not normally as 

prescriptive as this.  

Suggest that either:  

1) PM 2.1 be replaced with a more 

generic statement relating to "prompt 

reforestation" and the current 

wording be moved to "indicator" 

status where it can be "substituted or 

modified" at  the local level with a 

more appropraite statement, or  

2) modify the PM to include "or other 

legal requirements" 

1 

 

 

 

1 

Agreement that 

improvements are needed. 

See changes in new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard 

pm is too prescriptive. 

end pm at forest health 

considerations. The remainder of the 

pm is better addressed by indicator 2.  

1 
Agreement that 

improvements are needed. 

See changes in new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard 

The concern is that in northern 

temperate climates, some lowland 

conifer types may require more than  

5 years to obtain adequate natural 

regeneration.  It could be argued that 

northern climates and species 

requirements donôt support natural 

regeneration within 5 years because 

of site-specific environmental 

conditions. If SFI doesnôt accept the 

Additional verbiage would make the 

latitude in the standard more explicit.  

ñProgram Participants shall reforest 

after final harvest, unless delayed for 

site-specific environmental or forest 

health considerations, through 

artificial regeneration within two years 

or two planting seasons, or by 

planned natural regeneration 

methods within an appropriate 

1 
See changes in draft SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

See changes in new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard 



Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Inc.                                                          December 31, 2009                          70 

 

environmental argument for delayed 

natural regeneration then a change in 

language is necessary. 

number of years for the forest type 

and the region, generally within 5 

years.ò 

This performance measure should be 

clarified to allow fill planting if the 

planned natural or artificial planting 

does not meet the required stocking 

standards due to site-specific reasons. 

ñParticipants shall reforest after final 

harvest, unless delayed for site-

specific environmental or forest health 

considerations, through artificial 

regeneration within two years or two 

planting seasons or by planned 

natural regeneration methods within 

five years, which, in either case, may 

be supplemented as necessary due to 

site conditions with planting.ò 

1 
Agreement that 

improvements are needed. 

See changes in new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard 

 

Indicators:   

1. Designation of all management units for either natural or artificial regeneration.   

2. Clear criteria to judge adequate regeneration and appropriate actions to correct understocked areas and achieve acceptable species composition and stocking 

rates for both artificial and na tural regeneration.   

3. Minimized plantings of exotic tree species and research documentation that exotic tree species, planted operationally, pose minimal risk.   

4. Protection of desirable or planned advanced natural regeneration during harvest.   

5. Artificial reforestation programs that consider potential ecological impacts of a different species or species mix from that wh ich was harvested. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New  Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or 

Proposed New 

Language  

Indicator 5 will require a rationale 

each time there is a change from the 

original stand. 

Artifical reforestation programs that 

utilize ecologically appropriate species 

selection for the site. 

3 

The intent of the indicator is that the 

potential impacts be examined each time 

there is a significant change. 

None 

Concern 2.1.1: The term 

ñmanagement unitsò is confusing in 

Recommendation 2.1.1: Replace 

ñmanagement unitsò with either 
1 Agree. 

Changed to ñharvest 

areasò. 
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Canadian context." 

 

Concern 2.1.3: Concern: Exotic 

species should be considered in the 

context of conservation of biodiversity 

and invasiveness.  Also, Risk is not 

well defined in this context.  

Recommendation: Add the word 

ñinvasiveò and ñbiodiversityò ï 

Suggest: ñMinimized plantings of 

exotic tree species and research 

documentation that exotic tree 

species, planted operationally, pose 

minimal risk of invasiveness and loss 

of biodiversity.ò 

ñharvest areasò or ñareas of harvestò 

or ñplanned harvest areasò. 

 

Eliminate the term "artificial 

regeneration".  Although it is a 

technical term used by silviculturists 

in the industry, it is a term that is 

offensive to those not familiar with 

forestry.  Our young trees are not 

"artificial".  

2.  . . . species composition and 

stocking rates for planted, seeded 

and natural regeneration.  

1 Agree.   Changed to ñplantingò. 

5. Artificial REFORESTATION... 

contradictory term different than the 

'Definitions' and use elsewhere. 

5. Artificial regeneration... 1 Eliminated the term. Changed to ñplantingò. 

In #3, we recommend no use of 

exotic species.  

Change #3 to ñProhibition on 

plantings of exotic tree speciesò 
3 

The intention is to protect against 

negative environmental impacts.  Use of 

exotic tree species may or may not have 

a negative environmental impact; in fact 

they could lead to a positive 

environmental impact and could be an 

None 
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economic benefit.  Therefore, the 

indicator appropriately requires minimized 

planting and research documentation that 

plantings pose minimal risk. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Use this space to propose 

any new Indicators to 

Performance Measure 2.1:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

It should be noted that many 

examples exist where 

afforestation has had negative 

ecological impacts. For instance, 

softwood planting within 

rangeland has been very 

controversial in wildlife circles 

because of the invasive potential 

of woody species and impacts to 

upland gamebird habitat. Add an 

indicator that limit s the role of 

afforestation to ensure that 

impacts on non-forested 

ecosystems are reduced. Add 

indicator:  ñAfforestation 

programs that consider potential 

ecological impacts of the 

selection and planting tree 

species in non-forested 

landscapes.ò  

1 
Agreed and added proposed new indicator:  ñAfforestation programs that consider potential ecological 

impacts of the selection and planting tree species in non-forested landscapes.ò 

 

Performance Measure 2.2. Program Participants shall minimize chemical use required to achieve management objectives while protecting employees, neighbors, 

the public, and the forest environment.  



Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Inc.                                                          December 31, 2009                          73 

 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rat ionale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Specify types of ñchemicalsò being 

referred to here ï pesticides, 

herbicides, and/or insecticides. Also, 

this needs to include all habitats, not 

just forests, as forest management 

can affect other habitat types.  

 Add ñand wildlife and aquatic 

habitatsò to end.  
1 

 ñChemicalsò 

includes all forms of 

chemicals including 

fertilizers, 

pesticides, 

herbicides, and 

insecticides.   

Agree.  Deleted 

forest, added new 

language 

suggested. 

Removed forests and added wildlife and 

aquatic habitats to read ñéwhile protecting 

employees, neighbors, the public, and the 

environment including wildlife and aquatic 

habitatsò. 

 

Indicators:   

1. Minimized chemical use required to achieve management objectives.   

2. Use of least-toxic and narrowest-spectrum pesticides necessary to achieve management objectives.   

3. Use of pesticides registered for the intended use and applied in accordance with label requirements.   

4. Use of integrated pest management where feasible.    

5. Supervision of forest chemical applications by state- or provincial-trained or certified applicators.    

6. Use of best management practices (BMPs) appropriate to the situation; for example,  

     a. Notification of adjoining landowners or nearby residents concerning applications and chemicals used; 

     b. appropriate multilingual signs or oral warnings;  

     c. control of public road access during and immediately after applications;  

     d. designation of streamside and other needed buffer strips;  

     e. use of positive shutoff and minimal -drift spray valves;  



Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Inc.                                                          December 31, 2009                          74 

 

     f. aerial application of forest chemicals parallel to buffer zones to minimize drift;  

     g. monitoring of water quality or safeguards to ensure proper equipment use and protection of streams, lakes, and other wa ter bodies; 

     h. appropriate storage of chemicals;  

     i. filing of required state or provincial reports; or  

     j. use of methods to ensure protection of threatened and endangered species.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed 

New Language  

Ind 4. "where feasible" invalidates the 

indicator. An IPM plan would indicate 

the feasible treatment options.  

Ind 6. BMPs are about water quality. 

Need a different term.  

Ind 4. remove words "where 

feasible." 

Ind 6. use of defined managment 

practices appropriate... 

 

3 

 

 

1 

 

There may be instances where IPM is 

not feasible or even necessary-

flexibility is required. 

 

Agree with need to modi fy for clarity.  

 

None 

 

 

Deleted term ñBMPò here. 

The definition of BMP was modified to 

refer only to protection of water 

quality.  We agree with that revision.  

Consequently, the use of BMPs in 

Indicator 6 is not appropriate.  

6. Use of management practices 

appropriate to the situation; for 

example, 

1 Agree with need to modify for clarity.  Deleted term ñBMPò here. 

What about herbicides? Does this 

include insecticides? Also, there needs 

to be some evidence provided that 

the chemical in use is the ñleast-toxicò 

chemical on the market.  

There needs to be an indicator 

wherein they are asked to justify their 

use of chemicals. Are they the least 

persistent chemical on the market, or 

are there alternatives that have been 

explored? Is a justification given for 

what they do use?  

3 

Pesticides as a class of chemicals 

includes herbicides, fungicides and 

insecticides.   Indicator 2 requires the 

use of the least-toxic and narrowest-

spectrum pesticides necessary and the 

rationale for selection of the least -toxic 

and narrowest-spectrum is reviewed 

by auditors as are all provisions in the 

SFI Standard.  Documentation of 

conformance with SFI Standard 

None 
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indicators is required to achieve third 

party certification (see 5.3, 

ñDetermination of Conformanceò in the 

SFI auditing procedures  in Section 9 

of the SFI 2010-2014 requirements 

document). 

 

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

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed 

New Language  

Use of technology and equipment 

available 

8.  Use of communication technology 

and low-impact harvesting and 

forwarding machines to reduce soil 

compaction and disturbance. 

3 

This is too prescriptive.  The 

requirements are designed to ensure 

an outcome.  The methodology to 

achieve the outcome can vary 

according to the region of operation, 

size of ownership, etc. 

None 

 
Add ñforestò between ñimplementò 

and ñmanagement.ò  
1 Agree. Added language suggested. Added ñforestò. 

 

Indicators:   

1. Use of soils maps where available.   

2. Process to identify soils vulnerable to compaction and use of appropriate methods to avoid excessive soil disturbance.   

3. Use of erosion control measures to minimize the loss of soil and site productivity.   

4. Post-harvest conditions conducive to maintaining site productivity (e.g., limited rutting, retained down woody debris, minimized s kid trails).   

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

6. Criteria that address conventional and, where applicable, bioenergy feedstock harvesting and site preparation to protect s oil productivity.   

7. Minimize road construction to meet management objectives efficiently.  
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Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or 

Proposed New 

Language  

Indicator 5 is not specific regarding 

silvicultural norms, which could be 

positive or negative.  Merely requiring 

certified forests to be managed in the 

same manner as nearby forests is not 

consistent with scientific 

understanding of sustainable forestry.  

Throughout the eastern hardwood 

region and adjacent northern 

hardwood and mixed conifer types 

the practice of hi -grading (taking the 

best trees and leaving the rest) is the 

norm.  This is not sustainable (Dr. 

Ralph Nyland and others have 

documented this. 

Retention of vigorous trees during 

partial harvesting, consistent with 

scientific silvicultural standards for the 

area. 

1 Agree with proposed change. 

Retention of 

vigorous trees during 

partial harvesting, 

consistent with 

scientific silvicultural 

standards for the 

area. 

#7 Could be counter productive to 

the goal of maintaining soil 

productivity. If you reduce roads and 

increase skidding distances the overall 

impact to soil can be much worse. 

#7 Road construction and skidding 

layout to minimize impacts to soil  

productivity.  

1 Agree with concept. 

Road construction 

and skidding layout 

to minimize impacts 

to soil productivity 

and water quality.  

Ind 1. So if a map is not available you 

meet the indicator? 

Ind 1. Remove wording " where 

available" 
3 

In reality, there  are areas where soil maps 

are not available. 
None 

Indicator 2.3.6: Use of the phrase 

ñconventional and, where applicable, 

bioenergy feedstockò is unnecessary, 

and doesnôt read well. 

Indicator 2.3.6: Use ñCriteria that 

address harvesting and site 

preparation to protect soil 

productivity.ò 

1 
Agree that clarity on conventional vs. 

bioenergy harvesting needed.  

See changes in the 

new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

Indicator 6 - Again, there should be 

no distinction made between 

Indicator 6 - Criteria that address 

conventional harvesting and site 
1 

Agree that clarity on conventional vs. 

bioenergy harvesting needed.  
See changes in the 

new SFI 2010-2014 
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conventional and bioenergy feedstock 

harvesting. Criteria to protect soil 

productivity should be developed  for 

all products harvested from the 

forest.  

prepartion.....  Standard. 

 

Concerned with # 4 and 6 and how 

retained woody debris is measured 

and what is considered.  How does 

this possibly conflict with good 

utilization practices and being a good 

steward.   

 N/A 

Commentary.  No suggested changes.  

These are program specific provisions that 

are interrelated and spelled out in your 

plans.  If your plans call for retention of 

woody debris for soil productivity, 

biodiversity, etc. then those plans would not 

be in conflict with the plans you have in 

place regarding utilization.  Some sites may 

have retain more down woody debris, 

others less. 

None 

Indicator 6:  Same comment for the 

term "conventional" as submitted for 

Objective 1, Performance Measure 

1.1, Indicator 1g.  

 1 
Agree that clarity on conventional vs. 

bioenergy harvesting needed.  

See changes in the 

new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

There is no difference between 

conventional or any other harvest 

type. 

 1 
Agree that clarity on conventional vs. 

bioenergy harvesting needed.  

See changes in the 

new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

6.  Change bioenergy feedstock to 

biomass 
 3 

The term is technically correct and includes 

biomass. 
None 

7. "MINIMIZE" road construction...  In 

the context of the Standards 

Definition, roads are here mis-

characterized in the same pail as 

chemicals... or something we don't do 

very often, or keep to a minimum.  

This is wrong! Forest road access is 

7. Construct and maintain a stable 

road system to meet managment 

objectives effectively. 

1 
Agree that improvements in the indicator 

are warranted. 

Road construction 

and skidding layout 

to minimize impacts 

to soil productivity 

and water quality.  
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essential, and VERY common in 

managed forests--and therefor should 

not be maligned as written in this 

indicator. Roads must be articulated 

as being both maintained AND 

constructed assets. 

In #2, define ñmethods.ò In #5, 

define ñpartial harvesting.ò  

In #3, change ñloss of soilò to ñsoil 

lossò to improve readability.  
3 

1. Methods is not defined because it is 

intended to pro vide flexibility to Program 

Participants to use the broad range of 

methods that can be employed (specialized 

equipment, soil mats, etc).  2.  Partial 

harvesting is a broadly applied term 

commonly used in silviculture literature and 

there are regional diffe rencesðthe intent 

here is to ensure residual trees are retained 

regardless of the specific type of partial 

harvest being employed. 3. No change to 

#3 as the intent is for ñlossò to apply to 

both ñsoilò and ñsite productivityò. 

None 

 

Performance Measure 2.4. Program Participants shall manage so as to protect forests from damaging agents, such as environmentally or economically undesirable 

wildfire, pests, and diseases, to maintain and improve long-term forest health, productivity and economic viability.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Some damaging events are beyond 

the ability to control or manage. Ie 

Mountain pine beetle , large forest 

fires. 

insert ... shall manage "within the 

ability of the participant to influence" 

so as to protect...  

3 

It is understood 

that PPs are not 

responsible for 

things beyond their 

control. 

None 

Same comment as previously Remove disease. 3 Current wording is None 
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submitted with respect to term "pest" 

and "disease". 

preferred. 

Needs to include invasives.  
Add ñand invasive plant and animal 

speciesò after ñdiseases.ò  
1 

Agreed and added 

language 

suggested. 

Added ñand invasive exotic plant and animal 

speciesò. 

 

Indicators:   

1. Program to protect forests from damaging agents.  

2. Management to promote healthy and productive forest conditions to minimize susceptibility to damaging agents.   

3. Participation in, and support of, fire and pest prevention and control programs.   

4. Where available, monitor information generated from regional climate models and consider the results of these efforts in p lanning where practical and 

consistent with management objectives. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed 

New Language  

Indicator 2.4.4: Recommend that this 

indicator be dropped, or alternately, 

picked up in Objective 1, Forest 

Management Planning and that 

wording be changed from only 

addressing ñclimate modelsò. 

Indicator 2.4.4: If this indicator is 

kept, change wording to ñMonitor 

climate change information and 

modelséò 

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language around 

carbon and climate change. 

 

Intent now addressed in PM 

15.3; also see guidance 

information in Section 6 of 

the SFI 2010-2014 

requirements document. 

 

Indicator 2.4.4 ï We recommend this 

new Performance Measure be 

deleted.  Regional climate change 

models at best show long term trends 

and at worst show projections backed 

up by little more than educated 

guesses.  There is no credible way to 

incorporate this type information into 

current forest management on the 

Delete Indicator 2.4.4  1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language around 

carbon and climate change. 

 

Intent now addressed in PM 

15.3; also see guidance 

information in Section 6 of 

the SFI 2010-2014 

requirements document. 
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ground practices, let alone a credible 

way to audit results.  This indicator is 

playing more to the issue of the day, 

rather than improvement of on the 

ground forestry practices. 

Thank you for starting off Indicator 4 

with "Where available".   
 N/A Commentary. None 

Concern 2.4.4: 

There are a number of  ñregional 

climate modelsò available that can 

give conflicting results.  This is not an 

auditable item.  The entire issue of 

climate change is abstract and widely 

debated within the scientific 

community.   

Recommendation 2.4.4: Reference to 

this issue should be avoided in the 

Standard until such time that there is 

a common recognition and consensus 

on the issue. Delete this indicator 

related to regional climate models. 

 

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language around 

carbon and climate change. 

 

Intent now addressed in PM 

15.3; also see guidance 

information in Section 6 of 

the SFI 2010-2014 

requirements document. 

Indicator 2.4.4:  Inclusion of results 

of ñregional climate modelsò is only 

minimally supported by credible 

scientific research and by definition 

very speculative.  Model based 

predictions are still changing fairly 

regularly and can give conflicting 

results.  This would cause frequent 

shifting in forest planning efforts and 

would probably appear very 

inconsistent. 

Indicator 2.4.4:  This  indicator should 

be deleted. 

1 

 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language around 

carbon and climate change. 

 

Intent now addressed in PM 

15.3; also see guidance 

information in Section 6 of 

the SFI 2010-2014 

requirements document. 

I question the value of indicator 4 and 

it is better suited as an additional 

consideration under research 

(15.1.1.g.)  

Recommend removing Indicator 4 as 

it is adequately covered in research 

requirements. 

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language around 

carbon and climate change. 

 

Intent now addressed in PM 

15.3; also see guidance 

information in Section 6 of 

the SFI 2010-2014 

requirements document. 
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2.4.4-- the word "monitor" is too 

encompassing; can denote a long 

term process.  Use "consider" instead-

-accomplishes the same thing. 

2.4.4 

use "consider" in place of "monitor"  

 

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language around 

carbon and climate change. 

Intent now addressed in PM 

15.3; also see guidance 

information in Section 6 of 

the SFI 2010-2014 

requirements document. 

Delete number 4 -- there could be 

several regional climate models that 

conflict.  There is scientific basis for 

questioning whether models are 

correct.  Indicators must be objective 

and measurable. 

 1 

Agreement that more clari ty is 

needed with the language around 

carbon and climate change. 

 

Intent now addressed in PM 

15.3; also see guidance 

information in Section 6 of 

the SFI 2010-2014 

requirements document. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Use this s pace to propose 

any new Indicators to 

Performance Measure 2.4:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

Add indicator 2.4.5-   

ñInclude a process to salvage 

timber in timely fashion to 

capture volume loss prior to 

mortality and to avoid spreading 

risk to adjacent stands.ò 

3 This is already covered in 2.4. 

 

Performance Measure 3.2. Program Participants shall have or develop, implement, and document riparian protection measures based on soil type, terrain, 

vegetation, harvesting system and utilization levels, and other applicable factors. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

Vernal pools of ecological significance 
Suggest instead of saying "...including 

bogs, ..." replace with "e.g. bogs, ..." 
3 The current language recognizes 

that vernal pools of ecological 
None 
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is a regional issue. which gives them as examples. This 

approach is used in other parts of the 

standard. 

significance can be a regional issue. 

I feel that there is little to no 

significant relationship between 

riparian protection and utilization 

levels.  Additionally utilization is 

already addressed in Objective 7 

Efficient Use of Forest Resources. 

Performance Measure 3.2 

Program Participants shall have or 

develop, implement, and document 

riparian protection measures based 

on soil type, terrain, vegetation, 

harvesting system and other 

applicable factors. 

 

1 Agree with need for clarity . 
Deleted ñutilization levelsò; 

added ñecological functionò. 

XXXXX thinks that the definition of 

vernal pools is too vague and that it 

would be helpful if SFI defined or 

gave an example of a vernal pool of 

ñecological significance.ò  The 

definition must allow for regional 

variations and flexibility.  

 3 

Agreement that definition of vernal 

pools of ecological significance 

must allow for regional variations.  

Each PP will define what 

ecologically significance is for their 

areas of operations and these 

definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they 

are credible and science based. 

None 

The term ñriparianò as used herein is 

restricted to water quality protection, 

while the ecological functions of 

riparian zones, depending on stream 

order (etc.), make it one of the mo st 

diverse and species rich wildlife 

habitats. The text, Riparian 

management in forests of the 

continental Eastern United States 

edited by E. S. Verry, J. W. Hornbeck, 

and C. A. Dolloff, define riparian areas 

as follows:ñRiparian areas are three-

Add ñecological functionò after 

vegetation.  
3 

Agreed and added language 

suggested. 
Added ñecological functionò. 
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dimensional ecotones of interaction 

that include terrestrial and aquatic 

ecosystems, that extend down into 

the groundwater, up above the 

canopy, outward across the 

floodplain, up the near -slopes that 

drain to the water, laterally into the 

terrestrial ecosystem, and along the 

water course at a variable width.ò  

ñRiparian protection measuresò should 

therefore be broadened beyond a 

focus on water quality to include 

wildlife habitat and the definition of 

riparian amended.  

 

Indicators:   

1. Program addressing management and protection of streams, lakes, and other water bodies and riparian zones.    

2. Mapping of streams, lakes, and other water bodies as specified in state or provincial BMPs and, where appropriate, identification on the ground.   

3. Implementation of plans to manage or protect streams, lakes, and other water bodies.   

4. Identification and protection of nonforested wetlands, including bogs, fens , and marshes, and vernal pools of ecological significance.   

5. Where regulations or BMPs do not currently exist to protect riparian areas, use of experts to identify appropriate protect ion measures. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or 

Proposed New 

Language  

Ecological significance would be 

difficult to define.  

The term will only lead to 

auditor/participant debate.  

Drop ecological significance. 3 

Each PP will define what ecologically 

significance is for their areas of operations 

and these definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they are 

credible and science based. 

None 
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Indicator 3.2.4: Adding the term 

ñecological significanceò   to the 

indicator will generate a lot of 

disagreement about what ñecological 

significanceò means.  Also, the same 

logic and term could be applied to all 

nonforested wetland features. 

Indicator 3.2.4: The ñecological 

significanceò modifier should be 

dropped to read:  "Identification and 

protection of nonforested wetlands, 

such as bogs, fens, vernal pools, and 

marshes".   

3 

Each PP will define what ecologically 

significance is for their areas of operations 

and these definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they are 

credible and science based. 

None 

Indicator 4 - Without clear definitions 

references to vernal pools is 

confusing and will not be consistently 

measured.  More detail information is 

needed, as well as defining what 

makes a vernal pool "ecologically 

significant".  Recommend that either 

it be defined in the objective or 

defined in the definition section.  

See note rationale above for 

recommendations of proposed new 

language. 

3 

Each PP will define what ecologically 

significance is for their areas of operations 

and these definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they are 

credible and science based. 

None 

4. vernal pools of ecological 

significance 

seems too vague, need to define - are 

these mapped by state or federal 

agencies, or is the forester supposed 

to make this determination  

[protection of... ] vernal pools 

identified and mapped by state, 

provincial or federal agencies as being 

of ecological significance. 

3 

Each PP will define what ecologically 

significance is for their areas of operations 

and these definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they are 

credible and science based. 

None 

The new terminology associated with 

indicator 4 (i.e. ecological 

significance) poses a concern for me 

with respect to vernal pools.  The 

term "vernal pool" has not been 

defined in the glossary section of the 

Standard.  Vernal pools are defined 

by the Wikipedia as being also called 

emphemeral pools, are temporary 

pools of water.  They are devoid of 

I propose defining vernal pools in the 

glossary section of the SFI Standard.  

In addition, releasing some 

information in the interpretations that 

accompany the standard on who to 

determine ecological significance of a 

vernal pool.   

3 

Each PP will define what ecologically 

significance is for their areas of operations 

and these definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they are 

credible and science based. 

None 
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fish, and thus allow the safe 

development of natal amphibian and 

insect species.  In BC, it is not within 

my scope of practice as a registered 

professional forester to determine the 

ecological significance of a vernal 

pool.  Thus, I would mo st likely have 

rely on the expertise of a qualified 

resource professional such as a 

biologist.  Due to the number of 

vernal pools within my operating 

area, hiring a biologist to assess each 

one would have large financial 

implications.  I understand that th ere 

are some rather large vernal pools in 

different states of the US that are 

protected and are deemed 

ecologically significant.  I have not 

seen any information in BC about 

ecologically significant vernal pools.   

"Vernal pools of ecological 

significance" is not clearly defined. 

Include a definition for ñvernal pools 

of ecological significanceò or take it 

out completely. 

3 

Each PP will define what ecologically 

significance is for their areas of operations 

and these definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they are 

credible and science based. 

None 

There needs to be a clear definition of 

vernal pool including a minimum size 

before committing members to 

identification and protection.  ñOf 

ecological significanceò is subjective 

and should be clarified. 

 3 

Each PP will define what ecologically 

significance is for their areas of operations 

and these definitions and rationales will be 

reviewed by auditors to ensure they are 

credible and science based. 

None 

Throughout North America there are 

several different terminologies and 
 3 The examples listed are of significance None 
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classification systems that can 

describe the same non-forested 

wetland feature.  To avoid making the 

objective territorial, we recommend 

deleting specific references to the non 

forested wetland. Please note that the 

removal of the references to specific 

features will not change the overall 

meaning.  However, the Indicator 

should retain the reference to size for 

some practical guidance and 

substance to ecological significance 

while also constraining the scope of 

bogs etc. It may be worthwhile to 

specify that harvested and 

regenerating wetlands shall be 

considered forested. 

 

 

 

1 

importance and should be highlighted. 

 

Agree with comment regarding forested 

wetlands.  Forested wetlands are covered 

by all provisions of the standard (1 -7) 

related to forest management. 

 

 

 

None 

 

Add ñriversò before ñstreamsò in #1, 

2, and 3. Change #4 to ñProgram for 

identifying and protecting 

nonforestedéò 

1  

3 

1. Agreed and added rivers.  2.  Program 

was not added because the end result 

would be the same without adding  

additional language. 

Added ñriversò. 

This comment did not relate only to 

vernal pools, but ecologically 

important wetlands, including non -

forested wetlands (e.g., bogs fens, 

marshes, vernal pools, etc.) and 

forested wetlands. 

It is good that language aro und 

ecological importance has been added 

to the standard.  This should also 

apply to ecologically important 

forested wetlands.   

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

The change proposed would weaken the 

language for the other examples.  The 

current language requires all of these 

areas to be identified and protected.  

Ecologically significant modifies vernal 

pools only. 

The proposed change would also weaken 

protection and conservation measures for 

forested wetlands.  All forested wetlands 

on program participants lands are 

currently covered by all provisions of the 

standard (1-7) related to forest 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

None 
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management. 

 

Objective 4. Conservation of Biological Diversity including Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value. To manage the quality and distribution of wildlife habita ts 

and contribute to the conservation of biological diversity by developing and implementing stand - and landscape-level measures that promote habitat diversity and 

the conservation of forest plants and animals, including aquatic fauna.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

The term "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Value" is used 

throughout the new standard.   In 

Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in 

Objective 8 PM 8.1.  I recognize that 

you are trying to take into account 

plant communities which are critically 

imperriled or imperriled, however the 

use of the word forests may be 

confusing and or misleading.  

NatureServe uses the term Ecological 

Communities and Systems, perhaps in 

place of "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Values we can use the 

term "Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Values" as 

this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search 

Functions. 

Conservation of Biological Diversity 

including Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Value .  To 

manage the quality and distribution of 

wildlife habitats and contribution to 

the conservation of biological diversity 

by developing and implementing 

stand and landscape level measures 

that promote habitat diversity and the 

conservation of forest plants and 

animals including aquatic fauna. 

3 

The term ñForests 

of Exceptional 

Conservation Valueò 

has been used by 

SFI since 2005. 

None 

Concern: This is an example of 

duplicate and excessive wording. 

Recommendation: State ñat stand and 

landscape levelsò in the Objective 4 

statement, but do not repeat it in PM 

Recommendation: State ñat stand and 

landscape levelsò in the Objective 4 

statement, but do not repeat it in PM 

4.1 and again in Indicator 1.  Since it 

is clearly mentioned within the 

1 Agree. Removed the language from the indicator.  
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4.1 and again in Indicator 1.  Since it 

is clearly mentioned within the 

Objective 4 statement it is implicitly 

applicable to the PM and Indicator(s).  

Objective 4 statement it is implicitly 

applicable to the PM and Indicator(s).  

 

While the current wording helps 

protect any remaining critical habitat 

or communities, and there is 

discussion of addressing old growth 

issues within regions, there are no 

requirements for companies to 

contribute to even a minimum level of 

restoration of critical habitat or 

communities. Once a company has 

lands in an intensive management 

system, it can keep those lands in this 

condition even if species or 

communities are continuing to decline 

in the landscape because of lack of 

habitat or communities that have 

dropped below critical levels. 

Additional language is needed that 

holds a company responsible for 

contributing wi thin a defined 

landscape to a minimum level of 

representation of all native 

ecosystems (flora and fauna). The 

contribution could be based on the 

percentage of forest ownership of the 

company within a HUC, perhaps of 

the same size as discussed above. 

How to define native ecosystem 

diversity and minimal levels of 

representation will probably meet 

substantial resistance, as will the 

Add ñand floraò to end.  1 

As Objective 4 

reads, we believe 

the comments are 

addressed in the 

language that 

requires Program 

Participants to 

ñcontribute to the 

conservation of 

biological diversity 

by developing and 

implementing 

landscape-level 

measureséò.  

Revisions were 

made to 4.1.5.  

However, that 

revision may not 

fully address the 

comments.  

Indicator 4.1.5 is 

one that will 

undoubtedly be 

continuously 

improved, 

beginning with this 

revision to the 

Standard.  

However, going so 

Changed ñaquatic faunaò to ñaquatic speciesò 

to encompass both flora and fauna.  Also 

made changes to 4.1.5 and 17.1.5 
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notion of requiring restoration on 

private lands in landscapes where 

past practices have eliminated or 

reduced to very low levels certain 

native ecosystems. However, by 

making the level of representation at 

the landscape scale, companies can 

contribute either through restoration 

on their own lands, or through 

restoration on other public or private 

lands. They could meet restoration 

requirements through partnerships 

with public land agencies, or by 

providing for off -site restoration on 

other private lands if they didnôt want 

to produce the needed conditions on 

their own lands. An off -site 

measurement system to assure 

appropriate restoration is 

accomplished could be put into place, 

based on The Wildlife Societyôs 

performance measures technical 

report.  

Stands are not ecological units in the 

sense used in this section of the 

document. They are often treated as 

such, but since age is a determinant 

in the definition of a stand they are 

hard to model as ecological units. 

Ecological Land Classification 

recognizes ecosites and ecoelements 

as the lowest level in the spatial 

classification hierarchy.  

far as to require all 

Program 

Participants to be 

able to conform to 

the suggestions 

above is not 

practical at this 

time given the wide 

variety of Program 

Participants and the 

cost-effectiveness 

of implementing the 

type of program 

described above.  It 

is also noteworthy 

to recognize that 

Indicator 4.1.5 in 

combination with 

Indicator 17.1.5 

(credible regional 

conservation 

planning and 

priority-setting 

efforts) will 

contribute to 

achieving 

landscape-level 

conservation 

objectives such as 

representation and 

restoration of 

important 

ecosystems.  
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Performance Measure 4.1. Program Participants shall have programs to promote biological diversity at stand and landscape levels.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Concern 4.1: All program participants 

can influence biological diversity at 

the stand level.  However, depending 

on the size, configuration, and 

distribution of its landholdings, a 

number of program participants can 

only marginally influence biodiversity 

at the landscape level. 

Recommendation 4.1: ñProgram 

Participants shall have programs to 

promote biological diversity at stand 

level and at a landscape level 

appropriate to the size and scale of 

the forest operation.ò 

3 

Scope and scale 

considerations are 

included in the SFI 

audit procedures 

requirements (see 

Section 9 in the SFI 

2010-2014 

requirements 

document). 

None 

All program participants can influence 

biological diversity at the stand level.  

However, depending on the size, 

configuration, and distribution of its 

landholdings, a number of program 

participants can only marginally 

influence biodiversity at the landscape 

level. 

ñProgram Participants shall have 

programs to promote biological 

diversity at a stand level and at a 

landscape level appropriate to the 

size and scale of the operation.ò 

3 

Scope and scale 

considerations are 

included in the SFI 

audit procedures 

requirements (see 

Section 9 in the SFI 

2010-2014 

requirements 

document). 

None 

in 4.1.4, the word "elements" 

following wildlife habitat is undefined.  

Also under 4.1.4, please consider 

changing the "and" nest trees to "or" 

nest trees.  "and" tends to make an 

auditor think this is an inclusive list 

which conflicts with the opening "such 

as". 

Also under 4.1.4, please consider 

changing the "and" nest trees to "or" 

nest trees.  

3 

The listing is of 

examplesðall are 

not required.  

None 

 

Indicators:  
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1. Program to promote the conservation of native biological diversity, including species, wildlife habitats, and ecological or natural communi ty types, at stand and 

landscape levels.    

2. Program to protect threatened and endangered species.    

3. Plans to locate and protect known sites associated with viable occurrences of critically imperiled and imperiled species and communities also known as Forests 

with Exceptional Conservation Value. Plans for protection may be developed independently or collaboratively and may include Program Participant management, 

cooperation with other stakeholders, or use of easements, conservation land sales, exchanges, or other conservation strategies.    

4. Development and implementation of criteria, for conventional and, where applicable, bio energy feedstock harvesting, as guided by regionally appropriate best 

scientific information , for retention of stand -level wildlife habitat elements such as snags, stumps, mast trees, pollinator habitat, down woody debris, den trees, 

and nest trees.    

5. Assessment, conducted individually or collaboratively, of forest cover types and habitats at the individual ownership level a nd, where credible data are available, 

across the landscape, and incorporation of findings into planning and management activities, where practical and when consistent with management objectives.    

6. Support of and participation in plans or programs for the conservation of old -growth forests in the region of ownership.    

7. Participation in programs and demonstration of activities  as appropriate to limit the introduction, impact, and spread of invasive exotic plants and animals that 

directly threaten or are likely to threaten native plant and animal communities.   

8. Program to incorporate the role of prescribed or natural fire whe re appropriate. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Indicator 5 ends with "where practical 

and when consistent with 

management objectives".  This clause 

has the effect of nullifying the 

requirement.  The indicator is 

essentially voluntary and should 

either be removed or made 

mandatory.  Further, not having a 

requirement for landscape-level 

management will ensure that the 

LEED standard will not recognize SFI.  

We are not fooling anyone with the 

current wording.  

Remove the phrase "where practical 

and when consistent with 

management objectives". 

1 

Agreed to include new 

language to replace 

ñand when consistent 

with management 

objectivesò. 

Revised indicator 5 to now read:  

ñProgram for the assessment, conducted 

individually or collaboratively, of forest 

cover types, size classes, and habitats at 

the individual ownership level and, where 

credible data are available, across the 

landscape, take into account findings in 

planning and management activities.ò 
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pollinator habitat not understood or 

well defined 
drop pollinator habitat  1 

Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

Deleted term. 

Indicator 4.1.4: Retention for the 

purpose of maintaining wildlife habitat 

is noted in the indicator. It would be 

more complete if it also mentioned 

retention for the purpose of 

maintaining the diversity of species at 

the stand level. Also, drop the term 

ñbestò before ñscientific informationò 

because of different interpretations as 

to what is the ñbest scientific 

information.ò  

 

Indicator 4.1.4: "Development and 

implementation of criteria, for 

conventional and, where applicable, 

bioenergy feedstock harvesting, as 

guided by regionally appropriate best 

3scientific information, for retention 

of stand-level wildlife habitat 

elements (such as snags, stumps, 

mast trees, pollinator habitat, down 

woody debris, den trees, and nest 

trees), and for m aintenance of 

diversity of tree species." 

3 

 

 

 

3 

Diversity of species at 

stand level is specified 

in the performance 

measure. 

 

Best scientific 

information is a 

defined term.  

None 

 

 

 

None 

Indicator 4. Conservation of 

ñpollinator habitatò arguably a 

national issue, but one most often 

associated with agricultural systems.  

The existing SFI requirements for 

stand- and landscape-level diversity 

sufficiently address forestryôs 

contribution to the conservation of 

pollinator habitat.  Recommend 

removing ñpollinator habitatò. 

4. Development and implementation 

of criteria, for conventional and, 

where applicable, bioenergy feedstock 

harvesting, as guided by regionally 

appropriate best scientific information 

, for retention of stand -level wildlife 

habitat elements such as snags, 

stumps, mast trees, down woody 

debris, den trees, and nest trees. 

1 

Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

Deleted term. 

The term "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Value" is used 

throughout the new standard.  In 

Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in 

Objective 8 PM 8.1.  I recognize that 

Indicator 3. Plans to locate and 

protect known sites associated with 

viable occurrences of critically 

imperiled and imperiled species and 

communities also known as Ecological 

3 

The term ñForests of 

Exceptional 

Conservation Valueò 

has been used by SFI 

since 2005. 

None 
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you are trying to take into account 

plant communities which are critically 

imperriled or imperriled, however the 

use of the word forests may be 

confusing and or misleading.  

NatureServe uses the term Ecological 

Communities and Systems, perhaps in 

place of "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Values we can use the 

term "Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Values" as 

this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search 

Functions. 

Communities with Exceptional 

Conservation Value. Plans for 

protection may be developed 

independently or collaboratively and 

may include Program Participant 

management cooperation with other 

stakeholders, or use of easements, 

conservation land sales, exchanges, 

or other conservation strategies. 

Indicator 4 - Again making 

distinctions between conventional and 

bioenergy feedstock harvesting is 

redundant and unnecessary. 

Indicator 4 - .....for c onventional 

harvesting, as guide by regionally 

appropriate......  

1 

Agree that clarity on 

conventional vs. 

bioenergy harvesting 

needed.  

See changes in new SFI 2010-2104 

Standard. 

Performance Measure 4.1, Indicator 

#3: Describing either a species or an 

ecological community as a óForest' 

with Exceptional Conservation Value 

is a misnomer and it is a concern that 

it will result in a wide range of 

interpretations of protection 

requirements. Protection of ecological 

communities is normally achieved at a 

small stand level scale whereas a 

óforestô can be expanded out to the 

landscape or regional level. 

Requirements to protect sessile or 

immobile species will normally require 

protection at a small stand scale, not 

Delete all references in the draft 

standard to óForests with Exceptional 

Conservation Valueô  

OR  

change to óSpecies and Ecological 

Communities having Exceptional 

Conservation Valueô. 

 

Also, for clarity and consistency with 

the Nature Serve conservation status 

the word óecologicalô needs to be 

added before community in the 

indicator; ñééé.known sites 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The term ñForests of 

Exceptional 

Conservation Valueò 

has been used by SFI 

since 2005. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None 
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a forest per se. Species having large 

ranges will likely only require 

protection of habitat key their life 

cycle at locations scattered across the 

landscape to in order to ensure their 

continued survival. Again, protection 

of a óforestô would not be necessary 

as exclusion of harvesting in a óforestô 

is usually not necessary to protect a 

species. 

associated with viable occurrences of 

critically imperiled and imperiled 

species and ecological 

communitiesééé.ò 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicator 4.1.4 ï remove phrase 

ñpollinator habitatò ï out of left field 

new indicator with little science 

supporting what essential 

components are for that habitat in 

many parts of the US and Canada 

Development and implementation of 

criteria, for conventional and, where 

applicable, bioenergy feedstock 

harvesting, as guided by regionally 

appropriate best scientific information 

, for ret ention of stand-level wildlife 

habitat elements such as snags, 

stumps, mast trees, down woody 

debris, den trees, and nest trees. 

1 

Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

None 

Indicator #3. A focus o n sites through 

the FECV concept does not address 

biodiversity conservation concerns 

linked to large intact natural forests 

areas.   

Recommend expanding definition of 

FECV to include large intact natural 

forest areas (forest areas where many 

of the principal characteristics and 

key elements of native ecosystems 

such as complexity, structure and 

diversity are present).  

3 

This issue is 

addressed by indicator 

4.1.5. 

None 

Pollinator Habitat is not a defined or 

widely understood habitat  

 

Strike "pollinator habitat"  1 

Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

Deleted term 

Indicator 4:  Same comment as  1 Agree that clarity on See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 
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previous with respect to the term 

"conventional".   

conventional vs. 

bioenergy harvesting 

needed.  

Standard. 

 

Concern 4.1.1: 

Concern: ñecological or natural 

community typesò is not defined.  

Also, ñat stand and landscape levelsò 

is redundant since it is stated in the 

PM. 

Concern 4.1.3: 

Concern: Too wordy ï it is up to the 

program participant to get innovative 

and build there own auditable 

defense with respect to what 

collaboration might entail.  

Concern 4.1.5:Concern: Confusing 

wording & too many caveats. 

Recommendation 4.1.1: ñProgram to 

promote the conservation of biological 

diversity, including species, wildlife 

habitats and community types.ò 

 

Recommendation 4.1.3: Cut sentence 

off at the word collaboratively. (i.e. 

remove ñand may includeé.ò) 

 

Recommendation 4.1.5: "Assessment 

of forest cover types and habitats at 

the stand level with findings 

incorporated into management 

planning and operations where 

practical.ò 

1 

1 

3 

1 

Agree with comments 

for improving wording 

except for 4.1.3 where 

there is a need for 

emphasis on the  

various approaches 

that can be employed. 

Deleted ñnaturalò. 

 

Removed ñat stand and landscape levelsò 

from the indicator.  

 

Revised indicator 5 to now read:  

ñProgram for the assessment, conducted 

individually or collaboratively, of forest 

cover types, size classes, and habitats at 

the individual ownership level and, where 

credible data are available, across the 

landscape, take into account findings in 

planning and management activities.ò 

 

 

The term ñpollinator habitatò is 

unclear (Indicator 4).  
Define ñpollinator habitatò. 1 

Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

Deleted term. 

There is no benefit in distinguishing 

between the different harvesting 

types. 

 1 

Agree that clarity on 

conventional vs. 

bioenergy harvesting 

needed. 

See changes in the new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard. 

 

ñPollinator habitatò is a broad and 

undefined term.   The Indicator 
We recommend it be deleted.  1 Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 
Deleted term. 
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references ñstand level habitat 

elementsò; we should not add every 

possibility as examples. 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

Indicator 3 starts with "Plans to".  

This could be interpreted as "a plan 

to do something" rather than an 

actional item.  Perhaps at the stage of 

the standard it would be better 

expressed as a "program to"... 

3. Program to locate and protect 

known sites associated with viable 

occurrences of critically imperiled and 

imperiled species and communities 

also known as Forests with 

Exceptional Conservation Value. Plans 

for prot ection may be developed 

independently or collaboratively and 

may include Program Participant 

management, cooperation with other 

stakeholders, or use of easements, 

conservation land sales, exchanges, 

or other conservation strategies.  

1 Agree with concept. Changed to ñProgramò. 

4.  Pollinator habitat is not defined -- 

is this insect related or mast 

producing related? 

4.  Eliminate pollinator habitat.  1 

Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

Deleted term. 

Due to the use of the terms critically 

imperiled and imperiled at the state 

level sometimes, it is confusing in 

indicator #3 what these terms 

actually mean. 

I am unfamilar with the appropriate 

scientific definition of "pollinator 

habitat."  It should be defined in the 

definitions, does it apply to milkweed 

on roadsides, natural meadows, 

flowering trees,seeded landings,etc 

Indicator 3 -simply put G1 and G2 in 

parentheses after the appropriate 

terms. 

 

Indicator 4 remove pollinator habitat  

1 

 

 

1 

 

Agree with concept. 

 

Agree-this is largely 

regional and is an 

issue more commonly 

associated with other 

land uses.   

Added ñG1ò and ñG2ò in parenthesis in 

definition of FECV. 

 

Deleted term. 
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Regarding #5, with concern about 

early and late successional habitats, it 

is important to have an idea of the 

size class distribution of forest cover 

types that exist within an ownership 

so that it can be compared to regional 

biological diversity models. The 

phrase ñand when consistent with 

management objectivesò could be an 

unnecessary loophole to avoid 

developing a strategy to promote 

biological diversity when gaps are 

identified.   

Add ñsize classesò after ñcover types.ò 

Delete ñand when consistent with 

management objectives.ò 

1 

 

1 

 

Agreed and added 

language suggested. 

 

Agreed and included  

new language to 

replace ñand when 

consistent with 

management 

objectivesò. 

Added ñsize classesò. 

 

 ñProgram for the assessment, conducted 

individually or collaboratively, of forest 

cover types, size classes, and habitats at 

the individual ownership level and, where 

credible data are available, across the 

landscape, take into account findings in 

planning and management activities.ò 

Vulnerable species and communities 

(NatureServe G3) are not typically 

protected by state and provincial 

laws.  Only if theyôre federally listed 

or state/provincially listed T&E 

species are they protected in some 

way, and many G3 species are not on 

state or federal lists of T&E species.  

No G3 communities are covered by 

current law. Having programs to 

conserve stand and landscape-level 

biodiversity is not specific enough to 

get at this issue.   

Suggested to remove the phrase 

ñwhere practical and when consistent 

with management objectivesò or 

ñconsider the resultsò in two 

locations-landscape assessments and 

conservation planning. 

1 

 

Agreed to include new 

language to replace 

ñand when consistent 

with management 

objectivesò.   

                                                                         

Vulnerable species and 

communities 

(NatureServe G3) are 

defined by 

NatureServe as being 

at moderate risk of 

extinction or 

elimination due to a 

restricted range, 

relatively few 

populations, recent 

and widespread 

declines, or other 

factors.  Although 

See revised text in new SFI 2010-2014 

Standard for these two indicators (4.1.5 

and 17.1.5) 
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important from an 

ecological point of 

view, SFI has to 

balance ecological 

priorities with 

economic and social 

considerations.  The 

decision to include 

protection of critically 

imperiled and 

imperiled species and 

communities in the 

Standard was made 

following an extensive 

feasibility study 

conducted with 

NatureServe and a 

diverse group of 

stakeholders.  The 

discussions at the time 

included consideration 

of including G3 

species and 

communities by the 

diverse group of 

stakeholders 

conducting the 

feasibility study.  That 

group determined that 

the inclusion of G3 

species and 

communities would 

create an imbalance 

between ecological 
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and economic 

objectives of the 

Standard.  Although 

SFI Inc. is still 

concerned about this 

imbalance, a pilot 

project is being 

considered to further 

investigate the 

concerns raised.  A 

pilot project on this 

issue could include 

consideration of some 

combination of 

NatureServe G3 

ranked species and 

communities, 

NatureServe S-ranked 

species and 

communities and 

species and 

communities identified 

by state wildlife 

agencies as part of the 

state wildlife action 

plans. 

 

Performance Measure 4.2. Program Participants shall apply knowledge gained through research, science, technology, and field experience to manage wildlife 

habitat and cont ribute to the conservation of biological diversity.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

 Performance Measure 4.2 . 1 Stakeholder consultation is See 4.2.1 and 6.1.1 
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Recommend including stakeholder 

consultation as a source of 

knowledge. 

accomplished most 

appropriately by the 

requirements included in 

indicator 4.2.1 for 

participation in external 

programs.  Stakeholder 

consultation is now also 

included in 6.1.1. 

 

Indicators:  

1. Collection of information on Forests with Exceptional Conservation Value and other biodiversity-related data through forest inventory processes, mapping, or 

participation in external prog rams, such as NatureServe, state or provincial heritage programs, or other credible systems. Such participation may include providing 

nonproprietary scientific information, time, and assistance by staff, or in -kind or direct financial support.   

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

3. Collection of information, individually or collaboratively, on climate change impacts on wildlife habitats and conse rvation of biological diversity through 

international, national, regional or local programs.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or P roposed New 

Language  

#1 and #3 "Collection of information" 

will be prombematic with auditors  
Relevant information 

3 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

This language for #1 has been 

in use for 5 years with no 

significant concerns being 

expressed by auditors or PPs. 

 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

"Collection of information" needs 

interpretation. May create "busy -
Substitute "monitor" or "involvement  3 For #1, this language has been 

in use for 5 years with no 
None 
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work" for biologists.  in processes"  

 

 

1 

 

 

significant concerns being 

expressed by auditors or PPs. 

 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

Ind 3. is a job for a librarian.  Drop indicator. 1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

Indicator 4.2.3: Wording is 

inappropriate.  Insert the qualifier 

ñpossibleò between ñonò and ñclimate 

change impactsò   

 

Indicator 4.2.3: "Collection of 

information, individually or 

collaboratively, on possible climate 

change impacts on wildlife habitats 

and conservation of biological 

diversity through international, 

national, regional or local programs."  

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

Indicator 3.  ñCollection of 

informationò is a difficult concept to 

audit.  Recommend using language 

similar to proposed indicator 17.1.5 

where the phrase ñProgram 

Participants are knowledgeable 

aboutò is used. 

Indicator 3.  Program Participants are 

knowledgeable about climate change 

impacts on wildlife habitat and 

conservation of biological diversity.  

Such knowledge may be generated 

individually or collaboratively through 

international, national, or local 

initiatives. 

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

The term "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Value" is used 

throughout the new standard.  In 

Indicator 1. Collection of inf ormation 

on Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Value and 

3 

The term ñForests of Exceptional 

Conservation Valueò has been 

used by SFI since 2005. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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Objective 4 PM 4.1 and 4.2 and in 

Objective 8 PM 8.1.  I recognize that 

you are trying to take into account 

plant communities which are critically 

imperriled or imperriled, however the 

use of the word forests may be 

confusing and or misleading.  

NatureServe uses the term Ecological 

Communities and Systems, perhaps in 

place of "Forests with Exceptional 

Conservation Values we can use the 

term "Ecological Communities with 

Exceptional Conservation Values" as 

this is more consistent with the 

NatureServe Explorer Data Search 

Functions. 

other biodiversity related data 

through forest inventory processes, 

mapping, or participation in external 

programs, such as NatureServe, state 

or provincial heritage programs, or 

other credible systems.  Such 

participation may include providing 

nonproprietary scientific information, 

time, and assistance by staff, or in -

kind or direct financial support.  

  

Performance Measure 4.2, Indicator 

#3: This indicator appears to require 

program participants to take the 

initiative to start the collection of 

information on effects of climate 

change where no such program 

already exists for a program 

participantôs region of operation. 

Climate change research already falls 

under the umbrella of Indicator #1 so 

it is unclear why a separate indicator 

is required to address one of many 

areas of scientific research that a 

program participant can choose to 

participate in.  

Delete Indicator #3  1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

Indicator 4.2.3 - Delete this new 

indicator (4.2.3) as "collection of 
Delete Indicator 4.2.3  1 Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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information..." does nothing tangible 

in terms of the ground management 

or in fact promotion of sustainable 

forestry. 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

 

I am very concerned about what 

could be required to meet indicator 3. 

Forest companies do not have the 

resources in these economic times to 

fund such a collection program. I 

think this should be done as part of 

governmental research when and 

where wildlife habitats and 

biodiversity are negatively affected. 

Forest companies should then 

consider, when it is available, all 

government collected information in 

their forest management decisions. 

I would incor porate climate change 

impacts into indicator 2 and remove 

indicator 3. This way if any research 

information is available from 

governments it will get considered in 

forest management decisions and not 

just collected. 

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

How will indicator 3 be applied to 

Program Participants were the is 

currently no program in place to 

collect information on climate change 

impacts on wildlife habitat.  With the 

state of the forest industry and the 

economic downturn, this would be a 

very costly venture for any company 

to undertake.  

Suggest adding "where applicable" to 

the end of Indicator 3.   
1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

Concern 4.2.3: 

Concern: A specific indicator related 

to climate change is unnecessary.  

Gathering of this information is 

implied in Indicators 1 & 2 for this 

PM. 

Recommendation 4.2.3: Delete this 

newly added indicator related to 

climate change.  

1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 
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Including items like ñlong-term 

droughtò and ñclimate changeò to 

assess impacts on wildlife habitats 

and conservation of biological 

diversity implies a level of 

sophistication that doesn't exist.  

Model based predictions are still 

changing fairly regularly and similar 

models don't always give similar 

results.  This would cause frequent 

shifting in forest planning efforts and 

would probably appear very 

inconsistent.   

This performance measure should be 

deleted.   
1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

Perhaps a suggestion that the SICs 

may be a clearing house for 

information on climate change.   

 1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

isn't 4.2.3 covered by 2.4.4 ? 

Is it needed here too? 
Delete 4.2.3 as a duplication of 2.4.4 1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

Given that Objective 1 asks us to 

consider this in our management 

plans isn't indicator 3 above 

somewhat redundant.  Also given the 

debate in the scientific community 

and the infancy of the research,  this 

seems premature. 

Remove indicator 3 1 

Agreement that more clarity is 

needed with the language 

around carbon and climate 

change. 

 

See changes in the new SFI 

2010-2014 Standard. 

 

There are few examples of 

inventories that have a wide enough 

range of ecological values that they 

 3 
Indicator 4.2.1 recognizes the 

point and is intended to require 

Program Participants to collect 

None 
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can be used in the ways described in 

section 4.2. Forest management 

inventories (the definition below 

implicitly includes management 

objectives) are often incomplete. This 

information is usually derived from 

scientific studies and other external 

programs ï participation in a range of 

activities should be encouraged. 

relevant information . 

HCFV does not need to be the precise 

term used by SFI even though it  is 

now being used by multiple standards 

outside of the forestry realm.  The 

way FECV is currently defined by SFI 

limits the scope to a stand-level 

conservation concept.  There needs 

to be specific landscape, or coarse-

scale, biodiversity indicators in the 

SFI standard. Otherwise it will 

continue to be very difficult to point 

to any tangible landscape-scale 

conservation results as a result of 

SFI.   

Adopt High Conservation Value Forest 

definition, criteria and indicators  
3 

Response:  To our knowledge, 

HCVF is only used in FSC and 

FSC-affiliated standards (e.g., 

Smartwood), although it is used 

by other FSC program 

supporters.  The SFI Standard 

addresses landscape or coarse-

scale biodiversity through a 

combination of indicators, two of 

which are the Forests with 

Exceptional Conservation Value 

(FECV) requirements (i.e., 4.1.3 

and 4.2.1).  FECV indicators 

address areas where biodiversity 

values are concentrated and 

areas that are in or contain 

critically imperiled and/or 

imperiled species and 

ecosystems.  To complement the 

protection of critically imperiled 

and/or imperiled species, 

Indicator 4.1.2 protects T&E 

species, and Indicator 4.1.6 

addresses old growth in the 

region of ownership.  We agree 

None 
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that taken as a group, these 

indicators address the species or 

ecosystem component of a 

landscape, but the SFI Standard 

does not limit conservation to 

this scale.  Indicator 4.1.5 

requires a Program for the 

assessment of forest cover 

types, size classes, and habitats 

across Program Participantôs 

entire ownership or landscape, 

where credible data exist.  This 

indicator considers ecosystems 

in the context of their 

representation at landscape-

scales, accounting for ownership 

size of course.  Finally, Indicator 

17.1.5 addresses landscape-

scale conservation priorities 

identified by other organizations 

such as The Nature Conservancy 

and the World Wildlife Fund.   

 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual Quality and Recreational Benefits.  To manage the visual impact of harvesting and other forest operations. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Poppycock  N/A 
Commentary, no 

suggested change. 
None 

Concern 5: Too wordy 

Recommendation 5: Simplify wording: 

ñTo manage the visual impact of 

forest operations.ò 

1 
Agree that wording 

can be enhanced. 

To manage the visual impact of forest 

operations and provide recreational 

opportunities for the public.  
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Clarify visual quality applies to forest 

operations and expand objective to 

include recreation. 

Objective 5. Maintenance of Visual 

Quality and Recreational Benefits. To 

manage the visual impact of forest 

operations and provide recreational 

opportunities for the public.  

1 Agree. 

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 does not seem appropriate. 

Either remove Recreational benefits 

or in the description alter  to say 

"..manage the visual and recreational 

impact of harvesting...."  

3 

Agree that wording 

can be improved 

however recreation 

will remain in the 

Objective language. 

To manage the visual impact of forest 

operations and provide recreational 

opportunities for the public.  

 

Performance Measure 5.1.  Program Participants shall manage the impact of harvesting on visual quality. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

The owner needs to use "best 

business practices" consistent with 

SFI. They shouldn't have to be 

concerned about the visual affect as it 

is PURELY subjective and he may 

think clearcuts are beautiful as it is  

the best for his land, healthwise and 

profit wise.  

 3 

Aesthetics are an 

important 

consideration as 

well. 

None 

Still potentially viewed as weak,  

recomend additions of Regionally 

accepted. 

See Indicator 1. 3 

Too prescriptive; 

ñregionally accepted 

normsò is undefined 

and it is not clear 

there are ñaccepted 

normsò in all 

regions. 

None 
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Indicators:   

1. Program to address visual quality management.   

2. Incorporation of aesthetic considerations in harvesting, road, landing design and management, and other ma nagement activities where visual impacts are a 

concern. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Visual "considerations" should not be 

a part of a renewable resource 

management. We are managing a 

resource for the protection of the 

planet. 

 3 

Aesthetics are an 

important 

consideration as 

well. 

None 

Strenghen Objective 5. 

1.  Program to address visual quality 

management, to levels acceptable or 

in excedance with regionally accepted 

norms. 

3 

Too prescriptive; 

ñregionally accepted 

normsò is undefined 

and it is not clear 

there are ñaccepted 

normsò in all 

regions.  

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Use this space to propose 

any new Indicators to 

Performance Measure 5.1:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

The first indicator should be the 

establishment of a set of visual 

quality management objectives 

for the ownership in the plan.  

1 

Agreement with the concept.  Indicator 5.1.1 requires a program to address visual quality management and 

the program would necessarily include the objectives of the program.  Therefore additional language in the 

standard is not necessary. 

 

 

Performance Measure 5.2. Program Participants shall manage the size, shape, and placement of clearcut harvests.   
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Indicators:   

1. Average size of clearcut harvest areas does not exceed 120 acres (48.6 hectares), except when necessary to meet regulatory requirements or to respond to 

forest health emergencies or other natural catastrophes.   

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

 

Rationale f or proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  

Revised or Proposed New 

Language  

An effective visual quality 

management program eliminates the 

need to specify an arbitrary maximum 

average clearcut size.  Forest health 

and natural disasters are always 

going to play a part in forest 

ecosystems and forest management. 

5.2.1 Visual quality management 

program addresses the size, shape, 

and placement of clearcut harvests. 

3 

The clearcut size 

requirement is an average, 

not an absolute, and is 

necessary component of the 

goals in managing visual 

quality.  There are 

exceptions allowed for forest 

health emergencies or other 

natural catastrophes and to 

meet regulatory 

requirement.   

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  

Clearcuts should not be limited by 

SFI. If it clearcutting is good 

management of the land, a 

hypothetical limit of 120 acres is 

counter productive. 

 3 

The clearcut size 

requirement is an average, 

not an absolute, and is 

necessary component of the 

goals in managing visual 

quality.  There are 

exceptions allowed for forest 

health emergencies or other 

natural catastrophes and to 

meet regulatory 

requirement.   

None See revised 5.2 regarding 

meeting regulatory requirements.  

Often larger harvest units are 

developed to mimic natural 

add "or other biodiversity planning" 

requirements 
3 The clearcut size 

requirement is an average, 

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  
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disturbance patterns and regimes. 

Unsure if these are always captured 

under "regulatory requirements"  

not an absolute, and is 

necessary component of the 

goals in managing visual 

quality.  There are 

exceptions allowed for forest 

health emergencies or other 

natural catastrophes and to 

meet regulatory 

requirement.   

Southeast and South-Central Alaska 

typically have long periods of high 

winds and extreme rainfall. Further, 

the softwoods in Southeast and 

South-Central Alaska are shallow 

rooted and very susceptible to 

windthrow (particularly when the soils 

are saturated). As a consequence, the 

cutting boundaries are normally 

located along stream buffers or 

natural windfirm boundaries. These 

conditions may not always allow 

compliance with the 120 acre average 

size clear-cut limitation.  

Further, most of the timber harvest in 

these regions is done by cable logging 

systems. If timber is isolated behind a 

cutting boundary, the cost of 

harvesting that timber in the future, 

whether or not it has blown down, 

can be prohibitively expensive. 

Average size of clearcut harvest areas 

does not exceed 120 acres (48.6 

hectares), except when necessary to 

meet regulatory requirements or to 

respond to forest health issues (e.g. 

creating a significant risk of 

windthrow) or other natural 

catastrophes.  

 

3 

The clearcut size 

requirement is an average, 

not an absolute, and is 

necessary component of the 

goals in managing visual 

quality.  There are 

exceptions allowed for forest 

health emergencies or other 

natural catastrophes and to 

meet regulatory 

requirement. 

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  

Placement of these indicators in this 

objective implies that they only apply 

where visual management is a 

Consider moving indicators to 

objective 4 or 18>  
3 

Objective 4 is focused on 

wildlife habitat and 

biodiversity and is for those 

None 
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concern. In BC there are areas 

designated as non-visually sensitive. 

PPs who own forest land; 

Objective 18 is focused on 

public land management for 

those PPs who have 

management responsibilities 

on public lands. 

Concern 5.2: This is a valuable 

performance measure that addresses 

more than visual quality.  In Canada 

the clearcut size, shape, location and 

landscape configuration is primarily 

driven by sustainability criteria, 

ecological factors, emulating natural 

disturbance patterns and wildlife 

management, rather than exclusively 

visual aesthetics. Visual aesthetics 

tend to be addressed on a site 

specific basis in response to localized 

need i.e. highway corridors, tourism 

values, etc. 

Concern 5.2.1: Larger clear cuts can 

be the appropriate prescription 

required by professionals in order to 

achieve sustainable forest 

management, for example to sustain 

threatened and endangered species, 

especially in the Canadian context 

(i.e. caribou). Consideration should be 

given to landscape level management 

and with Canadian input. 

Recommendation 5.2: The standard 

needs to project an appreciation for 

the importance of well planned, 

appropriately sized harvest blocks in 

response to the myriad of 

environmental considerations. Needs 

further thought and consideration -- 

Suggest it could be a performance 

measure under forest management 

planning. 

 

Specifically: ñmanageò may be better 

served by ñplanò ï this is a planning 

issue 

ñplacementò may be better served by 

ñlocationò or ñconfigurationò 

 

Recommendation 5.2.1: ñWithin 

visually sensitive zones the average 

clear cut size shall not exceed 120 

acres, unless ñharvesting is being 

carried out to recover timber 

damaged by fire, insects, wind, 

and/or other similar events, 

incorporating structural characteristics 

of identified natural disturbances 

1 

Agree with concept when 

necessary to meet legal 

requirements.  

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  
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types associated with the landscape, 

and/or necessary to meet regulatory 

requirements..ò 

Average size of clearcut harvest areas 

is too small. 

Average size of clearcut harvest areas 

does not exceed 250 acres, except 

when necessary to meet regulatory 

requirements or to respond to forest 

health emergencies or other natural 

catastrophes. 

3 

The clearcut size 

requirement is an average, 

not an absolute, and is 

necessary component of the 

goals in managing visual 

quality.  There are 

exceptions allowed for forest 

health emergencies or other 

natural catastrophes and to 

meet regulatory 

requirement.   

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  

During past revision, efforts have 

been made to use terminology that 

applies equally in the U.S. and 

Canada.  If that is not possible, every 

effort has been made to recognize the 

practices and terms of both countries.  

We recommend that Indicator 5.2.1 

be modified to reflect this philosophy 

by using as examples of natural 

disturbances taken from Canadian 

forest practice regulations.   

We recommend adding at the end of 

the indicator the following:  ñé, 

including harvesting carried out to 

recover timber damaged by fire, 

insects, wind, and/or other similar 

events, incorporating structural 

characteristics of identified natural 

disturbance types associated with the 

landscape.ò 

1 

Agree with concept when 

necessary to meet legal 

requirements. 

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  

This indicator worked OK in the US 

with its forest types and populations.  

In the boreal forest it is not 

appropriate where small clearcuts are 

not in tune with the natural 

disturbance regimes.  The Crown 

manages for moose in the southern 

portion of the boreal forest calling for 

Indicator 1 - .... doest not exceed 120 

acres (49 hectares), except when 

necessary to meet regulatory 

requirements, address scientifically 

accepted disturbance regimes or to 

respond to forest health 

emergencies..." 

 

1 

Agree with concept when 

necessary to meet legal 

requirements. 

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  
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an average CC size of 100 ha with 

retention.  The Crown also follows the 

Natural Emulation Disturbance 

Pattern Guidelines which also have 

larger clearcuts.  Finally, round up to 

49 ha.  There is no science behing the 

120 acres limit, it was just a 

consensus arbritary figure. 

1. Unneccessarily restrictive 120 acre 

cc size.  There are several legitimate 

situations to exceed 120 ac that 

would be harmfully precluded by this 

language. This one-size-fits-all needs 

a better written caveat.  

 3 

The clearcut size 

requirement is an average, 

not an absolute, and is 

necessary component of the 

goals in managing visual 

quality.  There are 

exceptions allowed for forest 

health emergencies or other 

natural catastrophes and to 

meet regulatory 

requirement.   

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  

Delete indicator 5.2.1.  

See discussion from Minneapolis 

workshop for rationale. 

 3 

The clearcut size 

requirement is an average, 

not an absolute, and is 

necessary component of the 

goals in managing visual 

quality.  There are 

exceptions allowed for forest 

health emergencies or other 

natural catastrophes and to 

meet regulatory 

requirement.   

See revised 5.2 regarding meeting 

regulatory requirements.  
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Use this space to propose 

any new Indicators to 

Performance Measure 5.2:  

Comment 

Review  
Proposed new items  

ADD 2. At times, clearcut harvest 

size may legitimately exceed 120 

acres to acheive planned and 

legally-authorized purposes, 

including but not limited to: a) 

biodiversity objectives; b) social 

& community objectives (e.g. 

Alaskan islands); c) research 

projects approved by local 

government; d)invasive species 

control; e) stand destroying 

catastrophies; f) forest health 

epidemics & emergencies; g) 

other special plans approved by 

local government. 

3 See revised 5.2 regarding meeting regulatory requirements. 

 

Performance Measure 5.3.  Program Participants shall adopt a green-up requirement or alternative methods that provide for visual quality.  

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comm ent 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

This performance measure specifically 

defines the gree-up requirement.  It 

does not allow the program 

participant to specify a green-up 

requirement that fit the ecosystems in 

which they manage.   

See proposed definition of Green-Up 

requirement. 
3 

Flexibility is already 

allowed with the 

language ñor 

alternative 

methodsò. 

None 

Again, poppycock  N/A Commentary None 

Is the green up requirement intended 

only for visually sensitive areas? If not 

Consider moving pm and indicators to 

obj 4.  
3 The principle 

concern is visual 
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move pm to obj 4.  quality. 

Metrics should be included 

throughout. Also divide #2 into two 

sentences ï too hard to read. What is 

the basis for #3? In many areas of 

the boreal forest and wi th softwoods 

such as black spruce more than 3 

years are required for green-up. Why 

not just include a height requirement?  

remove "at least 3 years" from #3  3 

1. Metrics are 

developed by 

Program 

Participants, where 

appropriate.  2. We 

donôt see how 

Indicator 5.3.2 can 

be split into 2 

sentences.  3.  ñAt 

least 3 yearsò will 

remain, but a 

Program Participant 

can provide a 

rationale to modify 

this indicator for 

local conditions to 

the certification 

body if there is a 

sound ecological 

reason. 

None 

Indicators:  

1. Program implementing the green-up requirement or alternative methods.   

2. Harvest area tracking system to demonstrate compliance with the green -up requirement or alternative methods.   

3. Trees in clearcut harvest areas are at least 3 years old or 5 feet high at the desired level of stocking before adjacent areas are clearcut, or as appropriate to 

address operational and economic considerations, alternative methods to reach the performance measure are utilized by the Program Participant. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

Is this best for the land and planet or 

for someones idea of what "looks 
 N/A Commentary. None 
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pretty"? 

Indicator 5.3.3: It does not make any 

sense for this indicator to apply to 

single digit acre stands.  There needs 

to be a minimum clearcut size (for 

example, 10 ac for individual harvest 

areas or 40 acres of combined small 

clearcuts) below which the green-up 

issue doesnôt apply. At the very least 

the green-up requirement should not 

apply to clearcuts that meet the 

exceptions described in 5.2.1.   

 

Indicator 5.3.3: "When adjacent 

clearcut areas total 40 acres or 

greater, trees in clearcut harvest 

areas are at least 3 years old or 5 feet 

high at the desired level of stocking 

before adjacent areas are clearcut.  

Alternative methods to reach the 

performance measure may be utilized 

by the Program Participant in order to 

address operational and economic 

considerations, or other resource 

issues such as protection or 

enhancement of rare and endangered 

species." 

3 

Flexibility is already 

allowed with the 

language ñor 

alternative 

methodsò. 

None 

Delete indicator 5.3.3. Replace with 

new indicator that a llows green up 

requirements to be established by 

forest land manager. Rationale; green 

up or reforestation varies from region 

to region. Additionally, states may 

have guidelines in place that define 

green up requirements. In MN for 

example, the visual quality guidelines 

could be used to develop a green up 

requirement locally. 

 3 

Flexibility is already 

allowed with the 

language ñor 

alternative 

methodsò. 

None 

 

Performance Measure 5.4.  Program Participants shall provide recreation opportunities for the public. 

Rationale for proposed change:  Proposed New Language:  
Comment 

Review  
Rationale  Revised or Proposed New Language  

The draft standard indicates that this Program participants shall support 1 Agree. Performance Measure 5.4. Program 




