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1. introduction 

The purpose of the report is to assess the compliance of the Norwegian Living Forest Standard (LFS) and its implementation arrangements with the requirements of Pan European Forest Certification Scheme (PEFC). The task was assigned to Indufor based on the PEFC tender issued on December 17, 1999.

The Assessment was made against the following PEFC documents:

1. PEFCC Technical Document Annex 4: Pan European Criteria and Indicators,

2. PEFC Council Check List

3. PEFCC Technical Document Annex 5: Guidelines for PEFC Standard Setting and Procedures for Endorsement of PEFC Certification Schemes

4. Pan European Operational Level Guidelines.

The assessment was based on the review of relevant documentation on the Living Forest Project and its implementation attached to the application of the PEFC-Norway. The main focus was given to documents describing the performance and management system requirements of Living Forest Certification Process. The main documents were the following:

· Report 11 (chapter 2) – Living Forest Standards

· Report 12 (chapters 4.2 and 4.3) – Group certification arrangements.

Additional information on the development and implementation procedures was received on the Consultant’s request from the applicant. A two-day field visit to Norway was made in April to clarify the stakeholder viewpoints on the process and to get acquainted with the practical implementation arrangements. Most stakeholder representatives were consulted (Annex 1).

The report is organised as follows:

Chapter 2 
describes the assessment process carried out by the Consultant

Chapter 3
describes the PEFC-Norway arrangement for the group certification and certification process

Chapter 4
discusses the compliance of Living Forest Standards together with normative regulations with the Pan European Criteria and Indicators for SFM. An assessment against the Pan European Operational Level Guidelines is also made

Chapter 5
includes a general analysis of the actual performance requirements of the Living Forest Standards related to a number of issues relevant to sustainable forest management (SFM)

Chapter 6
assesses the development process of the Living Forest Standards and their implementation arrangements

Chapter 7 
assesses the credibility of the implementation and certification procedures

Chapter 8
evaluates the efficiency of the implementation and certification from the viewpoint of aerial coverage and cost-efficiency

Chapter 9
describes the arrangements for appeals procedures 

Chapter 10
comments on the information on the suspension of a certificate from a Viken skogeierforeningen

The conclusions are presented in the chapter 11 and they are summarised in a tabular form. A recommendation on the endorsement of the Living Forest Standards and their implementation arrangements is also made. A series of recommendations are made to LFS with regard to improving the relevant documentation in order to make some key rules explicit and to complete some of the provisions of the scheme.

2. assessment process

2.1 Elements of the Process
The assessment process of the Norwegian Living Forest Standards (LFS) includes the following elements indicated also in the PEFC tender dossier (17.12.1999):

1. A general analysis of the structure and implementation system of the standards (Ch. 3)

2. An analysis of the performance requirements of the standards and their compliance with the Pan-European Criteria and Operational Level Guidelines for Sustainable Forest Management (Ch. 4, 5). 

3. Evaluation of the standard setting process and the possibility of different stakeholders to participate and influence in the process (ref. Ch. 6)

4. The credibility, voluntarity and effectiveness of the implementation of the Living Forest Standards (ref. Ch. 7 and 8). 

Four main issues have received emphasis in the assessment:

1. The level of commitment to the implementation of the Living Forest Standards in practical forest management. 

2. Performance level requirements of the standards

3. General coverage of the certification process providing information on the credibility of the implementation of the standards

4. Transparency and participation opportunities in the planning process.

2.2 PEFC Reference Documents
The Documents against which the assessment is made are listed in Chaper 1. The reference base indicated on the Pan-European Operational-level Guidelines (PEOLG) is based on Pan European Criteria and Indicators (C&I). C&I for sustainable forest management (SFM). They define the general elements of SFM. The C&I do not set specific targets for forest management whereas PEOLG guide forest management at operational level. Thus the conformity assessment was made only against PEOLG.

2.3 Assessment Procedures
The assessment is mainly based on the documents as their contents form the general requirements and guidelines for the implementation of the LFS. All requirements or preconditions should be stated in the documents that are the basis for certification audit. 

The core documents of the assessment are 

a) 
Report 12 chapters 4.2 “Alternative Schemes for Group Certification” and 4.3 “Certification of Individual Forest Properties” (implementation scheme) and 

b) 
Report 11 chapter 2 “The 23 Living Forest Standards for Sustainable Norwegian Forest Management” (certification criteria)

The chapters in these two reports form the requirements for implementation and performance level against which the certification of the Living Forest Standards can be made. The 23 criteria (Living Forest Standards) form the basis for the certification, and the implementation levels presented in report 12 provide the options for group certification and certification of individual forest holdings.

Precondition for the implementation of the Living Forest Standards is that the certification process follows that of an established certification scheme. The PEFC Norway applies PEFC- approval for the Living Forest Standards and group certification arrangements when of the certification is linked with ISO or EMAS certifications within the applicant organisations. 

Credibility is here assessed based on processes related to standard implementation and auditing. The assessment is mainly based on interviews and the applicant’s original handbooks and other documents. 

The analysis on the transparency and participation in the planning process is based on documents and interviews. The programme for the interviews carried out in the assessment process is presented in the Annex 1.

3. Structure of living forest certification

3.1 Group Certification
Due to the large number of forest owners in Norway group certification is the most feasible model for forest certification. The scheme does not define exclusively under which organisations the groups should be formed (Report 12, p. 34). However it states that the group certification may in principle be adopted by Norwegian forest owners’ district associations, as well as the Norwegian Forestry Association. The umbrella organisations for the district associations is Norwegian Forest Owners’ Federation.

The group certification is based on the principle that each individual forest owner joining the group is bound to follow sustainable forestry standards (Report 12, p. 31). The standards referred to are the 23 Living Forest Standards for sustainable Norwegian Forestry. The group certification scheme also refers to the possibility of using elements of regional certification concept (cf. the Finnish Forest Certification Scheme) in the three alternative group certification schemes described below (Report 12, p.33).

In regional certification the principle that all forest owners should comply with all the criteria is not usually applied. The Norwegian standard leads to interpretation that the principle is overruling and should be applied in regional certification as well. However, regional certification does not appear feasible within the existing structure of private forest ownership in Norway. The only operational approach is therefore based on traditional group certification models presented below. 

3.1.1 Membership Scheme

Description

Membership scheme is based on the principle that members of an association are committed to follow the bylaws of the association. If the association changes its bylaws to include certification requirements the members are obliged to apply them in all forest management. The member must resign or he/she is expelled from the association if he/she does not comply with the requirements. Figure 1 illustrates the structure of the membership scheme.

Figure 1
Commitment and Timber Trading within Membership Scheme


[image: image1.wmf]Buyer

Buyer

Certified

timber

Association

Forest owners

Membership

commitments


Living Forests: Report 12, p. 34

Comments

The commitment through membership scheme is sound, if there is evidence that the association monitors the compliance of forest owners with the bylaws and in the case of non-conformity, the necessary actions are taken to exclude non-complying members from the membership (group).

In the membership scheme the forest owner must resign if he does not wish to participate in certification. 

The association committed to certification through its membership scheme may trade only certified timber (Report 12 p. 34). 

3.1.2 Sales Contract Scheme

Description

When the sales contract scheme is applied in the group certification, the association established a condition that the forest owners selling timber through the association have to implement the certification standards (Report 12, p. 35). This gives an alternative to forest owners: they can continue to be members and decide whether they want to sell their timber through association and be certified, or find other timber trading channels and not join the group certification. Thus the members will be divided to certified and non-certified. The application refers to the situation in which  the association may trade only certified timber (see Figure 2). 

The scheme gives also an option to the association to trade uncertified timber, but only from those members that do not sell certified timber (Report 12, p. 36)

This scheme requires that the contract terms for trading of certified timber clearly spell out the long-term relationship between the member and the association including implementation of certification requirements on the entire forest holding (Report 12, p. 35).

Figure 2
Commitment and Timber Trading within Sales Contract Scheme
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Living Forests: Report 12, p. 36.

Comments

Commitment through Sales Contract is reliable if there is evidence that the requirements of the long-term commitment are applied and the entire holding is always subject to internal and external audits. The possibility to manage operational areas in one holding either according to certification requirements or without compying with them, depending on the trading status of the timber (certified/not certified) should be excluded.

There is a slight risk for a conflict of interest in case an association may trade both certified and uncertified timber. The management should prove that the sales contract terms are fully enforced in all market conditions. There is an option that the District associations decide themselves to trade only certified timber and include the decision in the environmental handbook compiled according to ISO 14001 standard. 

The Sales Contract Scheme can be applied also to non-members wishing to sell timber to District Association but it allows also a member to remain outside the group certification.

The District Associations operating under the Norwegian Forest Owners Federation have applied the Sales Contract Scheme in group certification. 

3.1.3  Agreement Scheme

Description

The forest owners may sign an agreement on joining an established certification group (pool of forest owners). The pool may be established by a District Association or other organisation wishing to provide certification service (Report 12, p. 37, 38). In this case, forest certification is not linked with association membership or timber sales contracts.

The organisation offering certification service also controls whether pool partners follow the Living Forest Standards in their forest management (Report 12, p. 37). 

The forest owners in the pool are certified individually and all the forests under the pool may be subject to audits within a specific time-span (Report 12, p. 38). The scheme also refers to the pool as being the certification object (p. 38).

Comments

The Agreement Scheme is based on the formal notification of the forest owner’s will to participate in the certification. The definitions of the Agreement Scheme are not explicit. There is reference that each forest owner is certified individually (=receives a certificate) which. Within this option each forest owner applies for a certification on the compliance  with ISO 14001 and LFS. The pool provides assistance in the process.

Figure 3
Commitment and Timber Trading within Agreement Scheme
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Living Forests: Report 12, p. 37.

.

On the other hand pool is referred as certificate holder. In this option individual forest owners must show adequate compliance with the ISO 140001 EMS and LFS performance requirements. The audit focus on the pool organisation with a sampling among pool members. 

Norwegian Forestry Association has chosen the Agreement Scheme as the basis for their forest certification service. An association called “Norsk Skogssertifisering” has been established to create the certification pool. Certification is also in this case based on ISO 14001 certification and all forest owners participating in the pool must have compliance with the ISO 14001 management system of “Norsk Skogssertifisering”. The members in Norwegian Forestry Association (approx. 200 in total) own relatively large forest areas. 

3.1.4 Regional Scheme

The regional scheme does not include principles for implementation and thus it is not considered to be operational at the moment. Thus the Certification Committee’s recommendation to select the implementation model from the three first mentioned alternatives is well justified (cf. report 12 p. 41).

3.2 Certification of Individual Forest Properties
The Norwegian scheme acknowledges also the possibility of certification of individual forest properties. The certification requirements are the same 23 Living Forest Standards as used in group certification. Individual forest owners should also base the certification on an existing certification scheme whether ISO, EMAS as indicated in the application of PEFC-Norway (p. 21). 

3.3 Certification Process
As pointed out above, forest certification in Norway must be connected to an operational certification scheme (e.g. ISO 14001, EMAS or FSC certifications). The requirements stated in the 23 Living Forest Standards (LFS) together with the principles of the chosen group certification scheme should be part of environmental management system in a District Association or a pool organisation. The same is required for individual certification. The same is required for certification of individual holdings. Thus the international rules and requirements on certification processes and certification bodies apply also in the certification against the Living Forest Standards. 

Documentation on environmental management systems is not public. Therefore, it is important to indicate in the certificate or in the related public documents that the compliance with the Living Forest Standards is assessed in the certification audits.

The issued certificates state that the management and operations within an organisation conform to the NS-EN ISO 14001 standard on the defined services and that these services correspond to Living Forest Standards for sustainable Norwegian Forestry. Thus, it can be concluded that the Living Forest Standards are assessed in their entirety in the environmental management system (EMS) audits. 

Certification bodies can make certifications according to ISO 14001 and the Living Forest Standards under their current accreditation for EMS in the forestry sector. For the time being, only Det Norske Veritas Region Norge AS has carried out forest certifications. They have the required accreditation from the national accreditation body (Norsk Akkreditering: Norwegian Accreditation). It is concluded that the certification process fully meets the PEFC requirements.
Linking the certification process with ISO and EMAS audits ensures that the international requirements on credibility, liability and impartiality are met. The fact that the association has a certified management system gives certain guarantees on the association’s competence to control the compliance with the forest certification requirements within the group and it also ensures consistency in documentation.

In principle, the Living Forest Standards may also be applied in certification according to FSC scheme. The management system requirements are not stated in the Living Forest Standard documents but they are present in ISO 14001 standard with which LFS currently applies. If LFS is attached to an FSC (or any other certification), the management system requirements may no more be adequately verified. Implications of the FSC certification procedure for the requirement level and credibility of certification cannot be assessed without a closer study on the issue. As no FSC certifications have been carried out in Norway, the question is no a priority at present.

Figure 4 illustrates the implementation arrangements of the Living Forest Standards and its application in certification.

Figure 4
Implementation Arrangements of the Living Forest Standard and Its Application in Certification
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4. Compliance with pan european criteria and indicators and operational level guidelines

The basis for the certification criteria to be approved within the PEFC framework is that the certification criteria should be based on Pan-European Criteria for Sustainable Forest Management. The Pan-European Operational Level Guidelines (PEOLG) will form the reference basis when national and regional certification criteria are elaborated (PEFC Common elements and Requirements, Technical Document). 

The Pan-European C&I describe the elements of SFM and data needs for a comprehensive assessment of the state of forests in a country/region. They are not intended to be used on an operational level. Neither do they state any targeted outcomes of forestry practices and therefore they can not be used as directly applicable criteria in forest certification. 

PEOLG were drafted to interpret the Pan–European C&I in practice. The conformity of the Living Forest Standards is, therefore, assessed against PEOLG and not against Pan-European C&I for SFM. It should be noted, however, that PEOLG are aimed at production forests and they do not address the issues related to total protection of forests (excluded from all commercial activities). 

PEOLG do not refer to carbon storage and flows in forests. The flows of greenhouse gases are so far outside the scope of forest certification.

The detailed results on the conformity analysis of the Living Forest Standards with PEOLG are presented in the Annex 2 and summarised inTable 1.

Table 1 
Analysis on the Conformity of Living Forest Standards (LFS) with Pan European Criteria and PEOLG
Criterion 1.
Maintenance and appropriate enhancement of forest resources and their contribution to global carbon cycles

Forest management planning: Normative regulations on state grants to the forest management planning process require that the planning process and the plan consider the possibilities for wood production, nature conservation and multi-purpose forest use. The coverage of the holding-level plans in private forests is high (80%). The national forest inventory (NFI) regularly provides comprehensive data for monitoring and planning. The framework for operational level planning is set in the National Forestry Programme and county-level planning.

Management practices: The Forestry Act includes a provision for the maintenance of wood resources and preventing deforestation on purpose. LFS focus on prevention or minimising of indirect and direct damages to soil and water.

Contribution of forest resources to carbon cycle is not assessed but the carbon assessment is at such an early stage and its implementation in practical forest management need solutions, which well justify its exclusion at this stage.

Criterion 2. 
Maintenance of forest ecosystem health and vitality

Forest management planning: Normative regulations and practical guidelines on forest management planning address also forest health and vitality. The Forestry Act, county-level guidelines and the LFS criterion 15 on mountain forests consider the health of forest ecosystems on vulnerable sites.

Management practices: A number of LFS criteria set requirements for species selection and suitable provenience to ensure adequate genetic and species diversity contributing to resistance capacity in forests. Structural diversity is promoted also through the LFS as well as the defined regeneration practices. LFS include restrictions for the use of pesticides and herbicides.

Criterion 3. 
Maintenance and encouragement of productive functions of forests

Forest management planning: A central objective of the Forestry Act and related normative regulations (as well as that of LFS) is to promote multiple functions of forests. As the certification process against LFS also includes ISO 14001 certification, it should be clear that, if the LFS are adopted as a management goal by an organisation, the LFS will be included in all relevant contexts.

Management practices: The Forestry Act and forest management planning focus to a great extent on the maintenance of productive timber production in forests. LFS address the issue in a comprehensive way. 

Monitoring of the optimum harvesting level is based on the NFI data. 

Criterion 4. 
Maintenance, conservation and appropriate enhancement of biological diversity in forest ecosystems

Forest management planning: Normative regulations on state grants to forest management planning emphasise also nature conservation. The LFS requirements (1-23) should be included in the planning process in the future. On large holdings, landscape ecology should be considered.

At present, biologically important sites are not yet defined as they are under a registration process. There is no reference in LFS or normative forestry rules to red listed species either.

Management practices: LFS stress active regeneration practices but favour natural regeneration whenever possible. LFS also address the species diversity and they do not favour foreign species. Structural diversity in the forest is to be attained by special management guidelines on wet lands and in mountain forests. The LFS requirements on harvesting methods indirectly affect structural diversity as well.

Definitions and management recommendations for key biotopes are not defined.

Criterion 5.
Maintenance and appropriate enhancement of protective functions in forest management 

Forest management planning: Forests that have special protective functions (e.g. mountain forests) are managed according to special plans. Both normative regulation and LFS provide guidance for the planning process.

Management practices: Sensitive soils are addressed in LFS and the Forestry Act. Infrastructure and the effects of road construction are considered in LFS standard. Transition zones along water courses are required according to LFS which also cover provisions for the use of chemicals.

Criterion 6. 
Maintenance of other socio-economic functions and conditions

Forest management planning: The general regulations for state grants on forestry planning emphasise the multiple functions of forests. Also planning on county and municipal level consider social implications of forests and forest management guiding holding-level planning. Free access to forests is highly respected in Norway and it is also a LFS requirement as well as the protection of historical sites. LFS gives a high priority to the level of knowledge and knowhow among forest workers and forest owners.

Management practices: The use of local experience and know-how is ensured partly by the long tradition as well as by the well-established structures of small-scale forest ownership and forestry organisations. LFS include requirements on work safety, training as well as social and aesthetic values of forests. 

The comparison is based on the requirements stated in PEOLG and Living Forest Standards (Report 11) as well as on the applicant’s presentation on the PEOLG and the Living Forest Standards for Sustainable Norwegian Forest Management (Application, Appendix 11).

5. Analysis of the performance level requirements

This chapter discusses issues related to the level of performance requirements in LFS. The required performance level in practical forest management is based on the written documents on LFS. It is the duty of the certification body to interpret the LFS standards. The conformity assessment of the LFS with the PEFC requirements must be based on documentation which, in terms of clarity and explicity, should ensure that interpretations of requirement levels lead to the same conclusions regardless who is carrying out the interpretation (e.g. certification body, applicant, forest owner, NGO). The Consultant’s interpretation on the performance level of each standard is presented in Annex 3. Table 2 gives a summary of the remarks related to the level of performance within LFS. This assessment was deemed necessary to establish the analysis of requirement levels.

Classification of the LFS criteria into ecological, economic and social categories is not exclusive as many of the requirements refer to several aspects of sustainable forest management.

Table 2
Summary on the LFS Performance-level Requirements

Ecological aspects

Species distribution: LFS state several restrictions for the use of exotic species in afforestation on specific sites and requires, in general, that domestic species be prioritised in regeneration. The LFS criteria 1 and 5 also demand a minimum 10% share of hardwoods on individual holdings whenever possible. It is not defined whether the share is based on volume or area.

Afforestation, reforestation: Afforestation is not allowed on traditionally open heather lands or on border zones along water courses (LFS 1). Reforestation measures should be taken if natural regeneration is likely to be unsuccessful (LFS 14). Requirements on the use of diversified and modified genetic material are stated in LFS 19 on Protection of Genetic Material - Forest Trees. Scarification is allowed but risks for erosion and implications on recreation should be considered (LFS 20).

Areas of biological importance: LFS 2 demands to safeguard key biotopes and natural, virgin-like forests. The definition of key biotopes and natural forests is still unclear and the standards require application of a precautionary principle in the areas which are likely to be key biotopes. In this respect, the standard is not completed, but measures have been taken to include the necessary definitions in the standard this year. The certification body (DNV) has also required measures to ensure that the potential key biotopes are not destroyed before a positive certification decision.

A project on key biotope registration is underway and definitions for region-specific key biotope are foreseen next summer. The registration is based on the occurrence of endangered species in the site.

Norwegian Forest Owners Federation has been asked to establish a working group to add the necessary specifications to LFS.

Forest fires: The standard (LFS 6) does not state any target levels for burned forest areas but it demands to leave the core area (0.5 ha) of naturally burned forest untouched for 10 years. 

In the present situation of effective fire control, the implication of the standard is not significant. LFS do not consider prescribed burning as a mean to create additional burned wood in forests.

Retention trees and dead wood: LFS 17 states that, on an average, 5 to 10 trees per hectare should be left standing after harvesting operations on each forest holding. The trees should be selected among the older and visually attractive trees. The LFS requirement exceeds that of the normative regulations.

Protection of forest area and protection forests: LFS 8 and 15, respectively, demand that forests may not be destroyed, and land convertions to other uses need to be approved by authorities. LFS 15 on mountain forests defines harvesting methods that do not lead to risk of deforestation due to harsh climatic conditions. The requirement level of the criteria is in line with present normative regulations and does not exceed them.

Landscape ecology: LFS 13 refers to the consideration of important landscape features whenever possible. Specific requirement on the planning refer to large forest holdings (over 1 000 ha) only which limits the implementation of the standard. As such the requirement can be considered challenging and goes beyond the regulations.

Water Protection: Along watercourses, a multilevel border zone should be left or developed. There are also restrictions on concerning transportation and maintenance of recreational values along water courses (LFS 22).

Waste management: LFS 22 is mainly based on normative requirements on waste management but, as it provides the objective to choose recyclable and environmentally friendly materials, it exceeds the normative requirements.

Economic aspects

Drainage: New drainage areas on wetland forests or bogs are not allowed without a registration. Such ditching must not affect wet lands that are rich or rare, or include special values. Maintenance draining is allowed if there is no need to restore key-biotopes (LFS 3). 

There is no reference to the principles of restoration of key biotopes. Appropriate references should be included in the definition of key biotopes to be published later this year.

Harvesting methods: LFS 10 provides guidelines for harvesting in spruce, pine and broadleaved-dominated stands. The guidelines emphasise methods based on natural regeneration but allow clear-cutting on justified conditions. 

Fertilisation and herbicide spraying: LFS 6 rules out fertilisation on areas with special environmental importance. It can be understood that the sites will be defined under the standard on key biotopes (LFS 2) although it is not explicitly stated. Risk for leaching must also be considered in fertilising operations.

Herbicide spraying should be minimised but it is allowed when clearly more effective than mechanical methods (LFS 11).

Social aspects

Social and cultural values of forests: In Norway these values include mainly recreational and historical values of forests. Free access and other recreational values are emphasised in the standards on forest roads (LFS 9), off-road transport (LFS 16), and outdoor recreation (LFS 18). Cultural values are related to LFS 4 on cultural landscapes and LFS 12 on Heritage sites.

Work Force: LFS 21 on work force is challenging and requires that forest owners, entrepreneurs and forest workers should have adequate knowledge on work safety and working techniques as well as on the environmental value of the forests. 

The ISO 14001-based certification strongly emphasises the awareness of all parties on the requirements. 

As a conclusion, the performance level of the LFS, in general, represents a challenging basis for sustainable forest management. The standard exceeds the requirement levels of normative regulations, especially in environmental aspects. The requirements are, on the other hand, on a realistic level and a fully compliance to them can be reached in practice.

However, the requirement on areas of biological importance key biotopes needs better definitions. At present, the standard does not provide any principles for the definition or management of the sites. Such definitions are foreseen to be available next fall. The completion of LFS 2 with the available information can be seen as a precondition for the approval of the coverage and performance level of LFS.

LFS do not mention any requirements for safeguarding the living conditions of endangered species. The issue will be tackled through conservation of key biotopes and natural forests when the results on the ongoing research project on registration of biologically valuable sites are available. Protection of existing populations of endangered species by protecting their natural habitats is the basis for the registration of key biotopes.

the development process of Living forest standards

5.1 Participation of Interested Parties
A Forum (e.g. working group, committee, council) shall be created to which relevant interested parties in the process are invited to participate (e.g. forest owners, forest industry, ENGOs, retailers, trade unions etc) (PEFC Technical Document Annex 5, 1.1)

In addition PEFC requires that the standard should be initiated by forest owners in a transparent process independent from certification process, and communication on the different steps of the process is emphasised. The standard documentation should also include provision for a periodical review of the standard (PEFC Common elements and Requirements Technical Document). 

5.1.1 Working Group 2- Sustainable Forestry- Criteria and Documentation

The main objective of the Living Forest Project was to develop a set of performance level standards for sustainable forest management in Norway. This task was given to the Working Group 2 (WG 2). Thirteen stakeholder groups participated in the work (see Report 11, preface). Also representatives from the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Environment were members of the standard-setting Working Group.

In general, stakeholder groups can be classified roughly into three groups according to their main interests. The classification is only indicative as most of the interest groups are concerned of implications of forest management on a wider context. Also the interrelations between social and economic aspects as well as environmental and social aspects are complex. 

The following groups participated in WG2:

· Stakeholder groups emphasising economic interests:

· Norwegian Forest Owners’ Federation

· Norwegian Forestry Association

· Norwegian Pulp and Paper Association

· Norwegian Sawmill Industries’ Association

· State-owned land and Forestry Company

· Ministry of Agriculture

· Stakeholder groups emphasising environmental interests:

· Norwegian Society for the Conservation of Nature

· WWF Norway

· Ministry of Environment

· Stakeholder groups emphasising social interests:

· Norway National Council for Open-Air Recreations (FRIFRO)1)

· Association of Intermunicipal Outdoor Recreation Boards

· Norwegian Consumer Council

· Norwegian United Federation of Trade Unions

The forest owners and industries interests are well represented in the WG2 as well as the recreational aspects of forest use. On the other hand, the number of environmental organisations and other social organisations is limited but they can be considered adequately represent the respective interests. 

Contractors association participated in the work of the Advisory Committee meeting twice a year and receiving information on regular basis. 

The WG 2 agreed in a consensus the 23 LFS criteria on 27 March, 1998.

5.1.2 Certification Committee

In July 1997, the Steering Committee of the Living Forest Project appointed with the participation of environmental and recreational organisations. Its task was to develop the organisational arrangements for certification in Norway (Report 12, p. 3). It was decided that the solutions should allow linking with ISO EMS as well as the FSC system (p. 5). The Certification Committee was financed by the Living Forest but it did not work under its guidance. 

Members

The members of the Certification Committee were representing the same group as WG2. The participation of ecological interests was strengthened by inviting an umbrella organisation SABIMA to the committee. FRIFO, another umbrella organisation representing recreational interests, shared the membership with the Association of Intermunicipal Outdoor Recreation Boards. The Ministries of Agriculture and Environment were not members of the committee but participated as observers. 

The biological competence was strengthened in the Certification Committee by inviting the umbrella organisation SABIMA representing a number of biological and ecological associations into the Committee. Representatives for indigenous people did not participate in the work.
Objectives

In addition to the certification models applicable in Norway, the Certification Committee evaluated the applicability of the LFS for certification purposes and the possible need for supplementary standards (Report 12, p.5). 

The Steering Committee of the Living Forest Project asked WG2 to evaluate how forest management plans can contribute to the implementation of forest certification standards. The issue was also discussed in the Certification Committee.

Report 12 (p. 57) states that all private forest owners wishing to certify their holding should have at least a strategic-level forest management plan. In group certification, the applicant forest owners’ district association should have plans for its own operations (p. 59). 

5.1.3 Comments

In general the PEFC participation provisions were met during the LFS development process. The issue of indigenous people’s participation requires however, explanation.

The Living Forest Standards do not include any reference to indigenous people’s rights. To assess the compliance of Living Forest Standards with FSC Principles, the project asked a study from a lawyer company, Dalan, Sigmond, Hagemann & Lous (Report 12, p. 59). The study concluded that Sami people’s rights as an indigenous people are provided for in the Norwegian law (p. 61).

Sami people’s organisation was invited to participate in WG2 but they did not respond.. This lack of interest in participation can be taken as an indication that their livelihood does not depend on forest lands. There have been no claims by Sami organisations concerning the LFS. In the future revision of LFS, the relevant Sami organisations should be invited again to participate in the process.

The Norwegian legislation concerning Sami culture and traditional livelyhoods is at a reasonable level. This fact may not, however, be take as an argument to exclude Sami people’s presentation from drafting of voluntary forest certification standards in case forestry operations take place in Sami peoples’ traditional living areas.

As a conclusion, the interviews carried out in April 2000 provided evidence that the LFS and the associated group certification arrangements were developed under a true participatory process where all participating parties could have an influence in decision making. There were no indications that any party wishing to participate in the process was denied the possibility.

5.2 Steps of the Standard Development

The steps when elaborating “the standard” are as follows: 1.Assessment of the relevance of SFM elements, 2. interpretation of SFM elements in the national situations, 3. definition of SFM elements (PEFC Technical Document Annex 5 1.1)

The objective of the Working Group 2 on Criteria and Documentation Systems for SFM was to make the concept of SFM operational in Norway (Report 11, p.1). WG2 identified SFM requirements applicable in the country basing their work on the international definitions for SFM. 

Based on the six Pan-European C&I for SFM, WG2 elaborated national Criteria and Indicators. The Criteria are parallel to the Pan-European C&I, and the national indicators (95 in total) define the variables that describe the state of forests and impacts of forest management in the Norwegian conditions. The national C&I provide information on relevant SFM elements and form a basis for the monitoring of forest management. The national C&I are presented in Report 11 (p. 15-23).

The elaboration of the 23 Living Forest Standards was the outcome of the certification standard setting process. The process was defined to cover only production forests (including protection forests, such as mountain forests). Protected areas and discussion on their optimal share in the total forest area was not in the agenda.

WG 2 identified 25 standard areas and proposed one or several alternative standard proposals for each area. The quantitative and qualitative impacts of standards on the present forest management were analysed if any one of the WG2 members so desired. Based on the analysis and the comments received, WG2 came up with 23 Living Forest Standards for SFM. The process of standard development complies with the PEFC requirements.

5.3 Transparency
During the preparation of certification criteria by the Forum, draft documents should be made available to interested parties who requested (PEFC Technical Document Annex 5 1.1).

The various versions of the draft standard documents were made available to the Scientific Committee that was appointed in 1996 and included 10 researchers from various institutions dealing with nature research, ecology and biology (PEFC-Norway: Application). 

The draft standards were also presented to the Advisory Committee (160 members) for comments. The time given for comments was about one month. 

WG2 decided on the common basis of the standard documents after considering the comments received from the Advisory Committee. Stakeholders were given time to arrange internal hearings on draft documents before the start of the stakeholder negotiations leading to a consensus approval of the Living Forest Standards. About one month was allocated for the internal hearings.

Decision on the approval of the Living Forest Standards as a certification standard was made by the Certification Committee. All the relevant stakeholder groups were members of the committee. 

The PEFC transparency requirement has been well complied with

5.4 Pilot Study
A pilot study can be a useful mechanism in helping the development of the process (PEFC Technical Document Annex 5 1.1)

The LFS were tested in four areas in Brottum (6 500 ha), Baerum (5 400 ha), Grane (8 300 ha) and Lindås (3 100 ha). A particular emphasis was given to testing identification methods for key biotopes.

5.5 Consensus
A consensus shall be the objective, but not a precondition, to decide on the certification criteria (PEFC Technical Document Annex 5 1.1).

The 23 Living Forest Standards were agreed on in consensus within the WG2. The Certification Committee adopted the standards in consensus decision to certification standards. 

5.6 Consultative Process
A reasonable amount of time must be provided for, to allow consultation on the final draft certification criteria, prior to a final decision being made (PEFC Technical Document Annex 5 1.1).
Different interest groups had about a month time to arrange internal hearings and give comments on the final draft standard presented by WG2 before the stakeholder negotiations started. The period can be considered reasonable and no complaints were recorded in this issue.

5.7 Review of the Certification Standards
Certification criteria will be periodically reviewed in the light of the new scientific knowledge and a continuous improvement is aimed at (PEFC Technical Document Annex 5 1.1).

The LFS standard should be reviewed every 5 years. The national Criteria (6) and Indicators (95) provide a basis for the assessment of the Living Forest Standards (Report 12, p. 63). 

The members of the Steering Committee meet twice a year for exchange of information concerning implementation and development of LFS. Norwegian Forest Owners’ Federation is appointed to as responsible to for inviting WG2 members to meet twice a year. 

6. Credibility of the implementation of living forest standards

6.1 Elements of Credibility
Compliance with the Living Forest Standards may not be certified without linking them to an established certification scheme. Presently, the only available schemes in Norway are ISO 14001 Environmental management system or EMAS. If the Living Forest Standards are approved by other schemes (e.g. FSC), certification under them becomes an option.

The link to EMS fulfilling the requirements of ISO 14001 standard is the only option for LFS as EMAS registration is not yet possible within the forestry sector in Norway. The certification process within the ISO framework is credible and ensures adequate coverage in auditing of group members. The certification process also addresses the awareness level of participants with regard to the certification requirements. 

The issued forest certificate states that ISO 14001 correspond to Living Forest Standards for a Sustainable Norwegian Forestry. This has two consequences: (i) the certification process must cover all 23 LFS standards, and (ii) the LFS requirements must be included in the organisations environmental handbook that form the basis for all its operations. EMS also sets requirements to a rigid internal audit and feedback analysis.

In Norway, district associations and their local offices operate under one single organisation. Thus, all decision, including certification, bind both district and local-level offices. Forest owners, participating in district associations, commit to certification through sales contract scheme.

Certification services provided by the Norwegian Forest Certification (established by Norwegian Forestry Association) apply directly to individual forest owners that have signed to join a certification pool.

In addition to the two forest owners’ organisations, forest industry and state forestry may acquire ISO 14001 certificate with LFS as performance requirements.

The implementation of the standard together with EMS in accordance with ISO 14001 can be a credible procedure. Attention should be given to the fact that these forest owners who have signed to become members of group certification are adequately included in the follow-up audits.

6.2 Suspension of a Certificate from Viken Skogeierforening

During the assessment process, the Consultant was provided with full necessary information concerning the suspension of the certificate from Viken Skogseierforening. The suspension was due to the non-conformities observed during the external audit and subsequent lack of implementation of the requirements for corrective actions within the stipulated 13-week period. This experience (including the negative publicity) indicates how important it is to arrange full compliance with the certification standard before external audit are carried out. If non-comformities are observed, realistic time tables should be established by parties involved to diligently implement the corrective action requirements.

The Viken experience indicates how challenging level of performance is aimed at in the Norwegian certification process.

7. efficiency

Linking LFS with management system certification is an effective and cost-efficient way to implement forest certification. The two certifications complement each other and address in a consistent way objectives, targets, and practices of an organisation, providing tools for increased work efficiency and improved environmental quality of operations.

Implementation of the certification system (LFS and ISO 14001) on the district level leads to a high coverage of a certificate holders within forest owners’ organisations. About 75% of round wood is annually traded through district associations, which means that the sales contract scheme reaches active forest owners within a couple of years. The members of Norwegian Forestry Association trade about 10% of the annual round wood consumption. The two certified forest industry companies and State Forestry Organisations provide most of the remaining share of traded timber.

8. appeals procedure

The Elements and Procedures for PEFC state that certification bodies should have a dispute settlement process. This is a precondition for the accreditation of a certification body to carry out quality or environmental management system certifications.

The PEFC elements also include setting up of an independent dispute settlement board by the national PEFC Governing Body. The task of the board is to consider the disputes that cannot be solved between the certification body and the applicant. The need for such a board may not arise at all as long as the dispute settlement procedures provided under the requirements for accredited certification bodies function in a satisfactory way. No disputes have arisen under LFS applicants which would have required setting up a board for this purpose.

On the other hand, there is a need to define processes to settle disputes between the group members on issues related to LFS/ISO14001 certification. Exclusion of a member from a group, e.g. on the basis of non-conformity with the LFS, can be a cause of a dispute needing a neutral settlement forum.

9. conclusions and recommendations

The results of the conformity assessment of the Living Forest Standards with related group certification arrangements with the PEFC requirements are summarised inTable 3.

Aspects to be considered in the further development of the Norwegian certification process

· The documentation of the certification requirements related to the criteria and group certification arrangements should be made easily accessible to interested parties and indicate the status of the documents. The certification criteria are presented in Report 11 (chapter 2) and the arrangements for group certification in Report 12 (chapters 4.2 and 4.3) which could be upgraded to specific reference documents.

· All relevant definitions on the implementation of the LFS should be stated in the documents setting requirements for and guiding the certification process (e.g. link between the forest certification process with ISO, EMAS certifications, the rights of associations to trade only certified timber, etc.).

· LFS 2 on Areas of Biological Importance - Key Biotopes identifies key biotopes and natural forests as important sites. The criteria for sites still remain to be completed and the definitions are under preparation subject to the results of a research project on registration of valuable sites (Miljoregistering). Definitions should be included in the documentation as soon as they have been agreed upon.

· Attention should be made that holdings of forest owners who have signed to join the group certification under any of the three schemes remain under a regular auditing process independently whether wood is sold or not.

· The sampling levels of internal and external audits need continuous consideration to ensure reliability of assessments and reasonable total costs. This is expected to be learning process taking 1 to 2 years.

· The LFS process should consider arrangements for dispute settlement within certification group in case such disputes can be expected to arise in the future.

Table 3
Summary of Assessment
PEFC Requirement
Compliance
Comment

1. Certification Criteria

- based on Pan European C&I, PEOGL

- respect legal requirements

- cover performance and management system
  elements


yes

yes

yes
· Criterion on key biotopes needs further specifications

· Legal requirements are part of LFS certification (explicit in ISO 14001)

· LFS standards cover performance elements; its implementation together with ISO 14001 covers all the management system elements.

2. Elaboration of the Criteria

- participatory process initiated by forest owners

- all relevant interested parties invited

- transparency through out the development process

- adequate time for consultation

- independent from certification process

- consensus decision 

- testing of the criteria

- provision for periodical review of the criteria
yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes
· Together with other stakeholders

-  Invitations were made

- Provided through distribution of information on the process; draft documents were sent for review

· The development process lasted almost  3 years, comments on specific drafts within 1 month

· Certification bodies did not participate

· The decision on the WG2 and the Certification Committee were made in consensus

· On four regions

· LFS standards are reviewed within 5 years intervals

3. Level of Application

- regional certification

- group certification

- individual certification
no

yes

yes
· The current group and certification arrangements are adequate for PEFC implementation in Norway

4. Certification Process

- procedures mainly based on EN 45011, EN 45012
  and EN 30011-2

- procedures documented and informed

- accreditation foreseen

- dispute settlement procedures
yes

yes

yes

yes


· This is ensured as LFS certification is part of ISO 14001 certification

· ISO procedures applied

· Already implemented through ISO 14001 accreditation by national accreditation body

· Dispute settlement arranged to address complaints related to certification process. 

Recommendation to the PEFC Board

· Based on the assessment made on the compliance of the Norwegian Living Forest Standards and their implementation arrangements with the PEFC requirements, Indufor recommends that the PEFC Board endorse the scheme. 
· PEFC-Norway should however inform the PEFC Board on the completion of definitions for the LFS 2.






� FRIFO is an umbrella organisation for above 10 national organisations
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