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Origin and role of forest cetification 
Forest Certification 

80’s – NGO tropical wood boykot

1992 - WTO Austria case ,vs. RIO summit 

1993 - FSC was regitered

90’s – mimic systems were established

Forest Certification systems worldwide:
• Australian Forestry Standard (AFS), Canadian Standard’s Association (CSA), Certificacion Forestal 

en Chile (Certfor), Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), Indonesian Eco-labelling Institute (LEI), 
Malaysian Timber Certification Council (MTCC), Naturland (Germany, organic farming association), 
Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification Schemes (PEFC, formerly Pan 
European Forest Certification), Sistema Brazileiro de Certificacao Florestal (CERFLOR), Sustainable 
Forestry Initiative (SFI)

• Certification  as conservation mechanism  - if in place, is the fastest way to 
implement good forest management, including conservation requirements

• Certification as marketing tool  - it’s add the value to the forest products chain 
– up to 12%!



Elements of forest certification schemes
Standards setting process (compliance with all relevant laws,  respect for tenure and use 

and for indigenous peoples’ rights,  respect for community relations, respect for workers’ rights,  

assessment and mitigation of environmental impacts,  maintenance of critical forest areas and 

related natural critical habitats)

Involved parties  (procedures are in place to achieve balanced decision making in the absence 

of consensus,  ensure that no major interest group can dominate nor be dominated in the decision-

making process, specify a voting system that prevents major environmental, social, or economic 

interests from being overruled)

Standard content (system vs. performance based,  issues addressed, tresholds 

included)

Certification / auditing procedures (transparency,, documents – reports availibility,  

field evaluation,  chain tight,  credibility)

Market demand (how strog is the position, what is the driving power)

Geographical influence (what market /forest are  involved in the chain)



Country Area ha* CoC*

Estonia FSC     1 083 075
PEFC                 0

63
5

Latvia 1 625 135
0

132
1

Lithuania 625 778
0

56
3

Germany 500 000
7 300 000

1 060
890

Sweden 8 600 000
7 500 000

183
108

Finland 650 000
20 800 000

46
134

Poland 6 200 000
0

430
19

Curent statistics of FSC/PEFC in Baltic states



Standards setting process, and 
certification procedures- key differences

PEFC  

Standards development at national level, 

Majority decision making and voting mechanism (Poland, Czech Republic, Finland, 

Sweden)

International standards endorsement system – only system based, 

National accreditation of  certification bodies

No ISO/IEC Guide 65 verification required for certification bodies. 

FSC

Three (four chamber) balance secured at every decision, voting level (national, regional, 

international) 

Global forest management P&C + national Indicators , global accreditation: system and 

performance based.

International Accreditation of CB’s based on independency, lack of conflict of interest



Just from above - PEFC vs. PEFC

PEFC FSC



PEFC Standards content (Poland)
PEFC  -

Three levels of requirements: 

„Operational: 4.A.a. Forest management aims to maintain, conserve and 

enhance forest biodiversity on genetic, species and ecosystem level and diversity 

at landscape level.”

„Quantitative,”:  indicators 4.B.3 (35-42) 35-42 indicators slide

„Descriptive”: „4.C.2. Participation in development of guidelines and instructions 

ensuring that forest management plans include conservation of representative, 

rare and sensitive forest ecosystems, threatened species, index species, key 

species and their living populations as well as other activities provided for in nature 

conservation plans”

Conclusions: 

No treshold indicators, 

Lot of space for auditors/CB’s interpretation



 35 Area of homogenous coniferous stands (over 80% share in 
species composition)  

[ha] 

 36 Area of homogenous deciduous stands (over 80% share in 
species composition)  

[ha] 

 37 Share of mixed stands area in total forest area [%] 
 38 Forest area affected by reconstruction of stands [ha] 
 39 Proportions of annual area of natural regeneration in relation to 

total area regenerated 
[%] 

 40 Area of stands with a dominating introduced species [ha] 
 41 Genetic diversity: 

Total area of seed collection items managed for the conservation 
and utilisation of forest genetic resources by species and 
conservation form; 

[ha] 

By conservation form: 
excluded seed collection stands  
merchantable seed collection stands 
seed orchards 
seedling seed orchards 
progeny of selected seeds stands 
originating from seeds of selected 
provenances 

or basic forest material 
from category: 

 from identifiable 
source (seed 
source, stand), 

 selected 
 approved (maternal 

trees, seed 
orchards) 

 tested 

[ha / items] 

Selected plus trees (by species) [items] 
 42 Share of material from known origin in forest crops % 

 



FSC indicators and national differences
Criterion 6.2: Safeguards shall exist which protect rare, threatened and 
endangered species and their habitats (e.g., nesting and feeding areas). 
Conservation zones and protection areas shall be established, appropriate 
to the scale and intensity of forest management and the uniqueness of the 
affected resources. Inappropriate hunting, fishing, trapping and collecting 
shall be controlled.
Related indicators - Comparison table
Criterion 6.3. Ecological functions and values shall be maintained intact, 
enhanced, or restored, including: Forest regeneration and succession, 
Genetic, species, and ecosystem diversity., Natural cycles that affect the 
productivity of the forest ecosystem.
Comparison table
Criterion 6.4. Representative samples of existing ecosystems within the 
landscape shall be protected in their natural state and recorded on maps, 
appropriate to the scale and intensity of operations and the uniqueness of 
the affected resources.

Principle 9 – HCVF’s – definitions adopted for Bulgaria,  Czech Republik, 

Gemany,  Sweden, Poland. Proforest guidelines available.



Impact for forest biodiversity
Difficulties to find easy tool to measure impact of certification (lack of 

clear reference) 

Komplexity of the certification influence (impact on non-certified area, 

legality of wood trade,  awaereness of the wood industry). 

Some indication can be found in the forest management reports: 

Example RDSF Olsztyn :

Principle 6, criterion 6.4 .1– reference ecosystems

Principle 9  - Hight Conservation Value Forests

Example RDSF Wroclaw:

Principle 6 criterion 6.3.3.  - Clearcut’ area restrictions

Principle 6 criterion 6.3.5 – Hole trees

Principle 6 criterion 6.3.5 – Remnant trees

!!?!



RDSF Olsztyn – reference ecosystems



Olsztyn
HCVF 
Identification
Consultation
Management
Monitoring



RDSF Wroclaw – clearcut’s area



RDSF Wroclaw – 200 hole trees per 100ha



RDSF Wroclaw – 5% remnant trees



Conclusions
Certification looks the fastest way of forest management improvement,  
especially in countries with low level of national regulations. 
Role of NGO’s i the key for good certification standards  - see the possibility to 
participate!
Independent certification bodies are necessary to secure credible auditing 
process
Public consultation during the audit and transparency of whole documentation 
quarantee credibility of certification 
The market / political demand is necessary to make certification happen in the 
forests

NGO’s watch dog role will stay the key public 

pressure for cerification systems in order to 

improve and deliver what is promissed.
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