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I.  SUMMARY

This document summarizes noteworthy requirements and deficiencies of the label, chain-of-custody, and procurement standards of the “Sustainable Forestry Initiative” (SFI) created by the American Forest & Paper Association.  The new SFI label and chain of custody standards are dated October, 2006.
  The procurement standards date to January, 2005.

The SFI’s on-product labels reflect some improvements over prior versions.  The label statements are now more accurate, and new percentage- and volume-based claim labels were created for products containing “certified” and/or “recovered” wood and fiber.  Some elements of a chain of custody system were also adopted, beginning in mid-2005, and are now required for the SFI “Percent Content,” “Volume Credit,” and “Recovered Fiber” labels.  

However, fundamental deficiencies still exist in these SFI standards.  The SFI chain of custody standards still do not require verification of the specific geographic origins of wood and fiber, nor do they appear to require independent verification of the accuracy of documentation provided by suppliers.  Verification mostly just considers whether SFI companies have adopted chain-of-custody management systems, and whether the stated percentages of source wood and fiber are indeed “certified” or “recovered.”   

Likewise, the SFI still does not require a direct connection between any SFI labeled products and SFI certified forests.  As much as 100% of the wood and fiber in products bearing the new SFI Percent Content and Volume Credit labels can come from forests believed to meet the drastically weaker American Tree Farm System (ATFS) standards, and/or from forests certified under the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) standards.  These labels’ claim to represent “independently certified forests” is also inconsistent with the ATFS’ failure to require true third-party certification of forest management.

A certification system’s marketing and chain of custody standards are also only as effective as the forest management and conservation standards they are coupled with.  All of the SFI labels can still be used on wood and fiber from the destruction of old growth forests, other previously unlogged forests, imperiled species’ habitats, and most other “endangered” and “high conservation value forests.”  Such forests are generally not protected by the SFI, ATFS, and CSA forestry standards.  Likewise, the SFI labels can still be used on wood and fiber from forests that:  have been reduced to tree plantations lacking biological diversity; are managed with excessive clearcutting, excessive use of toxic chemicals, and other business-as-usual logging practices; or are being converted to non-forest land uses.

Wood and fiber from many types of illegal logging and violations of indigenous peoples’ tenure rights can also enter into SFI labeled products.  The SFI and ATFS do not require independent verification of forest managers’ compliance with most national and local laws, nor do these systems require compliance with international treaties and accords, including treaties with indigenous peoples.  Canadian First Nations also generally do not consider the CSA or SFI standards to provide adequate protection for their rights.

In addition, virtually no environmental or social standards apply to the non-certified and non-recovered content in SFI Percent Content, Volume Credit, and Recovered Fiber products.  Practically any wood and fiber can comprise the non-certified portion of these products, no matter how controversial the source.  The only significant exceptions are where the SFI chain of custody standards require compliance with CITES and exclusion of wood and fiber from illegal logging.  However, the illegal logging provision only applies to one of many types of illegal logging (theft of timber from parks and similar areas), and verification of sources’ legality is at the companies’ discretion.

The recovered fiber labels may also be confusing or misleading if consumers assume that the labels ensure products contain recycled and especially post-consumer recycled content. 

The SFI “Fiber Sourcing” labels are even more problematic.  Wood and fiber in products bearing these labels can come from the same controversial sources allowed by the other SFI labels and forestry standards.  But unlike the other labels, chain of custody verification is not required for the Fiber Sourcing labels.  And unlike the other labels, the Fiber Sourcing labels can be used on wood and fiber obtained per the SFI procurement standards.

Ultimately, there is no mandatory connection between products bearing the SFI Fiber Sourcing labels and SFI certified forests—or any other certified forests.  As much as 100% of these products’ content can come from forests that are not SFI certified and that are not even compliant with the CSA or weaker ATFS standards.  This label can be used on products’ whose entire contents come from any forest in the US and Canada believed by the SFI company to comply with certain water quality standards, and any source outside the US and Canada believed by the SFI company to not involve one specific type of illegal logging, i.e., timber theft from parks and similar areas.  In addition, as much as 33% of the content of secondary source products bearing the SFI Fiber Sourcing labels can come from any source, regardless of its legality or sustainability, if that source is within the US or Canada.  Even SFI and CSA compliant forests are not clearly required to be third-party certified per se to serve as sources.  
The SFI procurement standards have only one significant outcomes-oriented forest resource protection requirement:  for SFI companies to have some basis for assuming that wood and fiber sources in the US and Canada comply with certain water quality standards that are often inadequate for protecting aquatic life. The procurement standards’ requirements for the legality of sources outside the US and Canada mirrors the inadequate requirements of the SFI chain of custody standards, and there are no requirements for verifying the legality of wood and fiber procured from within the US and Canada.  Other aspects of the SFI procurement standards generally do not require any specific outcomes.

The following sections provide more detailed summaries and analyses of the different SFI labels, procurement standards, and chain of custody standards, based on their stated requirements.  The ATFS is also discussed in an addenda.

II.  SFI FIBER SOURCING LABELS

Label Statements

· Primary Producers:  “SFI certified participant.” 

· Secondary Producers:  “SFI certified sourcing.”
· Primary and Secondary Producers:  “Fiber used in this product line meets the sourcing requirements of the SFI program.”

Key Requirements—Primary Producers in the US and Canada

· 100% of the wood/fiber confirmed by a certification body to be sourced from forests “managed in conformance” with the SFI standards, Canadian Standards Association (CSA) standards, or American Tree Farm System (ATFS), and/or from SFI companies’ procurement systems (i.e., “independently certified third-party sources”
).  

· The company’s own forests must be 3rd party SFI certified for that wood/fiber to be used.

· No more than 2/3 of the content can be from non-US/Canada sources (i.e., “other credible sources”).

· Wood/fiber from non-US/Canada sources must be obtained through SFI certified procurement systems (“independently certified third-party sources”), legally obtained from plantations or “other well managed forests” (i.e., “other credible sources”
), or consist of recycled or recovered paper, or wood sawdust, shavings, or scrap (i.e., “neutral sources”
).

· If > 5% of a manufacturing unit’s raw material is from secondary sources, then the sources must comply with secondary producer requirements.  No certification required for secondary sources < 5% of a unit’s inputs, if from US/Canada.

· Wood/fiber from “agricultural sources” and the conversion of forests to other land uses (i.e., “conversion sources”
) is permitted, but does not count towards the preceding thresholds.
  

· Other sources not permitted (i.e., “non-acceptable sources”).

Key Requirements—Primary Producers Outside the US and Canada

· 100% of the wood/fiber confirmed by a certification body to be sourced from forests “managed in conformance” with the SFI, CSA, or ATFS standards, and/or from SFI companies’ procurement systems (i.e., “independently certified third-party sources”).  

· If > 5% of a manufacturing unit’s raw material is from secondary sources, then the sources must comply with secondary producer requirements.  No certification required for secondary sources < 5% of a unit’s inputs, if from US/Canada.

· Wood/fiber from “agricultural sources” and the conversion of forests to other land uses (i.e., “conversion sources”) is permitted, but does not count towards the preceding thresholds.

· Other sources not permitted (i.e., “non-acceptable sources”).

Key Requirements—Secondary Producers in All Locations

· 66% or more of the wood/fiber is confirmed by a certification body to be sourced from forests “managed in conformance” with the SFI, CSA, or ATFS standards, and/or SFI companies’ procurement systems (i.e., “independently certified third-party sources”), and/or from recycled or recovered paper, or wood sawdust, shavings, or scrap (i.e., “neutral sources”).  “Neutral sources” are limited to 33% of the total wood/fiber unless they are from “independently certified third-party sources.”

· Wood/fiber from non-US/Canada sources must be obtained through SFI certified procurement systems (“independently certified third-party sources”), legally obtained from plantations or “other well managed forests” (i.e., “other credible sources”), or consist of recycled or recovered paper, or wood sawdust, shavings, or scrap (i.e., “neutral sources”).

· If > 5% of a product or manufacturing unit’s raw material comes from primary sources, then the sources must comply with the primary producer requirements.  No certification required for primary sources

< 5% of a unit’s inputs, if from US/Canada.

· Wood/fiber from “agricultural sources” and the conversion of forests to other land uses (i.e., “conversion sources”) is permitted, but does not count towards the preceding thresholds.

Deficiencies of the Fiber Sourcing Labels and Related SFI Policies

· There is no mandatory connection—either direct or proportionate—between SFI Fiber Sourcing labeled products and SFI certified forests.  As much as 100% of the content in SFI Fiber Sourcing labeled products can come from forests that are not SFI certified---both because labels are allowed on wood/fiber from forests that don’t participate in the SFI, and because even SFI forests may not have to actually be certified to the SFI standard to count for the SFI “Fiber Sourcing” labels. 
· SFI Fiber Sourcing labels can be used on virtually any source of wood/fiber.  As much as 100% of the content can come from Tree Farm forests (despite Tree Farm’s lack of commensurate standards and basic certification system components), from other forests in the US/Canada that are merely assumed to comply with “best management practices” (BMPs) for water quality (per the SFI procurement policy), and/or from sources outside the US/Canada that are merely believed to not involve illegal logging in national parks and similar areas.
 

· SFI Fiber Sourcing labels can be used on wood/fiber from the destruction of old growth forests and other previously unlogged forests, imperiled species’ habitats, and most other “endangered” and “high conservation value forests.”  SFI procurement systems are not required to exclude wood/fiber from such forests.  The Tree Farm and SFI forestry standards also do not protect most such forests.
  
· SFI Fiber Sourcing labels can be used on wood/fiber from other poorly managed forests, including those being replaced by ecologically impoverished plantations or urban sprawl, and those managed with excessive clearcutting, excessive use of toxic chemicals, and other business-as-usual practices.  The SFI forestry and procurement standards fail to protect forests from conversion to other land uses, for example.  The SFI also fails to establish threshold requirements for “well-managed forests” outside of the US/Canada.
· SFI Fiber Sourcing labels can be used on wood/fiber from many illegally logged forests, including those outside the US/Canada that may be logged in violation of most international, domestic, and local laws.  The SFI also does not require independent verification of compliance with most national and local laws on SFI and Tree Farm certified forests, or other forests in the US/Canada, nor does the SFI require compliance with international treaties and accords, including treaties with indigenous peoples.

· SFI Fiber Sourcing labels can be used on wood/fiber from forests where tenure and/or indigenous peoples’ rights are violated.  Such rights are generally not recognized by the Tree Farm system, nor are they adequately protected by the SFI’s forestry standards or procurement policies.

· Chain of custody verification is not required to confirm the origins of SFI Fiber Sourcing labeled wood/fiber.

Secondary Producer Label—Additional Deficiencies
· As much as 33% of the content of secondary source products bearing the SFI Fiber Sourcing labels can come from any source, regardless of its legality or sustainability, if that source is within the US/Canada.  If from outside the US/Canada, 33% of secondary source products can come from virtually any source as long as it does not involve timber theft from National Parks and comparable areas.
· Additional loopholes in the Fiber Sourcing labels may be created by the SFI procurement policy’s non-applicability to some important types of secondary sources, including cants, lumber, paper, manufactured board products, and possibly plywood not from primary manufacturing facilities.   
III.  SFI PERCENTAGE CONTENT LABELS

Label Statements
· Primary Producers:  “SFI certified participant.” 

· Secondary Producers:  “SFI certified sourcing.”
· X%:  “At least X percent of the wood fiber used in this product line comes from independently certified forests.” 

· 100%:  “100 percent of the fiber used in this product comes from independently certified forests.”  

Key Requirements

· 3rd party verification of compliance with the management system elements of the SFI chain-of-custody standard or “other credible chain of custody standard” (see below), demonstrating the “claimed percent content” is from forests independently certified to the SFI, CSA, or ATFS standards (i.e., “other acceptable standards”).
· For the 100% content label, the chain of custody standard’s physical separation method must be used.

Deficiencies of the Percent Content Label and Related Policies:

· There is no mandatory connection—either direct or proportionate—between SFI Percent Content  labeled products and SFI certified forests.  As much as 100% of the content in SFI Percent Content labeled products can come from forests that are merely believed to meet the drastically weaker American Tree Farm System (ATFS) standards.  (The ATFS standards and their deficiencies are summarized in an addenda below).  

· The label is also misleading inasmuch the ATFS system does not truly employ third-party certification of ATFS forests.  Wood/fiber from ATFS forests comprises a significant portion of many SFI companies’ procurement.

· Chain-of-custody verification of the specific forest origins of wood/fiber is not required.  Instead, chain-of-custody certification focuses on whether SFI companies have adopted chain-of-custody management systems (the terms of which are defined primarily by the companies) and whether the source wood/fiber is “certified,” “recovered,” etc.

· Other concerns with the SFI chain-of-custody standard are discussed below.

· SFI Percent Content labels can be used on wood/fiber from the destruction of old growth forests and other previously unlogged forests, imperiled species’ habitats, and most other “endangered” and “high conservation value forests.”  The SFI, CSA, and ATFS forestry standards do not protect most such forests.
  
· SFI Percent Content labels can be used on wood/fiber from other poorly managed forests, including those being replaced by ecologically impoverished plantations or urban sprawl, and those managed with excessive clearcutting, excessive use of toxic chemicals, and other business-as-usual practices allowed by the SFI, ATFS, and CSA forestry standards.
· SFI Percent Content labels can also conceivably be used on wood/fiber from many illegally logged forests.  The SFI does not require independent verification of compliance with most national and local laws on SFI and ATFS “certified” forests, nor do the SFI or ATFS require compliance with international treaties and accords, including treaties with indigenous peoples.  The SFI chain of custody standard’s definition of “controversial sources” only precludes one of many types of illegal logging (i.e., timber theft from national parks and similar areas), as well as violations of CITES.

· SFI Percent Content labels can also be used on wood/fiber from forests where tenure and/or indigenous peoples’ rights are violated.  Canadian First Nations generally do not consider the CSA or SFI standards to provide adequate protection for their rights.

· Virtually no environmental or social protections are required for the non-certified content in SFI Percent Content labeled products.  In other words, virtually any wood/fiber can be included in the non-certified portion of these products.  The SFI chain of custody standard definition of “controversial sources” only precludes one of many types of illegal logging (i.e., timber theft from national parks and similar areas), as well as violations of CITES.

IV.  SFI VOLUME CREDIT LABELS

Label Statements
· Primary Producers:  “SFI certified participant.” 

· Secondary Producers:  “SFI certified sourcing.”
· “Promoting sustainable forest management.”
Key Requirements

· 3rd party verification of compliance with the management system elements of the SFI chain-of-custody standard or “other credible chain of custody standard” (see below), demonstrating a percentage of its raw material comes from forests independently certified to the SFI, CSA, or ATFS standards (i.e., “other acceptable standards”).
· Labels are used only on the percent of the output equal to the percent content of the batch from forests certified to the SFI, CSA, or ATFS standards.
Deficiencies of the Volume Credit Labels and Related Policies

· See the preceding discussion of the SFI Percent Content labels.  The SFI Volume Credit labels are subject to the same problems as the Percent Content labels.

V.  SFI PERCENTAGE CONTENT RECOVERED FIBER LABELS

Label Statements  

· Primary Producers:  “SFI certified participant.” 

· Secondary Producers:  “SFI certified sourcing.”
· X%:  “This product line also includes “X” percent recovered fiber.”

· 100%:  “100 percent of the fiber used in this product is recovered fiber.”

Key Requirements

· “Recovered wood fiber” is defined as recovered or recycled paper (except mill broke), as well as sawdust and dry shavings, including trim and scrap material.

· 3rd party verification of compliance with the management system elements of the SFI chain-of-custody standard or “other credible chain of custody standard” (see below), demonstrating the claimed percentage recovered wood fiber content. 
· The SFI chain of custody standard’s physical separation method must be used.

Deficiencies of the SFI Recovered Fiber Labels and Related Policies

· The SFI Recovered Fiber labels will be misleading if mistaken by consumers as implying recycled and especially post-consumer recycled content.  The SFI’s definition of “recovered fiber” includes many non-recycled, pre-consumer waste products.  
· Virtually no environmental or social protections are required for any virgin content in SFI Recovered Fiber labels.  In other words, virtually any wood/fiber can be included in these products.  The SFI chain of custody standard’s definition of “controversial sources” only precludes one of many types of illegal logging (i.e., timber theft from national parks and similar areas), as well as violations of CITES.

· Additional concerns with the SFI chain-of-custody standard are discussed below.

VI.  SFI CHAIN OF CUSTODY STANDARD

Key Requirements

· Establishes minimum management system requirements.

· Requires third-party verification of whether companies have the management system in place.
    

· Provides options for use of physical separation or percentage based (either average percentage or volume credit) methods.

· Requires companies to “…identify and verify the category of the origin
 [e.g., certified vs. non-certified forests] of all procured raw material.  Documents… shall include…:   supplier identification… [and] category of the origin (including percentage of certified raw material if the percentage method is used by the supplier).”

· Requires companies to “…require documentation from all suppliers of the certified raw material, which proves that the criteria set for the supplier… have been met.”

· Requires companies to ensure that “…all delivery documentation…clearly states… category of the origin….”

· Requires suppliers to provide self-declarations that non-certified raw material does not originate from theft or illegal logging of timber from parks or similar areas where prohibited by law, and does not violate CITES (i.e., “controversial sources”
).  Companies are to conduct a risk assessment, and obtain 2nd or 3rd party, sampling-based verification if they see a “high risk” of obtaining wood/fiber stolen from parks and similar areas.  Risk assessments to be conducted at regional/country level.

· Companies are also required to comply with CITES.

· Defines other accepted credible chain of custody standards as:   CSA,
 PEFC,
 or “other credible chain of custody standards” that have “…minimum requirements for the management system, including…documentation of procedures…,’” have “..specific requirements for each COC method allowed under the standard…, including… supplier identification/verification of origin of wood flows…;” and require use of certifiers accredited by ANSI, CSA, or equivalent bodies.  The intent is to not apply additional forestry or “controlled wood” requirements.

Deficiencies of the SFI Chain of Custody Standard

· Chain-of-custody verification is not mandatory for all SFI labels, i.e., verification is not required for the Fiber Sourcing labels.

· The SFI chain of custody standard does not appear to require tracking or verification of wood/fiber sources’ specific forest (e.g., geographic) origins.  The SFI chain of custody standard does not define “origin” as a place, but rather as whether wood/fiber comes from “certified” forests, is “recovered,” etc.

· The SFI chain of custody standard does not appear to require independent verification of the veracity of claims and documentation provided by wood/fiber suppliers.  Instead, certification focuses on whether SFI companies’ are implementing their largely self-defined chain-of-custody management systems.

· The SFI chain-of-custody standards provide virtually no assurance that wood/fiber is from non-controversial sources.  Provisions relating to illegal logging only address timber theft from National Parks and similar areas, and CITES compliance, and do not cover violations of various other international, national, and local laws for forest management, wildlife protection, water resources protection, protection of community, workers, and indigenous peoples’ rights, etc.  Verification is only required if SFI companies decide they are at risk of obtaining “illegally logged” wood/fiber, and even then, 2nd party verification can be used.  Otherwise, the SFI relies on suppliers’ self-declarations that wood/fiber has been obtained legally.

· The provisions pertaining to “illegal logging” and CITES compliance might potentially be avoided if SFI companies use other chain-of-custody systems lacking such provisions.  Virtually any system can be endorsed by the SFI.

VII.  SFI PROCUREMENT STANDARDS

Key Requirements and Deficiencies

· SFI certified companies must adopt procurement policies to “…ensure that mill inventories and procurement activities do not compromise adherence to the principles of sustainable forestry….”  The  specific objectives and outcomes of these policies are largely at the companies’ discretion.  

· Sources of procured wood/fiber are not required to follow most relevant SFI forest management and conservation standards.  

· The only firm requirement for wood/fiber procured from US/Canadian sources is for SFI companies to have some basis for assuming that logging complies with state BMPs for water quality, if the wood/fiber is obtained as “purchased stumpage.”
  

· SFI companies are also to “encourage” other landowners to reforest, use professional loggers, and identify and protect habitats for some types of imperiled species; however, other landowners are not required to undertake these activities.  Nor does the SFI verify the attributes of procured wood/fiber.

· The requirements for procurement from outside the US/Canada also lack performance measures and mandatory outcomes.  SFI companies are to “…assess the risk that [their] procurement program[s] could acquire material from illegal logging…” and to “…address any significant risk….”  However, the SFI fails to define “significant risk,” set requirements for “addressing” such risk, or verify whether companies are avoiding wood/fiber from illegal logging.  The SFI’s definition of “illegal logging” also focuses on timber theft from protected areas in National Parks and similar areas, and does not cover violations of other relevant international, national, and local laws.  Similar problems exist with the remaining procurement provisions, which address some tropical wilderness areas and biodiversity hotspots, and countries with inadequate social laws and policies.
  

· The SFI’s procurement policies do not apply to some secondary sources, including cants, lumber, paper, manufactured board products, and possibly plywood not from primary manufacturing facilities. 

ADDENDA:  SFI LABEL POLICY – OTHER POINTS OF INTEREST

· Annex 3 of the label policy governs how and when labels may be used.

· The policy asks companies to “avoid usage of environmental claims that can be tied to the product…,” “avoid references or suggestions that the SFI program preserves forests…,” and “avoid touting or promoting any specific attributes of the product(s) bearing the mark….”

· SFI “program participants” must certify “…all appropriate aspects (forest lands and/or wood procurement systems)…to qualify for label use,” per Annex 1, section 8 of the label policy.  Companies are not required to certify all manufacturing units.

· The label policy contains provisions for label related challenges or complaints.

ADDENDA:  AMERICAN TREE FARM SYSTEM

The Tree Farm system probably serves a positive role with its members, i.e., non-industrial private forest landowners in the US.  However, Tree Farm does not begin to comprise an adequate or credible forestry certification program.  Tree Farm is far less rigorous than the SFI, fails to meaningfully protect and restore forest ecosystems, lacks independence, and lacks other basic components of a certification system. 

Tree Farm’s Requirements


· See the Tree Farm/American Forest Foundation “Standards of Sustainability for Forest Certification, 2004-2008 AFF Standard.”
  

Deficiencies


· Tree Farm does not require independent, on-the-ground verification of compliance with most relevant laws and policies.  Except for state forestry rules and best management practices (BMPs), landowners are to simply self-affirm their compliance.  

· Tree Farm does not protect old growth forests and rare ecological communities.

· Tree Farm does not require landowners to consistently protect and help recover imperiled fish, wildlife, and plant species, including those not officially listed as “threatened” or “endangered.”  Landowners are given complete discretion over which non-listed species to conserve.  No verification is required of landowner compliance with laws protecting threatened or endangered species.

· Tree Farm does not protect forests from conversion to ecologically simplified plantations, residential sprawl, or other nonforest land conditions.

· Tree Farm does not provide meaningful protections for water quality and aquatic ecosystems where states’ BMPs are inadequate.

· Tree Farm does not adequately limit the use of herbicides, fertilizers, and other chemicals.  Landowners are not required to adopt practices that reduce the need for chemical applications.  

· Tree Farm does not limit timber harvests to timber growth levels, or encourage restoration where timber inventories have already been drastically reduced.

· Tree Farm generally fails to require landowners to manage for natural forest conditions.  The standards do not limit the size of clearcuts,
 restrict clearcutting to forest types where even-aged forestry is most silviculturally and ecologically appropriate, prohibit use of genetically modified trees and other organisms, or address variations in forest types and ecosystems.  Landowners also have complete discretion to decide which tree species are “desirable.” 

· Tree Farm provides few requirements for the content and desired outcomes of management plans.  

· Tree Farm does not address a variety of important social and economic considerations.
  

· Tree Farm is not governed by a balance of environmental, social, and economic interests.
  Tree Farm is a program of the American Forests Foundation, which is funded by industrial wood products companies and associations, and other sources.
 

· Tree Farm does not require independence between assessors and forest landowners.

· Tree Farm assessors need not be accredited and assessment teams may be limited to foresters.

· Tree Farm has virtually no requirements for:  peer review of certification assessments, consultation with stakeholders and experts during assessments, reporting of results to Tree Farm and other interested parties, quality control by Tree Farm over certification reports and decisions, appeals of certification decisions, or annual forest management audits.  

NOTES
� The SFI’s label and chain of custody standards are contained in the “The Sustainable Forestry Initiative Program:  Requirements for Fiber Sourcing, Chain of Custody and Product Labels,” October, 2006, � HYPERLINK "http://www.aboutsfb.org/generalPDFs/SFI%20Requirements.pdf" ��http://www.aboutsfb.org/generalPDFs/SFI%20Requirements.pdf�.   


� The SFI’s procurement policies are contained in the “2005-2009 Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) Standard,” � HYPERLINK "http://www.afandpa.org/Content/NavigationMenu/Environment_and_Recycling/SFI/SFI.htm" ��http://www.afandpa.org/Content/NavigationMenu/Environment_and_Recycling/SFI/SFI.htm�. 


� “Independently third-party certified sources” are defined as wood/fiber confirmed by a certification body to be sourced from “specific forest tracts managed in conformance with the SFI standard or other acceptable standards” and/or through “a procurement system certified to be in conformance with the SFI Standard.”  “Acceptable standards” are defined to include: the SFI, Canadian Standards Association (CSA), and the American Tree Farm System (ATFS).


� “Other credible sources” are defined as wood and fiber from outside US and Canada that meets the SFI’s definition of legal logging and is from plantations or “other well managed forests” logged per “generally accepted sustainable forestry practices.”


� “Neutral sources” are defined as recovered wood fiber, paper, sawdust, or shavings produced as manufacturing by-products.  “Recovered wood fiber” is further defined as recovered or recycled paper (except mill broke), as well as sawdust and dry shavings, including trim and scrap material.


� “Conversion sources” are defined as wood/fiber from conversion of forests to other land uses.  Conversion sources can still be included in labeled products.


� “Non-acceptable sources” are those other than independently third-party certified sources; neutral sources; conversion sources; agricultural sources; or other credible sources.  


� The SFI’s procurement policies contain additional provisions.  However, these provisions generally require no specific outcomes or performance measures.  


� The SFI and ATFS standards include no mandatory protections for old growth in certified forests, do not protect most other wild, endangered, or High Conservation Value Forests in North America, and do not protect important categories of imperiled species.  A number of SFI certified companies in the US are also logging threatened and endangered species’ habitats despite SFI standards that ostensibly require their protection.


� See note 10.


� See the SFI chain of custody certificate requirements in Appendix 6 of the SFI Requirements for Fiber Sourcing, Chain of Custody and Product Labels.


� “Origin” is defined as the “…properties of the place the raw material comes from (i.e., certified forests, recycled raw material, etc.).”


� “Controversial sources” are defined as illegal logging, i.e., theft of timber or illegal logging in parks or similar areas where prohibited by law.  Must also follow CITES requirements (The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, � HYPERLINK "http://www.cites.org" ��www.cites.org�).


� Canadian Standards Association’s PLUS 1163 Chain of Custody for Forest Products. 


� PEFC Chain of Custody of Forest Based Products Requirements, Normative Document Annex 4, June 17, 2005.


� Many states’ “best management practices” (BMPs) are also highly inadequate to protect water quality, fish, and other aquatic life.   The “purchased stumpage” requirement may also exempt situations where other companies purchase and/or log timber prior to selling it to SFI certified companies.


� The SFI Sustainable Forestry Board’s “2005-2009 Sustainable Forestry Standard Guidance Document” indicates that the SFI “…does not require a SFI [company] to inspect the harvesting activities of every wood processor to assess their BMP compliance” and that companies can rely on state monitoring programs and the “certification status” of wood producers.  However, state forestry monitoring programs are likely to be under-resourced.  The adequacy of “certification” programs like the ATFS is also questionable.  


� The SFI asks companies procuring wood and fiber from outside the US and Canada to “…promote conservation of biodiversity hotspots and major tropical wilderness areas” and assess and address the risk that they are procuring wood or fiber from countries “…without effective laws addressing…workers’ health and safety; fair labor practices; indigenous peoples’ rights; anti-discrimination and antiharassment measures; prevailing wages; and workers’ right to organize….”  However, SFI companies have considerable discretion in how to define and address such risk.  No specific protection measures are required for any particular hotspots or wilderness areas, nor are all wilderness and biologically rich areas in the tropics covered in the first place.  Nor is there any requirement for verification of whether wood/fiber from such areas is being excluded from SFI companies’ sources.  


� Available at � HYPERLINK http://www.treefarmsystem.org ��www.treefarmsystem.org� and � HYPERLINK "http://65.109.144.60/cms/test/26_34.html" ��http://65.109.144.60/cms/test/26_34.html�.


� Beyond requirements already found in some state rules.


� For example, the ATFS does not encourage landowners to produce a diversity of forest products, require  landowners to provide workers with competitive wages, protect workers’ right to organize, respect indigenous peoples’ rights, or even address the long-term economic viability of the landowners’ operations. 


� At the time the current ATFS standards were approved, the American Forest Foundation’s Board of Trustees was comprised of 7 representatives of industrial wood products companies, 2 university representatives, 2 unaffiliated members, and 1 additional member.  Tree Farm’s “National Operating Committee” is comprised of “Tree Farmers” and representatives of industrial wood products companies, forest landowner associations, state foresters, and loggers.  See � HYPERLINK http://www.treefarmsystem.org/aboutus/leadership.cfm ��www.treefarmsystem.org/aboutus/leadership.cfm�.  � HYPERLINK "http://65.109.144.60/cms/pages/27.html" ��http://65.109.144.60/cms/pages/27.html�.


� See:  � HYPERLINK http://www.affoundation.org ��www.affoundation.org� and � HYPERLINK http://www.affoundation.org/about/funders.shtml ��http://www.affoundation.org/about/funders.shtml�.
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