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1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON DRAFT PLANTATION STANDARD DEVELOPED FOR TESTING 

PHASE (FEBRUARY 2009)  

 

1.1 KwaZulu-Natal  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Vaughan Koopman    General – across doc- both plantation and forests.  

Look at standardising which piece of legislation 

protecting wetlands and water resources is used 

(National Water Act, NEMA, and CARA etc).  

Recommend that NWA legislation used as Primary 

legislation when dealing with any activity effecting 

rivers and wetlands. 

A range of acts are relevant, depending on the 

issue presented.  Reference is provided to the 

appropriate legislation in the Guidence 

document. 

Penny Jenkins   I think you need to incorporate somewhere, how 

land vests in local communities, and how land 

claims are resolved. SA unlike other countries gives 

recognized title to land and has structures in place 

to deal with communal land. 

Reference has been made in a note under 

Principle 2 on the Ngonyama Trusta nd State 

land. Additional information is also provided in 

the guidance document on land title and 

restitution issues 

Clinton Carbuttt   We can’t allow the “loophole” of allowing alien 

plant infestations (in general) because it may be 

suitable habitat for certain biota!! . We need to 

state specific examples and for this point to apply. 

Noted.  Overlying responsibility is to ensure 

that alien invasive plants are adequately 

controlled.  This has been incorporated into 

proposed standards. 

Bob de Laborde General  As stated previously, our involvement must never 

be used to state that Timberwatch gave any 

approval to the industry’s application of FSC P&C’s, 

nor to construe that we support their use in any 

way whatsoever. We remain opposed to them. Our 

participation is solely an endeavour to lessen the 

All comments have been weighted equally 

 

 

 

 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 5   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

adverse impacts of monoculture, industrial timber 

plantations on the economy, environment, and 

societies affected on, or by, them. 

Since we from NGO’s and other conservation bodies 

are so few against the numbers from industry, we 

request that the weighting of our comments are 

raised to balance those of the industry. 

INCORRECT AND CONFUSING TERMINOLOGY 

Genus-species: "Species" is used incorrectly. Genus 

(or pl genera) refers to e.g., pine, wattle, eucalypt. 

Species refers to a subgroup. E.g. Eucalyptus grandis 

and Eucalyptus macarthurii, "Eucalyptus" is the 

genus, "grandis" and "macarthurii", the species. 

Forest-plantation: There are the two sets of P&C’s, 

those for forests and those for plantations. Despites 

this, in "plantations", continuous reference is made 

to "forests" when attempting to refer to 

"plantations". This is both irrational and confusing. 

SLIMF, FMU, SFM, etc., should be changed to 

SLIMP, PMU, SPM, etc. Further, references to forest 

products, forest management, foresters, etc., 

should be plantation products, plantation 

management, plantation managers, etc. Plantations 

are not forests! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Incorporated 

 

 

 

 

The term forest has been applied as per the 

definition in the National Forests Act 

 

 

 

The terms SLIMF, FMU and SFM are 

internationally recognised terms and for 

clarity definitions have been provided in the 

guidence document 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Peta Hardy Principle 5  Throughout Principle 5, there is increased emphasis 

on NTFPs. Most timber companies focus on core 

business requirements with minorattention paid to 

NTFPs. The change in mindset from core production 

to a diversity of goods will only happen if there is a 

financial gain to  be gotten by the company.  

It is agreed that in many cases the harvesting 

of NTFPs is not part of the core business of 

forestry operations. However the need to 

address NTFPs in management is prescribed in 

the FSC principles and is still relevant in South 

Africa as many forest managers permit 

harvesting of NTFPs on the FMU for 

commercial or non-commercial purposes and 

this needs to be managed. 

Clinton Carbuttt Principle 6  Environmental Impact fundamental question:  what 

happens if the plantation is already established in 

unique and fragile ecosystems? 

The focus is then on ensuring that remaining 

unplanted areas are managed so as to 

maximize their utility for conservation through 

mitigating impacts and promoting sound 

management practices. 

Stuart Charlton 1.1.2 1.1.2.1 Word this in a positive manner Revised to reflect reflect no evidence of 

contraventions 

Sappi 1.1.2 1.1.2.1 Make std. positive i.e.: there is evidence of 

system/procedure to achieve compliance. 

Revised to reflect reflect no evidence of 

contraventions 

Sappi 1.1.2 1.1.2.2 Take out understand – how will one check for 

“understanding” – use knowledge of. 

Revised to require that forest manager be 

informed about requirements of legislation 

Penny Jenkins 1.1.3   Minimum score to be attained in terms of the 

Forestry Chapter BBBEE score card – the charter 

was published for comment on 5 December 2008. 

The final date for submission of the comment is 21 

April 2009, after which date it will become law (with 

amendments). The proposed charter does not 

prescribe a minimum of 65 points directly. There 

are a number of criteria which attract a score, which 

may or may not add up to 65 points (I have not 

While the BBBEE Forestry Charter is not 

legislated it is a guideline on industry best 

practice. The Certification Standard being 

developed is a voluntary standard and has in a 

number of sections referred to industry norms 

or best practice (e.g. FSA environmental 

guidelines) as the standard. 

Similarly we have used the scorecard to derive 

some standards. We have included the BEE 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

counted them up). I would rather say under 

“Standard” – achieve at least the minimum score 

prescribed by the Forestry Charter; 

targets for different elements of the scorecard 

as standards, and also proposed this overall 

standard, of achieving a “minimum” score.  

The rationale for setting the standard at 65 as 

the minimum standard is this is the score that 

exempted micro-enterprises get automatically 

(after providing evidence that they are 

exempted), so in other words this is 

considered as a basic level of compliance.      

Sappi 1.3.1 1.3.1.1 Make positive Revised to reflect reflect no evidence of 

contraventions 

Peta Hardy 1.3.1 1.3.1.1 List them in guidance doc Have reflected all those that we are aware of 

Peta Hardy 1.3.2 1.3.1.2 List them in guidance doc Have reflected all those that we are aware of 

Sappi 1.3.2 1.3.2.1 Make positive Revised to reflect reflect no evidence of 

contraventions 

Sappi 1.4.1 1.4.1.1 Assumes the conflict will be identified prior to audit 

– I bet in most cases conflicts will only become 

apparent during the audits. 

If FMU manager was applying principles and 

criteria in management these confllicts would 

become evident during the course of 

management  and not only during audits 

Peta Hardy 1.4.1 1.4.1.1 It is not always possible to comply strictly with the 

letter of the law. This may be due to outdated 

legislation that is no longer applicable or due to 

governing inefficiencies. Somewhere in this 

criterion or in the guidance notes, there needs to be 

reference to auditors using judgement on the 

application of the law. 

This is not possible as Principle 1 requires 

compliance with laws. Leaving interpretation 

up to the “judgement” of auditors is where 

problems arise with personal interpretation 

and inconsistency in application of the 

standard across the country. Where real 

problems are being experienced with 

outdated legislation or governing 

inefficiencies, these need to be brough to the 

attention of the auditor prior to the audit.  
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Peta Hardy 1.5.1 1.5.1.1 Cross ref with  6.2.4 Agreed 

Sappi 1.5.2 1.5.2.1 What does this mean … who decides what is 

commensurate – i.e. does it mean the treat is 

removed? FMU must decide what risk/threat is 

tolerable. 

Standard revised to include wording that there 

is increase in allocation of resources if trends 

indicate increasing threat 

Sappi 1.6.1 1.6.1.2 What are they – if FSC principles then say so?  How 

will awareness be tested – better to have std as: 

workers have been informed / trained. 

Can’t use “trained” as training implies a formal 

process wheras this is best undertaken 

through on the job awareness raising.  

Reference to principles now using term 

national principles 

Stuart Charlton 1.6.3  Remove “per annum” under the verifiers Revised verifiers to reflect requirement for 

consultation to be undertaken at least once 

every certification cycle 

Peta Hardy 1.6.3 1.6.3.3 Stakeholder issues may be addressed by complaints 

procedure rather than being part of the 

management plan. Why set an annual time frame? 

Rather keep continuous - as an when grievances 

occur. 

Verifiers revised to incorporate 

recommendation 

Sappi 1.6.3 1.6.3.3 Do not be too prescriptive – point is that 

stakeholders are consulted 

Need to require annual requirement 

otherwise could only be undertaken as a once 

off activity which would not meet 

requirements 

Penny Jenkins 2.1.1  Under “verifiers”, I think the boundary map should 

refer to the Permission to Occupy (PTO), but as far 

as I know, attaching a map is not required. To prove 

entitlement, the title deed, lease or PTO is all that is 

needed. I am of the view that showing proof of 

payment, and boundary maps go further than what 

Not requiring boundary map as proof of 

ownership in terms of legal requirements but 

rather as evidence that the auditor can assess. 

These boundary maps are also required for 

other criteria so it is nto an additional 

requirement. 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

is required in law to prove entitlement. The same 

applies to the standards; 

Penny Jenkins 2.2.1   Customary rights to occupy are governed by the 

Black Administration Act, Communal Property Act 

etc – such land is ether registered in the name of 

the State or in the case of KZN, in the name of the 

Ingonyama Trust. Disputes as to rights of 

occupation are dealt with by the Tribal Court. Proof 

of the right to occupy is evidence by the PTO. All I 

think you need to say here is that the right must be 

recognized through a PTO. If it is delegated then 

there must be an underlying management 

agreement 

The requirement for a PTO is if a non-

community members requests land for 

development. If this is forestry developemnt 

and wants to be certified this “land owner” 

would need to demonstrate that they have 

obtained legal land use rights from Ngonyama 

Trust. 

Local people do not need PTO as land 

allocation takes place through traditional 

authorities. 

Peta Hardy 2.2.1 2.2.1.1 Change operations to plans  . What `forest 

resources’ does this refer to? Is this grazing? 

Collection of NTFPs? 

Changed term of “natural resources”. 

Peta Hardy 2.2.1 2.2.1.3 This is a very important point. Example of limiting 

grazing to maintain veld condition. 

Agreed. 

Penny Jenkins 2.2.2   is OK, but this is an unlikely event in SA because of 

the way land vests in tribal communities 

Agreed. 

Penny Jenkins 2.3.1  Is Ok  

Stuart Charlton 2.3.1 2.3.1.1 Replace “list” with “evidence” Audit requires this information to be 

summarised into a list. 

Peta Hardy 2.3.1 2.3.1.1 This information is kept at regional level.  Need to 

define what an FMU is. 

Region needs to distribute this information to 

the FMU if it is to be audited. 

Deinition of FMU included in guidance 

document. 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 10   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Penny Jenkins 2.3.2  I disagree with all of this and think it should be 

deleted. Resolution of land claims is done through a 

defined legal process, and is not simply a matter of 

discussion and resolution with the community. The 

reality is that there are number of competing claims 

to a piece of land, but this needs to be resolved by 

the State as opposed to Sappi or the land owner – 

therefore the standard which applies is 

questionable as there is nothing the landowner can 

do to resolve the matter. 

These indicators not only refer to formal land 

claims, they also refer to disputes over land 

arising from disagreement over boundaries as 

well as use rights of resources . 

Penny Jenkins 2.3.3  Again, the Restitution of Land Rights Act prescribes 

the legal procedure. I think that this entire clause 

should be deleted. 

Indicator  reworded 

Peta Hardy 2.3.3 2.3.3.1 Example please If development (e.g. clearing for a road or 

planting) is proposed on a part of the FMU on 

whioch there is a land claim or a boundary 

dispute this would result in a loss of resource 

sor future use options. These operations 

should be suspended until the dispute is 

resolved. 

Penny Jenkins 3.2.1  Is ok  

Peta Hardy 3.2.1  Definition required of local. Definition provioded in guidance document 

Sappi 3.2.1 3.2.1.2 Why only indigenous communities – what are they? Criterion proposes indigenous communities. 

South African interpretation provides 

definition for term loal rather than indigenous. 

Document has been edited for consistency.  

Penny Jenkins 3.2.2  Is ok  

Peta Hardy 3.2.3  Time frame for compensation? Time from is as per terms negotiated in 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

agreements 

Stuart Charlton 3.3.3 3.3.3.1 Delete “be” Agreed 

Stuart Charlton 3.3.4 3.3.4.1 Replace "have" with "has" Agreed 

Sappi 3.3.4 3.3.4.1 Access at discretion of FMU and some cases (high 

risk or cost) it may not be possible to give access 

Has been reworded to reflect need to 

recognise access rights which some 

stakeholders may have 

Peta Hardy 3.4.1 3.4.1.1 What relevance to plantations? Example please This would include indigenous resources 

occuring on plantation FMUs (remembering 

that plantation FMUs include the open areas 

comprising indigenous resources) 

Sappi 3.4.1 3.4.1.1 This is a waste of time in plantation context – get 

real and practical. 

As explained above – this is in lines with the 

Biodiversity Act 

Peta Hardy 3.4.2  Definition required of local indigenous community Deinition provided in guidance document 

Sappi 3.4.2 3.4.2.1 In plantations?? As explained above – ioncludes bioprospecting 

of indigenous species occurring on FMU 

Sappi 4.1 .2 4.1.2.2 Contracts awarded on tender basis – not good 

sustainable business to award contracts 

preferentially. 

Standard does not require preferential 

procurement but rather a transparent 

procurement process.  

The Forestry Charter does however propose 

BEE targets for procurement by qualifying 

enterprises 

Sappi 4.1 .6 4.1.6.1 What is appropriate – too subjective? What implies 

sustainability? 

Appropriate refers directly to best practice 

targets set in the Forestry Charter 

Penny Jenkins 4.1.1   is OK – but, you will need to tell own ops about this 

as we will need to incorporate this into the 

agreements with contractors 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Penny Jenkins 4.1.2  Is ok  

Sappi 4.1.2 4.1.2.3 Safety, env. & quality stds. must be first priority These are covered under indicator 4.2 

Penny Jenkins 4.1.6  Is ok  

Peta Hardy 4.2.10  Scale very important here Appropriateness of scale is determined by 

number of staff 

Sappi 4.2.10 4.2.10.1 Section 37.2 of OHSAct – contractor responsibility 

vs. FMU responsibility 

For certification, the FMU manager is 

responsible for ensuring compliance by 

contract 

Stuart Charlton 4.2.5 4.2.5.1 Replace "CIODA" with "COIDA" Corrected 

Stuart Charlton 4.2.7 4.2.7.1 Replace "in" with "to". Also remove black text to 

Guideline document 

Agreed 

Peta Hardy 4.2.7 4.2.7.1 Which one takes precedence? The are not contradictory and therefore 

neither takes precedence but rather build on 

each other providing additional detail 

Peta Hardy 4.2.7 4.2.7.2 Which one takes precedence? As above 

Peta Hardy 4.2.7 4.2.7.3 Housing maintenance may be more complex than 

merely allocating funds. It may be more appropraite 

to say: funds are budgetted annually by the 

responsible authorities… it is not always the 

responsibility of the land owner to maintain 

infrastructure; can be the contractor. 

It remains the FMU manager’s responsibility 

to ensure all upgrading and maintenance is 

undertaken regardless of who actually 

undertakes it. 

Sappi 4.4.1 4.4.1.1 Good neighbour relations = better sustainability – 

be careful not to create onerous requirement that 

may go far beyond achieving or not necessary 

achieve objective.  Worried by verifiers and skills of 

managers. 

This is a requirement of the FSC principles. 

Therefore managers need to ensure impact 

assessment is undertaken, even if they do not 

undertake it themselves. 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Peta Hardy 4.4.1 4.4.1.1 Define `directly affected' Definition provided in guidence document 

Peta Hardy 4.4.2 4.4.2.1 what is meant by monitoring? What are the 

implications? 

Definition provided in guidence document. 

Monitoring is a requirement of the FSC 

principles 

Sappi 5.1.1 5.1.1.1 World market conditions, exchange rates and 

access to markets influence this – time scale 

Agree on influencing factors. Have specified 5 

years but also opened the way for motivation 

to be offered if this is not possible within the 

time scale 

Sappi 5.1.1 5.1.1.2 What if set up to break even & value added 

happens in processing? 

Then this should be provided in the reasons 

why the FMU is not economically sustainable 

and the direct link to the processing facility 

clearly shown. 

Sappi 5.1.2 5.1.2.1 ?????? Not possible to determine issue 

Stuart Charlton 5.1.2 5.1.2.1 Local economy? There is no requirement for “local economy” 

and this would place an unrealisitc burden on 

big multi-nationals and contractors that work 

over a wide area  

Peta Hardy 5.2  Forest management and marketing operations 

should encourage the optimal use and local 

processing of the forests diversity of products. 

Repeat of C5.2 

Sappi 5.2.1 5.2.1.1 Impossible – FMU must decide what is utilizable and 

what they want to market. 

Reworded the standard  

Stuart Charlton 5.2.1 5.2.1.1 Economically utilisable? Unnecessary to introduce economic 

requirement as some products may be 

culturally feasible.  Have introduced concept 

of feasibility to cover these eventualities 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 14   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Peta Hardy 5.2.1 5.2.1.1 of relevance to indigenous forests Includes use of all forest products from the 

FMU including eg honey small poles for lats 

etc 

Sappi 5.3.1 5.3.1.1 Impossible – certain amount of waste is inevitable – 

it is about cost-benefit 

Reworded 

Bob de Laborde 5.3.1 5.3.3 and their related Standards could encourage, or 

even enforce, reduction of, or even removal of, 

brush (broadcasted or in lines) that is needed to 

reduce erosion by slowing water velocity, to block 

soil being washed away, and/or reduce soil 

compaction from wheeled or tracked equipment. 

These need rewording to accommodate this. 

Covered under erosion and soil conservation –

C10 

Sappi 5.3.2 5.3.2.1 FMU discretion – anything can be utilized if there is 

a market or need 

Standard is qualified by saying justification can 

be provided for wastage 

Sappi 5.3.3 5.3.3.1 Impossible – waste must be managed  and 

controlled 

Standard is qualified by saying justification can 

be provided for wastage 

Stuart Charlton 5.3.3 5.3.3.1 Absolute - consider minimize Standard is qualified by saying justification can 

be provided for wastage 

Stuart Charlton 5.3.3 5.3.3.2 Merge with 5.3.3.1 Kept separate because 2 separate issues 

Lize Nel 5.3.4  Why specify forests rather include all ecosystems 

wetland/grassland etc. 

Replaced reference to SMZ’s with “forest 

resources (soils, water resources, unplanted 

areas, standing timber etc) 

Bob de Laborde 5.3.4  The word "minimised" is far too liberal. The 

comments to Std 10.2.2 also apply here. 

Considered replacing “minimized” with 

“avoided” or “prevented” but this is not 

always possible.   Minimized retained in 

10.2.2, since some residual impact (even 

through changes in catchment processes) is 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

likely. 

Stuart Charlton 5.3.4 5.3.4.1 Indigenous forest is included in SMZ definition 

This standard doesn't exist (See 6.5.2.4.4) 

Replaced reference to SMZ’s with “forest 

resources (soils, water resources, unplanted 

areas, standing timber etc) 

Sappi 5.3.4 5.3.4.1 See 6.5.2.4.4 Remove – nothing to do with waste Replaced with updated link : “See 6.5.2.2” 

Sappi 5.4.2 5.4.2.1 Link with 

5.3.2 They must be given opportunity to tender 

for access – they can not be given because they 

are local. 

Have changed from “given” to “offered” which 

implies that everybody has an equal 

opportunity similar to tendering.  The criterion 

does however emphasise attention to be 

given to the local economy 

Peta Hardy 5.5.1 5.5.1.1 Reference to 6.3.2 - relevance?  6.5.3 does not exist References updated 

Bob de Laborde 5.5.1 

7.1.7 

10.6.4 

7.1.7.1 

 

10.6.4.1 

10.6.4.2 

10.6.4.3 

The most destructive phase of timber production 

causing soil erosion; damage to, or destruction of, 

forests; resultant silting of water ways; etc., occurs 

during harvesting operations, in particular timber 

extraction, and afterwards when the bare field is 

left exposed to the elements. This is obviously most 

severe on the steep slopes (>12%, 7deg) timber 

growers alone are permitted to plant. 

Clearly, if growers elect to plant on these steep 

slopes, harvesting them must draw special 

attention, and appropriate conditions and 

requirements need to apply. 

Standards indicate that Documented 

guidelines for harvesting operations must 

conform to best-practice environmental 

guidelines.  Additional requirements are 

included to ensure that any impacts identified 

are minimized and mitigated. 

Agreed.  Spot cultivation allowed for a number 

of crops, eg. olives, macadamias etc 

This aspect is covered in both the SA 

Harvesting Code of Practice and the FSA 

Environmental Guidelines 

Jacob Crous 5.5.2  Maintenance of carbon storage levels:  

Comments “See 3.1.4” and “See 5.6.1.3.1” not valid 

references. 

3.1.4 replaced with correct reference 5.6.2.1 

5.6.1.3.1replaced with correct reference 

6.3.2.1 

Jacob Crous 5.5.2 5.5.2.1 Harvesting of trees will reduce the carbon stored on Standard is stated as “Forest and soil 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

the site. Burning of harvest residue as well as site 

preparation (especially intensive site preparation) 

will reduce C-storage on a site. It will be impossible 

to prevent a reduction in carbon storage on a 

specific site, but with good management carbon 

storage levels should increase over the FMU. 

resources are managed so as to prevent a 

reduction in carbon storage”.  The intention is 

to ensure that carbon levels are generally 

maintained through appropriate 

management. 

Harvesting levels will reduce carbon levels at a 

site but sustainable harvesting should ensure 

that carbon levels retained as biomass in 

standing trees remains at a reasonable 

consistent level (typically higher than would 

be the case under a non-plantation system).  

10.6.3 deals with the removal of organic 

matter after harvesting (including burning) 

and regulates the removal of organic matter 

needed for nutrient cycling and soil fertility 

Peta Hardy 5.5.2 5.5.2.1 How will this be measured? Refers to 3.1.4 does not 

exist 

Cross reference replaced with correct 

reference 5.6.2.1 

Peta Hardy 5.5.3 5.5.3.1 Ref to 6.1.5.1 - does not exist     Ref to 8.1.3 does 

not exist 

Cross references updated 

Clinton Carbuttt 5.5.4 5.5.4.1 Plantation pg 22 Conservation zones are buffered 

reference to adequate buffering should also be 

made (e.g.) “Conservation zones are identified, 

suitably buffered, managed and monitored to 

safeguard biodiversity occurring within the FMU.  

“Suitably buffered “will have to be interpreted – 

maybe refer to FSA environmental guidelines. 

With reference to FSA Environmetal 

guidelines, the following should be noted, “In 

determining the biodiversity buffer, 

distinction should be made between existing 

land use and new land development, as there 

can be enormous socio-economic implications 

when changing an existing landuse to 

accommodate biodiversity”. 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

For new afforestation, the applicant has to 

comply with EIA requirements and where 

appropriate, mitigation measures will 

determine restrictions on such permitted 

afforestation. 

 

For existing afforestation, the socio-economic 

costs of applying a buffer may be very high 

and would need to be considered as part of 

buffer delineation when removing trees from 

riparian and wetland areas. There may 

however be instances where buffering of 

conservation zones is required to limit impacts 

in specific circumstances.  This is addressed by 

way of other standards in the document and 

includes: 

- The need to avoid damage to indigenous 

forests during harvesting (6.5.2.2) – this 

implies that buffers around indigenous forests 

must be established after harvesting to ensure 

that damage to indigenous forests is avoided. 

-  Specific measures to enhance the identified 

conservation attributes of HCV sites (9.3.1.1) – 

in some situations, this may necessitate 

expansion of existing conservation zones to 

maintain identified conservation attributes. 

Peta Hardy 5.5.4 5.5.4.1 Ref to 8.1.3 does not exist Reference updated 

Jacob Crous 5.6.1 5.6.1.1 In case of a large fire or other disaster it will be 

difficult to comply with this standard – especially on 

Agreed that it will be difficult to comply 

directly after large fires and wording has been 
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long-rotation pine   adjusted.  However, a standard must be set 

and anything less than this indicates that the 

plantation is not sustainable.  If it takes an 

FMU many years to re-establish after a fire, 

for example, the planation cannot be 

considered to be sustainable.  Particular 

examples of this are the DWAF plantations in 

the Eastern Cape. 

Clinton Carbuttt 6  Emerging alien invasive plants (Cara- static list that 

needs to be updated) more and more alien invasive 

plants are emerging / becoming a problem (due to 

climate change) refer to South African plant 

invaders Arles (SAPIA) by Leslie Henderson. 

Alien plant legislation is based on CARA and 

therefore have retained this as the 

benchmark. However agree that the CARA list 

needs to be updated 

Vaughan Koopman 6.1.1 6.1.1.1 Consider using DWAF riparian and wetland 

definitions as a method of demarketing edge of 

wetlands and riparian zones instead of flood lines 

and distance from stream. 

This requirement has been integrated into the 

standard.  See Standard 6.3.4.1 

Stuart Charlton 6.1.1 6.1.1.1 Type 50,000 using comma – this makes for easier 

reading 

Standardised all numbering on the South 

African system without comma 

Senzo Mkhize 6.1.3  Specifies of legal references could be a problem as 

the law is continually changing.  This would require 

a review of the standard every time the law 

changes. 

In the revised standard, references to specific 

legislation will be limited as far as possible.  

Specific reference to legislation will be 

confined as far as possible to the guideline 

document. 

Stuart Charlton 6.1.3 6.1.3.1 Consider changing this to Best Practice and proper 

planning that assesses potential impacts 

The indicator has been changed to read: 

“Assessments of potential negative 

environmental impacts in the planning of 

forestry operations.”  Standard also updated 

to be less prescriptive w.r.t. methodology.  
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New wording : “Assessments of potential 

environmental impacts have been undertaken 

prior to the commencement of site-disturbing 

activities”. 

Sappi 6.1.3 6.1.3.2 What is adequate – who decides? Standard reworded to “Negative 

environmental impacts have been minimized 

during site disturbing activities.” 

Stuart Charlton 6.1.4 6.1.4.2 Bullet 1:  Is this list exhaustive? Is it not possible for 

others to exist? 

Bullet 2: Is this not a wall height of 5m? 

Bullet 5: Volumes need inserting 

List was not exhaustive.  Additional details 

have now been included in the guidence 

document as outlined below: 

“The National Water Act specifies a number of 

requirements for a range of activities potentially 

affecting water resources.  Thee include: 

- Dams with a safety risk: This applies to dams 

with a wall capacity of > 50 000m
3
.  Chapter 12 

of the act outlines the control measures and 

registration requirements.  Registration 

requires the owner to register the dam with 

the DWAF within a specified period following 

construction / declaration of the dam having a 

safety risk  

 

- Water use:  Defined broadly in Section 21 of 

the Act including but not limited to: 

 

o Taking water from a water resource; 

o Storing water; 

o Impeding or diverting the flow of a 

watercourse  

o Engaging in a stream flow reduction activity 
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o Discharging waste or water containing 

waste into a water resource through a pipe, 

canal, sewer, sea fall or other conduit; 

o Disposing of waste in a manner which may 

detrimentally impact on a water resource; 

o Altering the bed, banks, course or character 

of a watercourse; 

 

A licence is required for each of these activities 

unless it falls is covered by Schedule 1 of the Act 

(Permissible Water Use) or within conditions set 

out in a general authorization (See GN No398 of 

2004)” 

Sappi 6.1.4 6.1.4.2 What are the rules? Specific requirements have been included in 

the guidence document. 

Clinton Carbuttt 6.2.1 6.2.1.1 Add “critically endangered” category We have used the wording as it apperas in the 

criterion.  Further guidence has however been 

included in the guidelines document and may 

relate to a number of listing processes as 

outlined below: 

There are three main types of special status 

that a species may have in South Africa: 

- A threatened or protected species, listed 

under the National Environmental 

Management Biodiversity Act (NEMBA) 

regulations on Threatened and Protected 

Species; 

- A CITES listed species, listed on one of the 

Appendices of the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species 
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(CITES) to which South Africa is a signatory; or  

- A species that has been assessed for its 

conservation status using The World 

Conservation Union (IUCN) criteria for red-

listing of species. 

Stuart Charlton 6.2.1 6.2.1.1 ….....species potentially occurring…..... Updated accordingly 

Bob de Laborde 6.2.1 6.2.1.1 

6.2.2.1 

6.2.3.1 

During discussions, timber growers argued to have 

these made less demanding. Timber plantations 

have resulted in such enormous loss of habitat to 

flora and fauna over vast areas of SA. These 

Standards should not be diluted, but maintained at 

least at the level presented on the screen at the 

meeting. 

Point noted 

Sappi 6.2.1 6.2.1.1 Depending on what assessed means  - this in my 

interpretation is not possible  - will have to use a 

risk approach 

Guidelies have been provided but would 

typically include the following steps: 

Step 1: Identifying potential species occurring 

on the FMU.   

Step 2: Ground-truthing, aimed at confirming 

the presence of important species. 

The following guidance is provided in the 

guideline document regarding the level of 

assessment: “While the forest manager is 

required to provide clear evidence on efforts 

made to identify the presence of important 

species, the level of assessment and ground-

validation undertaken should be appropriate 

to the size of the FMU, and resources 

available.  For large FMUs, assessments should 

be carefully prioritized and coordinated, 
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ideally in collaboration with conservation 

agencies.  For SLIMF programs, assessments 

should be prioritized and coordinated by the 

group manager on behalf of scheme 

members.” 

Sappi 6.2.3 6.2.3.1 Link with 9.3.2 

Wording? 

Wording updated: “Conservation zones and 

protected areas are managed to safeguard 

rare, threatened & endangered species & 

their habitats” 

Sappi 6.2.4 6.2.4.1 Link with 1.5.1 

Wording – cut out “no uncontrolled 

Standard re-worded: “Hunting, fishing, 

trapping and collecting on the FMU is 

controlled within legal requirements.  Illegal 

and uncontrolled activities are being 

addressed through management 

interventions.” 

Peta Hardy 6.3.1 6.3.1.1 ref t o7.1.7.1.2 does not exist Updated with correct link 7.1.6.1 

Vaughan Koopman 6.3.2  Replace the word ‘”forest ‘’for “plantation’’ in 

indicators, verifiers and standards as appropriate. 

(As understand it wording cannot be changes in 

principles and criteria.  Word forests changed to 

natural areas? 

This criterion specifically addresses the need 

to protect natural forests.  Requirements for 

other ecosystems ae dealt with with other 

standards under criterion 6.3. 

Peta Hardy 6.3.2 6.3.2.1 ref to 6.5.2.4.2 does not exist Link updated: 6.5.2. 

Sappi 6.3.2 6.3.2.1 Link 6.5.2.4.2 

Damaged is avoided and or minimized – cant 

have no 

Standard updated to read:” Damage to natural 

forests from forestry operations or illegal 

activities is prevented.  Where damage has 

occurred, this has been minimized through 

appropriate interventions.” 

Dr Guy Preston 6.3.3 6.3.3.1 Promotion and maintenance of natural processes Forest managers and adjoining landowners 
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through burning practices in fire dependant 

ecosystems 

Burning plans for unplanted areas 

Site visits: Burnt & un-burnt areas 

Specific requirements include: 

• Documenting recommended burning 

prescriptions for different habitats on the FMU; 

• Tailoring burning plans to meet species-specific 

requirements where possible (E.g. mosaic 

burning, rotational burning etc); 

• Planning burning to limit damage to natural 

forest ecotones; 

• Restricting the extent of fire breaks (areas 

where plantation protection is the primary 

objective) to prevent unnecessary annual 

burning of open areas. 

Input #1: Those with plantations should ensure that 

it is possible for the necessary burning of veld 

adjacent to plantations to take place.  There are 

situations where adjacent land-owners are wary of 

burning their veld, because of the risk of the fire 

jumping to the plantation, and this reluctance to 

burn leads to veld degradation in systems where 

fire is an ecological necessity.  The FSC standards 

should compel those with plantations to take 

reasonable steps to ensure that the adjacent veld 

can be burned, perhaps through a fair 

apportionment of the costs necessary for the 

are legally responsible for ensuring that 

appropriate breaks are established according 

to legislation to minimize the risk of fires 

jumping into the plantation. In this regard, the 

National Veld and Forest Act (Act No. 101 of 

1998) places the legal obligation on the 

neighboring land owner to prepare and 

maintain firebreaks on the boundaries of their 

properties.  Once dates for burning (if this is 

the agreed method of firebreak preparation) 

have been agreed, the Act requires the forest 

manager (i) to also burn their firebreak on the 

same date / dates and (ii) to be present in 

person (or through an agent) and ensure that 

sufficient people are present on his or her side 

of the boundary to control the spread of the 

fire.  These requirements are designed to 

ensure that the forest owner helps to ensure 

that firebreaks are prepared without causing 

damage to plantations on the FMU. 

  

While it is true that adjoining landowners may 

be reluctant to burn due to the risks 

associated with such activities, it is not 

reasonable to shift the responsibility for good 

management on adjacent farms to the 

certified FMU.  It is also worth noting that 

there are also situations where forest 

managers are responsible for burning open 

areas adjacent to neighboring farms with high 

value - in this case, forest managers must take 

responsibility for ensuring that burning is 
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adjacent land to be safely burned. undertaken within the FMU in such a way that 

burning is undertaken according to best-

practice and that neighbors assets are not 

affected.  From an auditing perspective, it 

would also be very difficult to assess the 

implementation of such a standard.  Some 

tricky issues would include: 

• determining how far from the 

boundary this responsibility should 

extend; 

• defining what is meant by reasonable 

steps, and 

• evaluating "fair" apportionment of 

costs. 

Such a standard would also require the forest 

manager to obtain cooperation with the 

neighboring landowner to ensure that burning 

of areas on the neighboring property was 

undertaken according to best practice.  This is 

not a fair expectation for forest managers. 

David Lindley 6.3.4   “Enhancement or restoration of natural processes 

and functional values of riparian zones and 

wetlands”, I see there is little mention of managing 

the wetlands better, apart from delineating the 

wetlands, taking out the invasive alien plants and 

rehabilitating them. Even if wetlands are 

rehabilitated, and trees taken out of them and their 

adjacent buffer zones, this doesn’t mean that the 

wetlands are well managed. 

As with other ecosystems, wetland 

management is not adressed in a single 

indicator but addressed at various points 

throughout the standard.   This includes the 

following aspectes relevant to wetland 

systems: 

• Delineating wetlands (6.3.4.1) 

• Establishing a buffer around the wetland 
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Over the past 7 years, the plantation forestry 

industry has made some good progress on wetland 

delineation, taking trees out of wetlands and their 

buffer zones, and rehabilitating some key wetlands, 

However, the industry has not managed to 

holistically manage its wetlands better which 

includes the following issues: burning of wetlands 

for firebreaks,  roads that traverse through 

wetlands, resource use by communities and such 

grazing of wetlands, harvesting wetlands plants, and 

using the wetlands for subsistence  agriculture. 

These are all crucial issues that forestry wetlands 

are currently subjected to (and increasingly with the 

numerous land claims on forestry land), and need to 

be managed sustainably by the forestry industry. 

 There is also very little regular monitoring of 

wetlands in the industry to determine their 

ecological integrity, health and whether they are 

still providing various ecosystem services. This 

needs to be done to ensure that the appropriate 

wetland management actions are put into place – 

otherwise how will anyone know if the wetlands are 

being managed better? 

I suggest that when the standard advises that the 

industry need to manage their wetlands 

sustainably, it doesn’t just refer to wetland 

delineation, alien invasive, and wetland 

rehabilitation, but also to the issues mentioned 

above. 

 

(6.3.4.1) 

• Alien plant control (6.3.4.2 & 6.3.7) 

• Burning ( 6.3.3) 

• Roads, including bridges and culverts 

(6.5.3.1 

• Rehabilitation of wetlands (Standard 

6.3.4.3) 

• Grazing of wetlands (6.3.6) 

• Specific management requirements to 

safeguard rare, threatened and 

endangered species (6.2.4) 

Guidance for many of these standards makes 

reference to “Guidelines for managing 

wetlands in Forestry Areas” (Kotze, 2002) 

which provides more detailed information 

pertinent to wetland management. 

Although not specifically addressed, 

harvesting of wetland plants is covered under 

6.2.4 which requires that collecting be 

controlled within legal limits and would 

require users to obtain permits in certain 

instances. 

There is also an added focus for wetlands of 

high conservation value (identified under 

Principle 9).  Such areas would be subject to 

stricter planning, management and 

monitoring regimes than less important 
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wetland resources. 

Peta Hardy 6.3.4 6.3.4.2 ref to 6.3.8.11 does not exist Updated 

Sappi 6.3.4 6.3.4.3 Who decides when what is degraded? Standard has been updated to specifically 

refer to wetlands affected by drainage and/or 

erosion gullies. 

Dr Guy Preston 6.3.4.2  Excised areas are included in the weed control plan 

and maintained to prevent re-infestation by alien 

plants. 

Input #2:  Rehabilitation (or restoration – given the 

specificity associated with these terms – may be the 

better term) may be needed in riparian areas, 

rather than just the clearing of invasive plants.  (It is 

best not to talk about “alien plants”, as concern is 

only when they are invasive.)  Criteria should be set 

for this consideration. 

Rehabilitation / restoration both suggest that 

excised areas are restored to near natural 

state.  While this is certainly desirable, it is 

arguably unreasonable given (i) the length of 

time that many of these areas have been 

under commercial plantations, and (ii) the 

costs associated with re-introducing 

indigenous species.   

 

We have therefore focussed on ensuring that 

three basic activities take place within these 

areas to ensure that the state of these areas 

improve over time: 

1. Areas are delineated (trees emoved from 

wetlands and buffer zones); 

2. Once delineated, weed control is carried 

out to encourage re-establishment by 

natural vegetation; 

3. Burning be undertaken where necessary 

and practical; 

4. Erosion control measures are implimented 

where signs of induced erosion are 
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evident; and 

5. Rehabilitation actions are put in place to 

address drainage / erosion (see comments 

below) 

Will replace “alien plants” with “invasive alien 

plants” 

Dr Guy Preston 6.3.4.3  Degraded wetland systems are identified and 

actions put in place to rehabilitate such sites. 

Input #3:  This surely needs more definite norms 

and standards?  Could Working for Wetlands not 

suggest what these should be? 

Impacts to wetland systems are highly variable 

but the most common impacts that can be 

rectified by on-site interventions are (i) drains, 

(ii) erosion gullies, (iii) trees planted through 

wetland areas and (iv) alien plant infestations. 

 

I suggest that the first two be specifically 

addressed here.  The last two impacts are 

already addressed in the standard.  Other 

impacts such as reduced water inputs into the 

wetland are dictated by upstream landuse, 

which in this case is typically forestry.  This will 

be mitigated to some extent by delineation 

but residual impacts (significant in many 

instances) will remain unless water use 

licences are withdrawn. 

 

Please also note that wetland of high 

importance may be identified as HCV areas 

which require stricter monitoring and 

management. 
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Revised wording for this standard is icluded 

below: 

“Wetland systems affected by drainage and/or 

erosion are identified and actions put in place 

to rehabilitate such sites.” 

Dr Guy Preston 6.3.5 6.3.5.1 Control of introductions of alien plant or animal 

species 

Screening trials 

Import permits 

Authorizations for introduced species 

Authorizations for biological pest control release 

Authorization from the relevant authority has been 

obtained, prior to the introduction of alien plant 

and animal species 

Input #4:   

(a)        This presumably should include accidental 

microbial invasions or deliberate microbial 

introductions as well and whether directly 

or through vectors or pathways.   

(b)        I also think that we must differentiate 

between “alien” and “invasive” species.  I 

do not see a general need to be concerned 

about alien species, and would advocate 

that this refer only to invasive species.   

(c)        There has been a negative response to the 

use of sterile varieties from the FSC, which 

has tended to focus on concerns regarding 

risks for indigenous forests.  However, in 

Responses: 

(a & b)   Standard has been updated to refer 

to “invasive” species as defined under the 

Biodiversity Act.  New standard now reads 

“Authorization from the relevant authority has 

been obtained, prior to the introduction of 

invasive species”. 

 

(c) Issue of sterile varieties is difficult as it is 

recognised by many as genetic modification 

which is not permitted under Criterion 6.8. 

However this matter is widely recognised and 

will be raised with FSC. 

 

(d) FMU cannot be certified without required 

authorizations – see Criterion 6.9.  The need 

for control of invasions from commercial 

species is addressed under Indicator 6.3.7.  

Where commercial species are established on 

adjoining lands, it is often difficult to establish 

the source, particularly in areas where such 

species are widespread.  We have therefore 
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plantations (especially those utilizing 

invasive plant species) the use of sterile 

varieties warrants consideration.  We 

would like to see protocols being 

developed for the use of sterile varieties in 

plantations utilizing invasive alien plant 

species, to reduce the impact that these 

invasives are having adjacent to the 

plantations. 

(d)        No sale of products should be allowed 

where the products are being grown 

without the necessary permitting, and 

land-owners should be held accountable 

for the control of invasions by the species 

being grown in the plantation (irrespective 

of the source of the invasion) outside of 

the plantations, to a specified distance per 

species. 

proposed that such an issue be addressed 

under section 3.2 

 

Sappi 6.3.6 6.3.6.1 Only where this is high risk If grazing takes place still need to know what 

the limits are to ensure no negative impacts. If 

no grazing could motivate irrelevance of this 

indicators on the FMU to certifying body 

during audit 

Sappi 6.3.7 6.3.7.1 General principles should be guidelines. Removed from standard to guidelines section 

Peta Hardy 6.3.7 6.3.7.1 to 

6.3.7.5 

I am in full support of reducing alien plant invasion 

in unplanted areas. However, the implications of 

reaching the stated targets are great. We have seen 

an inability to reduce weed invasions in some 

districts; this cannot necessarily be attributed to 

Acknowledged – standards still must be set to 

monitor compliance to legal requirements and 

to demonstrate responsible management. 
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poor management. 

Sappi 6.3.7 6.3.7.2 In theory this is good and right – very very difficult 

in practice – thing can also change rapidly. 

Acknowledged – It would be useful for the 

forestry industry to develop a tool to assist 

forest managers in undertaking such an 

assessment.  When auditing, auditors will 

need to take due consideration of time of the 

assessment relative to the date of the audit. 

Sappi 6.3.7 6.3.7.3 You will never be able to audit this Auditing is undertaken against the 

documented assessment required in 6.3.7.2.  

Sappi 6.3.7 6.3.7.4 And this – too many variables too dynamic. Progress must be demonstrated by the forest 

manager by referring to assessments 

undertaken according to 6.3.7.2. 

Dr Guy Preston 6.3.7  Input #5: 

(a)        Producers and down-stream beneficiation 

operations should not be allowed to sell 

the produce from plantations where norms 

and standards regarding invasions from the 

plantations have not been complied with. 

(b)        Land-owners growing invasive alien plants 

in legal (demarcated) areas must be 

accountable for the spread of those species 

for specified distances from the plantation 

(which should be species specific, based on 

known average propensity to invade). 

(c)        Land-owners should provide insurance / 

surety against invasions by the species 

being grown in a plantation, if and when 

the plantation is decommissioned or 

In response: 

(a) Forest managers may lose their 

certification if they do not comply with the 

requirements set out in the standard.  This 

has implications for marketing and sale of 

timber products from the FMYU. 

(b) While recognized as an issue, this is a very 

difficuilt standard to set and very difficuilt 

to audit.  We have therefore proposed 

that forest managers be required to 

adress such a concern if raised by 

stakeholders – See Criterion 3.2. 

(c) Point noted but no system currently in 

place to enforce or regulate such a 

requirement. 

(d) Point noted.  This is addressed to some 
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abandoned.  It does occur that fires or 

disease or mismanagement leads to the 

destruction of plantations of invasive alien 

plants.  In those cases where the land-

owner cannot or chooses not to continue 

farming the plantation, severe invasions 

and associated damage can take place.  

Before being given permission to grow 

plants in a plantation, such financial 

assurances should be in place.  

(Government may choose to underwrite 

the costs of resource-poor farmers, for 

example.)  

(d)        There is a spectrum of invasive risks and 

transformer impacts associated with 

different species used in plantations.  The 

greater the invasive and transformer risks 

associated with a plantation species, the 

greater the accountability should be on the 

plantation-owner. 

(e)        Due care should be taken to avoid the 

exploitation of especially small-scale and 

resource-poor land-owners, through 

partnerships with larger companies.  There 

have been situations where the larger 

companies dictate what species should be 

used, and how and where they should be 

grown, but where the land-owner is left 

accountable when there are problems 

associated with these choices, such as 

extent by the need to ensure that 

encroachment of commercial species is 

controlled.  This will place greater strain 

on forest managers with species that have 

a high propensity to invade. 

(e) Not an issue that can be addressed 

through a national standard.   This should 

rather be checked prior to new 

plantations being established. 
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invasions after wild fires. 

Sappi 6.4  Not role of plantation forestry to conserve – 

however unplanted areas should be conserved.  

Must apply this to SA context – whole point of 

national initiative 

This is recognized.  See note under Criterion 6: 

“The focus of this principle in the South 

African context, is on conserving 

representative portions of biodiversity within 

the forestry landscape & ensuring that 

ecological functions and integrity of these 

ecosystems are maintained.  Conservation of 

biodiversity within planted compartments is 

not a primary objective, with these areas 

being managed to maximize economic 

returns.” 

Sappi 6.4.1 6.4.1.4 Set aside – nobody does this – areas are un-

plantable. Wording.  Planning. 

Updated – designated as conservation zones 

Bob de Laborde 6.5  Criterion 6.5 has been simplified down from 

possibly cumbersome lists given in the previous 

(February 08?) version, to being over-simplified into 

the briefest, broadest terms which don’t express 

what should be required. Further, there is no 

reference to specific standards for felling and 

timber extraction techniques, equipment, terrain 

type, and tree genus. The term "best practices" is 

an unacceptably arbitrary expression even where an 

auditor is a harvesting expert. This undoubtedly was 

welcomed by the industry, but is absolutely 

unacceptable to us. 

Various standards have been included in the FESA 

handbooks on timber harvesting. Relevant ones 

were given to me by FESA from the ICFR library and 

I have reviewed them. They were drawn up by the 

The standard setting process relies on best 

practice and guidelines that are nationally and 

internationally recognised. Many best practice 

guidelines have been used as the basis for this 

standard. It is not possible for the National 

Initiative to redevelop guidelines if one 

stakeholder does not agree with the national 

concensus. It would be the responsibility of 

the stakeholder to raise the matter with 

industry directly.  

However the national initiative standard 

setting process coul make a strong 

recommendation the BMPs be re-evaluated as 

part of a continuous review of regulation and 

certification 
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industry and provide sound guideline for machine 

and equipment use and operator/worker safety. 

However, though they classify terrain into ground 

conditions, roughness and slope, they do not 

address in any effective and practical way how to 

avoid soil erosion even on these steeper slopes. The 

"Methods of reducing erosion" given are 

meaningless, impracticable, and/or impossible to 

implement. It is probable that plantation layout to 

accommodate suitable descriptions of felling and 

extraction will be needed, thus input from 

silviculturists, too, is indicated. 

It needs to be noted here that northern hemisphere 

operations are typically exploitation of forests 

where a permit has been granted to thin by perhaps 

20% to 40%. In addition, there is a predominance of 

using cable yarders in uphill extraction which also 

reduces their impacts on the environment. This 

presents a substantially different situation from our 

local clearfelling operations of plantations with 

destruction greatly exacerbated by most extraction 

being straight down the slope on steeper slopes. 

This Criterion needs to be reviewed in depths under 

your auspices with a balanced of industry and 

environmental NGO, conservation bodies, and non-

industry erosion experts participating. We request 

that you coordinate this as a priority. 

Sappi 6.5.1 6.5.1.1 In all situations??? Included “for forestry operations with a high 

risk of erosion” in standard 
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Sappi 6.5.1 6.5.1.2 Erosion is a natural process – can not have no 

erosion – get wording right. 

Standard updated: “Erosion and 

sedimentation of streams as a result of forest 

management operations is minimized.  Where 

erosion or sedimentation is occurring, this is 

being addressed through management 

interventions.” 

Bob de Laborde 6.5.1 6.5.1.2 

6.5.2.2 

Are meaningless as no "corrective action" is 

possible once soil has been washed off a whole 

hillside, or mountainside, on through silting up 

streams then into the Indian Ocean. Prevention by 

avoiding such slopes, or where growers do insist on 

planting them, selected plantation layouts and 

harvesting systems that minimise the factors of 

erosion (ref. comments to C6.5) are the only 

possibilities here. 

This should be addressed through revised 

standards which require (i) that guidelines be 

developed to prevent such practices and that 

(ii) if erosion takes place, this is addressed. 

Peta Hardy 6.5.1 6.5.1.2 How do you know what is a result of operations? 

There is natural sedimentation that also occurs.  

What is meant by corrective actions? A Road 

maintenance plan? 

Standard modified.  Now reads, “Erosion and 

sedimentation of streams as a result of forest 

management operations is minimized.  Where 

erosion or sedimentation is occurring, this is 

being addressed through management 

interventions.”  Source of sedimentation must 

therefore be linked to forest management 

activities to be a concern.  Reference to 

corrective action removed. 

Sappi 6.5.2 6.5.2.2 Wording – no env… later contradicted with “where 

damage” 

Updated 

Sappi 6.6.1 6.6.1.1 Check standard & FSC requirements Changed wording to reflect forestry use and 

approval by FSC 

Sappi 6.6.1 6.6.1.3 Firebreaks … Fire breaks are part of the FMU and cannot be 
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excluded from compliance with FSC  

requirements 

Theunissen Rabie 6.6.1.1  Pesticides that are banned by FSC but approved by 

agriculture can be stored in same store as long as 

the FSC approved chemicals can be separated or 

stored in one part of chemical store (This is 

applicable to growers who farms not only with 

trees) 

Agreed.  This is practical. Note in guidance 

document 

Stuart Charlton 6.6.2 6.6.2.1 What does the Act say? Is it only operators applying 

pesticides for gain who need to be registered? 

 

What about purchasing pesticides only from 

suppliers who are registered with ACDASA? 

Any person who for reward OR in the course 

of a business, industry or trade uses an 

agricultural remedy must register as a Pest 

Control Operator     in terms of the Fertilizers, 

Farm Feeds, Agricultural Remedies and Stock  

Remedies Act, 1947 (Act No. 36 of 1947) as 

amended and the regulations relating thereto 

as published in Government Notice No. R1449 

of 1 July 1983. 

Membership of the Agricultural Chemical 

Distributors Association of SA should not be a 

prerequisite  - this is a Section 21 company 

with an undemanding code of conduct. 

Sappi 6.6.2 6.6.2.1 FSA to sort out - law Consultation with Rupert Hefer of NDA There 

is to be a new regulation that will be passed 

by parliament within the next few months to 

the effect of the following: 

Where chemicals are applied by the owner of 

the property or his/her staff, no PCO licence is 

required 

Where a contractor applies chemicals on land 
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owned by another party, the person 

responsible for the team applying the 

chemical must be a registered PCO 

Qualified foresters can register as PCO  very 

easily due to their sound basic qualification 

REGISTRATION AS A PEST CONTROL 

OPERATOR IN TERMS OF SECTION 10 OF ACT 

36 OF 1947 

Theunissen Rabie 6.6.2.1  All chemical operators applying chemicals for gain 

(e.g. contractors) need a pest control licence. 

Farmer, supervisor and workers need appropriate 

training for applying chemicals. 

See above response 

Stuart Charlton 6.6.3 6.6.3.3 Correct naming of the Act needs inserting here Updated 

Theunissen Rabie 6.6.3.2   It is not practical to have summary card available at 

place of work 

Current practice is that laminated cards are 

issued to the supervisor whp keeps these with 

time books, first aid kits etc 

Stuart Charlton 6.6.4 6.6.4.1 Should we not mention Integrated Pest 

Management Plan here? 

Added to verifiers 

Sappi 6.6.4 6.6.4.1 ???????? Not possible to determine issue raised 

Stuart Charlton 6.7.3 6.7.3.1 Should we not mention Integrated Pest 

Management Plan here? 

This indicator deals with all waste disposal not 

pest management 

Sappi 6.7.3 6.7.3.3 Make sure you are correct In terms of law may only dispose of hazardous 

waste at Haz Waste registered sites 

Theunissen Rabie 6.7.3.1  Comment only. Very few registered waste disposal 

sites available in the country 

Challenge of compliance is widely recognised 

by requires compliance with law 

Stuart Charlton 6.9.1 6.9.1.1 Homelands did not require permits until they were Agreed – Standard modified 
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incorporated into RSA in 1994. 

Clinton Carbuttt 6.9.1 6.9.1.2 “A water license is required for any  SFRA post 

1998” 

 Water use must be registered with DWAF for 

all plantations while an afforestation permit or 

SFRA licence is only required for those 

plantations established post 1972  in the 

former RSA and post 1998 in the former 

hiomelands 

Sappi 6.9.1 6.9.1.2 Get correct license – water use license?? Correct as specified 

Sappi 6.9.1 6.9.1.3 Have you ever seen a license and the conditions??? Yes and with its conditions 

Peta Hardy 6.9.1 6.9.1.3 I assume this is site specific. This is currently not 

audited. 

Specific to the site being audited 

Peta Hardy 7.1.1 7.1.1.1 Examples of each please Please refer to a well documented 

management plan of which there are many 

already developed by forestry sector 

Peta Hardy 7.2.2 7.2.2.1 This is usually done by updating procedures, not 

necessarily the management plan. 

Standard revised to reflect possible change to 

supporting documents only 

Stuart Charlton 7.2.2 7.2.2.1 for example, APO, harvesting scheduling, legal 

register, etc 

Correct 

Peta Hardy 7.3  Need a clear definition of Forest Worker Difinition taken for Basic Conditions of 

Emplyment Act: Sectoral determination: 

Forestry sector and included in guidance 

document 

Stuart Charlton 7.4.1 7.4.1.1 In three official languages, as per Public Access to 

Information Act? 

Standard requires compliance with Act, but 

has not stipulated number of languages 

Peta Hardy 8.1.1. 8.1.1.1. ref to 4.1.1 does not exist Link removed 

Peta Hardy 8.2  this appears to refer to commercial activities Updated to clearly indicate as such 
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It referes to both commercial and non-

commercial 

Peta Hardy 8.2.1 8.2.1.1 and 

8.2.1.2 

Yield, growth rates, harvesting seems to refer to 

commercial crops - why measure these aspects in 

HCV/CU areas if not being actively exploited? Need 

to state explicitly whether this refers to mono-

culture or non-commercial crops. 

They refer to both commercial and non-

commercial – ie all harvesting.  It is important 

to measure these aspects to confirm that the 

FMU is being sustainably managed. 

Certification is not only about sustainability of 

commercial crops but the FMU as a whole 

Peta Hardy 8.2.2 8.2.2.2 Clarified here OK 

Stuart Charlton 9  Principle 9: second to last sentence – both or all? Change made – “all” 

Bob de Laborde 9  In terms of proposed changes to Criterion 9, where 

protection, etc. of “forests” is addressed, where 

appropriate, this should be changed to “indigenous 

flora” (ref comments to C 9 below). 

Focus is noy only on flora but on the 

ecosystems as a whole.  This ensures that 

important fauna and ecosystem services are 

also recognized. 

Bob de Laborde 9  Wording in the Criteria, Indicators and Standards 

should be left unchanged in any way from that in 

the document presented on 24-11-08. They should 

not be reduced in efficacy or detail. As well as I can 

recall, the industry did complain and request that 

some be simplified, or lessened in their 

requirements. 

Timberwatch was glad to see that amendments to 

this Principle, and the note to 10.2, included 

“wetlands, grasslands and fynbos communities” 

additional to forests. However, we would like to 

have “and all other indigenous flora” added after 

the word “communities”. 

Where protection, etc. of “forests” is addressed, 

See comment above 
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where appropriate, this should be changed to 

“indigenous flora”. 

Sappi 9.1.1 9.1.1.1 Define assessments See guidelines which provide links to sections 

of the HCVF Toolkit which provides further 

guidence to forest managers. 

Sappi 9.1.1 9.1.1.2 Why forests areas HCV2 specifically refers to “Globally, regionally 

or nationally significant large landscape-level 

forests.”  During preliminary discussions at a 

HCV event held in South Africa from 12 – 16 

November 2007, the general thought was that 

this conservation value should be restricted to 

forests rather than other ecosystems.  This 

may however change in the HCV values are 

formally updated to reflect HCVs for all 

ecosystems. 

Sappi 9.1.1 9.1.1.3 Link with 6.2.1 

What is an assessment? 

See comment on 6.2.1 

Stuart Charlton 9.1.1 9.1.1.3 Condense these into one standard, with detail in 

the guidelines 

This has been discussed as a possibility.  The 

assessment does however need to cover all 6 

HCVs and as such, it was deemed appropriate 

to identify each assessment required as a 

seporate standard. 

Sappi 9.1.1 9.1.1.6 Link with 3.3 

Key to all these is ID of HCV’s 

Yes, key focus is identification of HCV’s but 

highlights the need to ensure that a 

comprehensive assessment is undertaken 

Stuart Charlton 9.3.1  Delete “ensure the” Updated 

Sappi 9.3.1 9.3.1.1 Wording Updated 
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Stuart Charlton 10.1.1 10.1.1.1 See 7.2.1.1 – maps updated within the last two 

years 

Changed to require updating of the maps 

annually as well. Encourage the direct 

connection between the maps and the 

management plan 

Peta Hardy 10.2  The design and layout of the plantation shall 

promote the protection, restoration and 

conservation of natural (forests)... 

Note: In the South African context, plantations 

have typically been established in non-

forested landscapes.  Other naturally 

occurring ecosystems (e.g. grasslands, 

wetlands & fynbos) therefore need to be duly 

considered during the design and layout of 

plantations.  Given the history of plantation 

establishment in South Africa, separate 

standards have been set for existing and 

newly established plantations under Criterion 

10.2 

Peta Hardy 10.2.1 10.2.1.1 Time frame? Time frames provideed in guidence document 

– See standard 6.3.4. 

Sappi 10.2.1 10.2.1.1 Is that everywhere then?  Wording Stipulated according to permit requirements 

or authorisations 

Bob de Laborde 10.2.2  To ensure forests’ usual edge destruction is 

avoided, buffer zones above forests should be >two 

tree lengths. A single tree length, or 30m, has 

repeatedly proved inadequate and highly 

destructive. A 30m buffer zone or tree length if 

expected to be greater, to the sides a forest, or 

around a forest on fairly level ground, is normally 

adequate. 

The current DWAF standard was another one set by 

Although the proposed two tree lengths rule 

will help to reduce impacts on forests, this 

may have serious cost implications in 

situations where numerous small forests exist 

within an FMU.  Unless buffer zones can be 

appropriately managed, such areas typically 

become heavily infested with alien invasive 

plants or develop towards secondary forest. 

In this standard, guidelines to minimize 

impacts by harvesting activities must be 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 41   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

the industry and requires only a blanket 20m buffer. 

This obviously is absolutely inadequate as tree-

heights, with exception to wattle, are well over 20m 

at clearfelling. DWAF, however, informs me that the 

standard is under review, and I have requested our 

involvement in this process so we can submit our 

recommendations. DWAF hopes to have standards 

completed by the end of 2009. 

developed and implimented by the forest 

managers (Standard 6.5.2.1).  The 

effectiveness of such measures is then 

assessed in standard 6.5.2.2 which requires 

that environmental damage during harvesting 

be minimized. 

 

Peta Hardy 10.2.2 10.2.2.2 ref to 6.4.1.1.4 and 6.4.1.1.6 incorrect Updated 

Peta Hardy 10.2.2 10.2.2.3 there is an increasing lack of  expertise in our 

provincial conservation agencies. Who can be 

defined as a `relevant expert?' 

Relevant experts are typically appointed as 

consultants during the EIA process. 

Jacob Crous 10.3.1 10.3.1.1  “Maximum size of contiguous block of a single age 

class = 100 ha. “ This standard will be difficult to 

comply with when a natural disaster (fire) occurs 

and a large area has to be re-established. If a 

second-best species is selected for a site, to try to 

comply with this standard, it might be in conflict 

with standard 5.1.1.1, 5.1.1.2 and 10.7.1.3 as the 

growth rate might be lower or the species might be 

more vulnerable to pests and diseases. By limiting 

annual plantings to less than 100 ha to create 

different age class blocks, standard 5.6.1.1 will be 

violated. 

Will relax this standard to maximum 

contiguous block of 500 ha. There is always a 

trade off between using only the best 

species/clone(at the time) and considering 

some diversity. This standard seeks to find a 

balance between specialization and diversity 

Stuart Charlton 10.4  Insert additional Indicator 10.4.3 

“Information is available on seed sources and these 

can be traced to the stand data”. Verifier would be 

There is no national or international system of 

recording seed stock numbers, different 

suppliers of seed and nurseries all use 

different systems and standards of record 
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plant records. keeping.  It would not be possible for an 

auditor to judge the relative quality of the 

stock or the significance of a particular 

number.  I am of the opinion that this is an 

internal company/grower matter – what is 

required is the clone or species name only.  

Jacob Crous 10.6.1  I would suggest that the word “soil” is replaced by 

the word “site” as other factors such as slope; 

rainfall etc. will also contribute to a site’s sensitivity 

to degradation. The verifier referring to a “soil map” 

might cause problems as not all companies have 

detailed “soil maps”, but rather have “land type” 

maps, which groups areas with similar soil types, 

terrain and climate.  

C10.6 uses the word soil and it would be 

difficult for anybody to do anything about the 

slope, rainfall etc of the site.  Soils maps, if 

they exist, could be used.  It is not obligatory 

to have a soil map and there is no standard 

regarding the detail of the soil map 

Peta Hardy 10.6.1 10.6.1.1 More work is needed here by the industry No suggestions made 

Jacob Crous 10.6.1 10.6.1.1 Reword to “Sites or areas susceptible to 

erosion/degradation are mapped and marked …. “ 

Criterion refers to the soil, see response above 

Bob de Laborde 10.6.3 10.6.3.2 This needs to be reworded; its meaning is unclear as 

discussed during the meeting. The comment to C 

5.3 applies equally to this standard. 

10.6.1.2 covers the erosion aspect and 

10.6.3.1 covers the burning aspect. 

Jacob Crous 10.6.3 10.6.3.2 The word “optimized” should be replaced with 

another word (“minimized”, for example) as the 

current meaning of the sentence does not 

accurately convey the intention of Criterion 10.6. 

Large amounts of nutrients are contained within the 

bark, leaves, needles and fine branches and theses 

components should ideally be left on site to supply 

nutrients to the successive crop through 

“Optimised” is the preferred word as it 

reflects that a balance is required between 

removal of forest products and the impact on 

the soil.  It may be decided to remove the bark 

and to return the nutrients by way of 

additional fertiliser or the addition of chicken 

litter etc 
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mineralization and nutrient cycling.  

Peta Hardy 10.6.4 10.6.4.3 Note made to compartments planted in soils prone 

to compaction i.e. wetland areas - shouldn’t have 

plantings in wetlands 

It is not only soils in wetland areas that are 

prone to compaction. All soils are to prone to 

some degree of compaction 

Peta Hardy 10.6.5 10.6.5.1 ref incorrect should be 6.5.2.2 Updated 

Jacob Crous 10.7.1 10.7.1.3 If chemical usage and biological control is 

discouraged there is no cost-effective “actions” that 

can be taken to address pests and disease 

outbreaks. 

FSC pleads for integrated pest management – 

INR cannot change the Criterion 10.7 

Theunissen Rabie 10.7.1.2  Diseases not to be reported to FABI (It is not 

practical for farmer and why not also to PPRI) 

Removed FABI and left DWAF – requirement 

of the forestry regulations to complete annual 

survey (“Green mamba form) 

Stuart Charlton 10.7.2 10.7.2.1 Destruction – change to “control” Updated 

Stuart Charlton 10.7.2 10.7.2.2 Destructive – change to “Damage causing” Updated 

Peta Hardy 10.7.2 10.7.2.2 what is meant by controlled? Exterminated? Various methods of control are typically 

available such as capture, scaring and 

termination. 

Peta Hardy 10.7.2 10.7.2.3 approved by whom? Conservation authorities 

Peta Hardy 10.7.3 10.7.3.4 ref to 6.5.1.6 does not exist Reference removed 

Peta Hardy 10.7.4 10.7.4.2 - 

10.7.4.5 

Ideally this should happen. Climate change, new 

invasive species and other influences beyond the 

manager's control make it difficult to enforce 

continual improvement ( what would be expected) 

Further testing and validation of proposed 

standards to be undertaken during field 

tersting phase. 

Bob de Laborde 10.8  This states inter alia, "No species should be planted 

on a large scale until local trials and/or experience 

Standard cross references to where alien plant 

control is refered to in rest of standard 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 44   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

have shown that they are . . . not invasive, and do 

not have significant negative ecological impacts on 

other ecosystems." 

With their extreme levels of invasion in Southern 

Africa, the extent to which seed is broadcasts for 

kilometres from plantations, and control of this 

long-distance invasion by the grower is not 

enforceable, whether or not it is amalgamated into 

other criteria, 10.8's resultant basic statement must 

remain unchanged to safeguard our country from 

further gross invasion. However, it is plainly 

impossible to grow wattle, pines or eucalypts and 

conform to 10.8. They are all extremely invasive. 

Timberwatch, other NGO’s, and I are most 

interested to find out how the timber industry will 

accommodate this criterion. 

requiring the the FMU demonstrate socially, 

economically and environmentally responsible 

use and management of exotic species.  

This requirement, together with the need for 

compliance with CARA legislation, is proposed 

to demionstrate sustainable forest 

management in the South African context. 

 

 

1.2 Western Cape  
 

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

1 1.6.3.1 Confirmed that stakeholder engagement takes place 

only annually. 

Confirmed 

Tom Vorster 1  Delete the word “treaties” and add conventions Corrected 
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Tom Vorster 1.1.1 1.1.1.1 The forest manager Incorporated “on FMU” 

Tom Vorster 1.1.3  Replace BEE with BBBEE Corrected 

Karen Kirkman  1.1.3 Score the BEE according the companies plan and not 

on an individual basis for the FMU as they can differ 

and affect the scoring. 

Incorporated into verifier 

Tom Vorster 1.1.3 1.1.3.1 Replace BEE with BBBEE Corrected 

Tom Vorster 1.4.1 1.4.1.1 Criteria are raised noted or recorded Requirement is that they are actually 

identified and put on record with the 

certifying body before the audit, not just 

recorded at FMU level 

Tom Vorster 1.4.1 1.4.1.1 “Prior” in capitals.  Perhaps reword the sentence and 

loose the capitals 

Corrected 

Karen Kirkman 1.6.3  Change management plan to management planning Needs to be consultation on management 

which is incorporated into the plan – not 

further planning 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

1.6.3 1.6.3.1 Confirmed that stakeholder engagement takes place 

only annually. 

Confirmed 

Tom Vorster 1.6.3 1.6.3.2 Up to date relevant stakeholder Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 2.1.1  PTO write out in full Incorporated 

Karen Kirkman 2.1.1  PTO?  Please use full terms, and not abbreviations. Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 2.3.2 2.3.2.1 Proof of cooperation and dispute resolution should 

be significant and well documented 

Incorporated into verifier 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

3 3.2.2.1 Indigenous people and communities means “local” 

in the S.A context. 

Definition included in guidance document 

Tom Vorster 3  Replace Indigenous with local Cannot replace terms in criteria – but have 
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provided local definition and edited in 

indicators and standards 

Tom Vorster 3.1  Replace Indigenous with local Cannot replace terms in criteria – but have 

provided local definition and edited in 

indicators and standards 

Tom Vorster 3.2.1  Replace Indigenous with local Cannot replace terms in criteria – but have 

provided local definition and edited in 

indicators and standards 

Tom Vorster 3.2.1 3.2.1.2 Replace Indigenous with local Cannot replace terms in criteria – but have 

provided local definition and edited in 

indicators and standards 

Tom Vorster 3.2.3  Replace Indigenous with local Cannot replace terms in criteria – but have 

provided local definition and edited in 

indicators and standards 

Tom Vorster 3.3.3  Evidence of complaints from relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.3.4  Permits / licenses Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.4  Replace Indigenous with local Cannot replace terms in criteria – but have 

provided local definition and edited in 

indicators and standards 

Karen Kirkman 3.4.1  Process to identify indigenous knowledge applied 

and downstream.  Please explain how this should be 

done. 

Reworded to reflect that FMU would have 

had to obtain the IK in the first place and 

would therefore know that they have 

accessed and used it 

Tom Vorster 3.4.2  Replace Indigenous with local Cannot replace terms in criteria – but have 

provided local definition and edited in 

indicators and standards 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 47   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Tom Vorster 4.1.1 4.1.1.1 Recruitment procedure/process to for recruitment 

of local workers 

Standard relates to optimising actual local 

recruitment  - not the recruitment procedure 

Karen Kirkman 4.1.1  Define “local” Definition provided in guidance document 

Karen Kirkman 4.1.2  Again I think it is unreasonable to look at FMU level.  

It has to fit in with a company’s overall BBBEE 

strategy. 

Contracting is a local activity requiring local 

targets 

Tom Vorster 4.1.2  Replace BEE with BBBEE Corrected 

Tom Vorster 4.1.3  Replace BEE with BBBEE Corrected 

Tom Vorster 4.1.6 4.1.6.1 Replace BEE with BBBEE Corrected 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

4 4.2.11.1 …increase awareness among workers contractors … Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.2.2 4.2.2.4 workers are excluded from future bidding for 

contracts Contracts are terminated immediately 

Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.2.4 4.2.4.1 All workers are issued………. Corrected 

Tom Vorster 4.2.5 4.2.5.1 CIODA write out acronym in full Included in acronyms section 

Karen Kirkman 4.2.5  Add “could be”... injured, disabled … Incorporated 

Karen Kirkman  4.2.7.1 “no of people per house”  ILO standard should be 

given for no. of people per room 

Incorporated in guidance 

Karen Kirkman 4.2.7  I believe this might provide for a challenge where 

people still stay on plantation. 

Agreed 

Karen Kirkman  4.2.7.2 No of people?  6 per room ILO standard Incorporated in guidance 

Karen Kirkman 4.2.9  We will have to make sure that ALL contractors have 

adequate personnel transport. It might put barriers 

to entry for the real small (micro) enterprises that 

Need to ensure minimum safety 

requirements are met as a priority over 

procurement 
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want to enter forestry. 

Karen Kirkman  4.2.10 Again not only on FMU level, but a company level Awareness needs to be undertaken on the 

ground (FMU) not only at a strategic 

company level 

Tom Vorster 4.2.10  Infection of workers, contractors Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.4.1  With relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

4 4.4.1.1 and incorporated into “management plan” change 

to management procedures. 

Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.4.1 4.4.1.1 Into management planning Needs to be incorporated into managment 

actions not only plans 

Karen Kirkman 4.4.1  Crime management plan?? – What is this and why 

should you have one if you are a member of the FPA, 

Farmers association and the Police Community 

forum? 

Removed from verifies as crime is an aspect 

of social impacts 

Tom Vorster 4.4.2 4.4.2.1 With relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.5.3  With affected stakeholders Incorporated 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

5 5.2.1.1 Add: On a sustainable and economically viable basis. Add sustainable. Economically viable is too 

subjective as it depends on the circumstances 

of the seller and the purchaser 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

5 5.3.3.2 Replace waste with forest residue. Not only forest residue waste, could also 

include waste from sawing operations eg 

used oil, conntainers etc 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

5 5.5.3.1 …quantity and quality … Incorporated 
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Georg von dem 

Bussche 

5 5.6.4.1 … add monitoring and management actions are 

implemented… 

Standard updated: “Mechanisms are 

established to manage and monitor use of 

NTFPs on the FMU.  Control measures are 

appropriate to the scale of the operation, 

intensity of use and importance / rarity of 

natural resources.” 

 

Further guidance is also provided in the 

guidance document, “As a minimum, forest 

managers are required to maintain a register 

to NTFP use and to ensure that permitted use 

complies with legal requirements.  Where use 

could lead to increased scarcity of the 

resource, monitoring is undertaken to track 

changes in resource availability and 

implement corrective measures accordingly.  

In situations where it is not viable to monitor 

changes in resource use and / or availability, 

a precautionary approach should be adopted 

to ensure that use takes place within 

sustainable limits.” 

Tom Vorster 5.2.1 5.2.1.1 All utilisable products are marketed utilised without 

impacting on the environment 

Re-worded 

Karen Kirkman  5.2.1.1 “All utilizable products are marketed”.  Should be 

sustainable or without impact on the environment.  

Reword. 

Re-worded 

Tom Vorster 5.3  minimise waste forest residue Want to minimise the waste of forest 

products not only residues 
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Tom Vorster 5.3.1 5.3.1.1 All utilisable material that is marketable Re-worded 

Karen Kirkman 5.3.2   Access to FMU – I think this is up to the access 

policy of the plantation owner and can only be 

implemented with state owned forest and not 

private companies 

FSC wishes to promote access and the 

standard reflects. 

Karen Kirkman  5.3.2.1 Add “within sustainable levels” or “within controlled 

levels” 

Reworded 

Karen Kirkman  5.3.3.1 Change waste to forest residue. Waste may not only be forest residues 

Tom Vorster 5.3.4 5.3.4.1 SMZ’s write it out in full Replaced reference to SMZ’s with “forest 

resources (soils, water resources, unplanted 

areas, standing timber etc)  

Karen Kirkman 5.4.2  Same as above 5.3.2 

 

See response to 5.3.2 

Tom Vorster 5.5.1 5.5.1.1 Actions interventions Change made as proposed 

Tom Vorster 5.5.3 5.5.3.1 water quantity and quantity quality Rectified 

Karen Kirkman 5.5.5  Same as above 5.3.2.  Also: How does this influence 

a company’s access policy that is in place for certain 

specific reasons? 

Standard has been updated: “Opportunities 

for recreational activities are provided on the 

FMU.  Where opportunities are denied, this is 

reasonable and justified.” 

Karen Kirkman  5.6.4.1 “Increasing scarcity”.  Not scientific.  Need to have 

rigid monitoring and long term understanding of 

trends in the population.  Rethink. 

Nature of monitoring should be tailored to 

the specific situation rather than stipulating 

that a rigid monitoring programme is 

required in the standard. 

Standard has been updated: “Mechanisms 

are established to manage and monitor use 

of NTFPs on the FMU.  Control measures are 
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appropriate to the scale of the operation, 

intensity of use and importance / rarity of 

natural resources.” 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

6 6.3.7.5 > 80% is not achievable in the Southern Cape at all 

places. Fynbos areas and indigenous forests are 

much more difficult to clean than grassland. It is 

suggested to use a sliding scale over a period of 10 

years. 

Threshold remains at 80% but will be debated 

further during the field testing phase, some 

of which will be undertaken in the western 

cape. 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

6 6.10.1 Add …and NEMA. NEMA only applies if trigered as a listed 

activity.  Clearing of small areas of indigenous 

forest may not trigger such a requirement. 

Tom Vorster 6.1.1  Records of decision (ROD) Environmental 

Authorization 

Records of decision (ROD) replaced by 

“Environmental Authorization (EA)” 

Tom Vorster 6.1.1 6.1.1.2 Records of decision (ROD) Environmental 

Authorization 

Records of decision (ROD) replaced by 

“Environmental Authorization (EA)” 

Tom Vorster 6.1.2  Records of decision (ROD) Environmental 

Authorization 

Records of decision (ROD) replaced by 

“Environmental Authorization (EA)” 

Tom Vorster 6.1.2 6.1.2.1 Environmental Authorization no deviations from 

ROD 

Records of decision (ROD) replaced by 

“Environmental Authorization (EA)” 

Tom Vorster 6.2.2 6.2.2.1 Threatened, endemic We have used the wording from the criterion.  

Further guidence is provided in the guidence 

document. 

Tom Vorster 6.2.3 6.2.3.1 Threatened, endemic As above 

Tom Vorster 6.3.5  invertebrate species List includes full range of species as reflected 

in the Biodiversity Act. 

Karen Kirkman  6.3.7.3 The weed issue.  Big one.  Needs to be reworded.  I 

just haven’t had time to think this one through 

To be tested and discussed further during 
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6.3.7.5 better.  Maybe something about recording to say 

that forestry companies need to map all weed and 

density and draw up a plan to eradicate over a 

realistic timeframe?  Let’s discuss early next year if 

you like? 

field verification 

Tom Vorster 6.4.1  Planting permits Stream flow reduction activity 

license 

Reference incorrect – reference has however 

been changed for SFR licences 

Karen Kirkman  6.4.1.1 Need to add “if” less than 20%, then keep as is.  

Cannot get less than that. 

Incorporated in new standard. 

Tom Vorster 6.4.1 6.4.1.1 All plantations established after 1994 need to 

comply with this criterion 

Standards updated accordingly. 

Tom Vorster 6.5.2  RODs EA Updated 

Tom Vorster 6.6.2  PCO - Pest control operator 

MSDSs 

Material Safety Data sheets Equipment inspections 

Will add a glossary of acronyms and 

abbreviations 

Tom Vorster 6.6.4 6.6.4.1 delete Not possible – FSC requirement 

Tom Vorster 6.7  see wording natural forest set Issue unclear 

Karen Kirkman  6.7.2.1 Add “where feasible” No – The user of the chemical must accept 

the cost of disposing of the used containers 

as part of the action of usinng the chemicals 

in the first place 

Tom Vorster 6.9.1  Permits and licenses Both are addressed 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

7 7.2.1.1 Management plans are updated at least every two 

years… 

General agreement that management plans 

should be updated annually 

Karen Kirkman 7.1.5  Need a clear explanation of what to do here.  Never Beyond the scope of this document 
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really known.   

Tom Vorster 7.2.2 7.2.2.1 and research findings Scientific & technical developments would be 

based on research 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

8 8.2.1.2 Consideration … add fynbos. Included in guidence document 

Tom Vorster 8.2.1 8.2.1.2 Natural forests fynbos and woodlands Included in guidence document 

Karen Kirkman  8.2.1.4 Social monitoring programme.  Look at 4.4.2 Links provided 

Tom Vorster 8.2.4  Participatory Forest Management Guideline: 

Stakeholder participation guidelines 

Reference incorporated into guidance 

document 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

9 9.2.1.1 …have been developed in consultation with relevant 

stakeholders. 

Updated 

Tom Vorster 9.2.1 9.2.1.1 With relevant stakeholders Updated 

Karen Kirkman  9.4.2.1 Annual monitoring in the guidance. Details incorporated in guideline document. 

Karen Kirkman  10.1.1.1 2 year update only for maps, not for plan Consensus that annual updates for both 

Georg von dem 

Bussche 

10 10.3.1.1 …any single age-class or species or clone. Maximum 

size of contiguous block of single age class = 200 ha. 

Have extended requirement to 500 ha 

Tom Vorster 10.4.1  Inventory data - Soil data Added soil  information 

Tom Vorster 10.7.1 10.7.1.2 FABI Department of Water Affairs and Forestry Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 10.7.3  Field inspection…….. Fire risk assessment planning 

and mapping 

Added fire risk assessment 

Karen Kirkman  10.7.4.3 The same weed issue as 6.3.7.3 Need to redo this. Testing of standard to be undertaken during 

testing. 
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1.3 Mpumalanga  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

No name General 

 

 Note of guidance required to clarify if the P&C are 

applicable to other operations on FMU : saw mills 

residential houses, processing facilities etc.  

Guidance document provides clarity 

Ivan Muir -  Free and informed consent  

New information released at FSC GA 2008 refers 

to website on this issue to include in guidance 

document.  

Still trying to trace information referred to 

in this comments 

Ivan Muir 

Tony Bold 

-  General guidance doc  

Have an asterisk* for each indicator/standard that 

refers to an issue in the guidance document.  

Not possible as all would be marked as 

much info provided at criteria level with 

relevance to all standards 

Auditors and forest managers would need 

to familiarise themselves with guidance 

document 

Tony Bold Principle 1  Reference to BBBEE scorecards – simply revert to 

compliance with the forestry charter the score 

card specification is not necessary.   

This would be too vague – need to provide 

more clarity to reduce opportunities for 

personal interpretation and associated 

variation in application of standard 

Ivan Muir 1.1.3  Amend to “compliance with forestry charter” 

remove 4.1.4 duplication. 

Sectoral determination document is not 

the same as the forestry charter 

Tony Bold 1.5.1 1.5.1.1 Use of word “Control” in dealing with un-

authorised activities replace with the following in 

concept “detailed measures demonstrated”    

Standard recognises that not possible to 

control 100%. 

“Detailed measures” not user friendly and 

onerous to prove 

No name 

 

1.6.1  Should express commitment to FSC P&C as well as 

DWAF PCIS. 

Incorporated  
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No name  1.6.1 1.6.1.1 “Sustainable” must be changed to read 

“responsible” 

FSC currently still refering to sustainable 

forest management. DWAF developed 

national P&C for sustainable forest 

management. Use of “responsible” would 

be intro of new term which would cause 

confusion ans definitions are as debated as 

“sustainable” e.g. responsible to whom?  

No name  1.6.1 1.6.1.2 Should read that reasonable steps have been 

taken to educate workers and they have a basic 

understanding of their immediate responsibilities. 

Educate is too strong – would require 

formal training etc which is not practical 

Tony Bold 1.6.2  Show/demonstrate measures to communicate the 

understanding of certification to the lowest 

worker levels. 

Incorporated into verifiers for 1.6.1 as 

other FMUs not being audited and 

therefore too difficult to assess under 1.6.2 

Ivan Muir 1.6.3 1.6.3.1 Move standard 1.6.3.1 - 1.6.3.3 to 4.4.2 1.6.3 refers to stakeholder engament on 

management etc. 4.4.2 refers to need to 

undertake social impact assessment – not 

the same thing 

No name  2.2.1 2.2.1.1 Incorporated into “management plans” and not 

“operations” 

Actually want to be addressed in activities 

not just planning 

No name  2.3.2  Does this refer to other kinds of dispute like 

access, grazing, thorough fare?  

Yes criterion also stipulates use rights 

which would include access, grazing etc 

Chris Foster 2.3.2  Should more or less be in the “Management co-

operating with the resolution process”. 

Revised to “address” rather than resolve 

Tony Bold  2.3.2  Management shall co-operate with the land 

claims process. 

As above 

Ivan Muir 2.3.3 2.3.3.1 Rephrase as this is a double negative. Revised to no evidence on contravention 

Tony Bold 3.2  Indigenous people’s rights and access Overlaps between P2 and P3 addressed 
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Consider not applying this criterion in SA is all 

these indicators are covered in other criteria and 

indicators. 

and P3 now deals with local people’s rights 

No name  3.2.1  Remove reference to “neighbors” since this is 

covered under C4.4.   

Incorporated 

No name  3.2.2  Remove since this is covered by 4.4 Incorporated 

Chris Foster 4.2.7 4.2.7.1 Potable water – “one stand pipe 25 households”. As per national department of housing 

code 

Chris Foster  4.2.7.2 ILO – “Safe water in dwelling”.  The SA minimum 

standard and norms should take preference in this 

instance over the ILO guideline.  

Incorporated 

Ivan Muir 4.2.4 4.2.4.1 This standard must be split so that: 

 4.2.4.1 concerns the issue of PPE  

4.2.4.2 concern the use of PPE issued 

Easier for auditor to get to the root cause!  

Observation or corrective action would 

specify root cuase 

Ivan Muir 4.2.10 4.2.10.1 Remove the “HIV/AIDS” stigma and rather 

implement a “sexual awareness” strategy i.e. 

condoms, training.   

HIV and Aids is a critical issue and cannot 

be ignored because of concerns about a 

stigma. 

HIV and AIDS could cripple the plantation 

industray and needs to be proactively 

addressed 

Ivan Muir 4.3.1 4.3.1.1 Indicate ILO 98 in the text Incorporated 

No name  4.4.1  Verifier should refer to stakeholders in general 

and not “each stakeholder”. 

Incorporated 

Ivan Muir 4.5  Make reference to the labour relations Act (66 of Incorporated 
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1995) and amendment 1997 in the guidance Doc 

No name  4.5.3  Remove completely since this is already covered 

under 4.5.2 (with “compensation” added) and 

disqualifying an operation is not required by the 

standard. 

Supposed to clearly indicate that 

compensation is effected – reqworded for 

clarity 

Tony Bold 4.5.3  Scrap too severe – covered by 4.5.1 Cover two different issues – first is 

procedures for raising grievances, second is 

valuation of losses/damage, third is actual 

compensation as agreed to 

Ivan Muir 5.1.3  Social commitments must be more than 0.2% of 

turnover. 

BBBEE Charter stipulates 1% 

Ivan Muir 5.1.4  Environmental budget more than 1% of budget Cannot have 1% applied across all FMU as 

environmental management requirements 

vary extensively and is not related to 

budget 

Ivan Muir 5.5.2  Add a verifier/s regarding fire and the release of 

carbon through forest fires 

Included “Fire management plans” as a 

verifier with link to appropriate indicator 

No name  5.2.1 5.2.1.1 This is to broad almost everything is ultimately 

utilizable, but it does not make sense to require 

all of this to be marketed.  Rather state that 

products that world normally be regarded as 

having all market value, should be promoted. 

Have reworded  

No name 5.3.4 5.3.4.1 Forest resources also includes standing timber 

and damage to this during harvesting must also be 

avoided. 

Replaced reference to SMZ’s with “forest 

resources (soils, water resources, 

unplanted areas, standing timber etc) 

No name  5.5.2 5.5.2.1 A very demanding standard.  How should this be 

measured and ultimately audited.  It would seem 

this is only possible though very complicated 

As outlined in an explanation under the 

Criterion, maintenance of forest services” 

is addressed primarily through the 
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carbon sequestration processes and this is not 

appropriate for FSC certification. 

implementation of best management 

practices as outlined in other sections of 

the National Standard.  This section 

therefore acts primarily as a reference 

point to indicate how this criterion has 

been addressed through other indicators, 

verifiers and standards.”  The intention is 

therefore for auditors to refer to other 

sections which have been audited and use 

this as a basis for assessing this standard. 

No name  5.6.1  Allowable annual cut – is a term for natural forest. The term is also used the regulation of 

plantation yields 

No name  5.6.1  This Currently only focuses on EIAs for specific 

projects and does not consider impacts caused by 

ongoing forestry operations.  Essentially that a 

process is followed to ID these impacts 

(significant) and mitigatory measures are 

incorporated into management.   

Reference to incorrect indicator.  The 

standard does highlight the need for (i) 

environmental assessments prior to 

scheduled activities and (ii) careful 

managemt to ensure that impacts from 

forestry operations are minimized. 

No name 6.1.1 6.1.1.1 Detail of basic assesment into guidance 

document.  First Bullet or “within” 32m from 

stream bank. 

Requirements updated and included in the 

guidence document 

No name 6.3.4 6.3.4.1 Why 2005 since the permit system has applied 

riparian areas since 1972.  All plantations must be 

afforded riparian zones. 

Permit systems were typically poorly 

applied and interpretations varied (e.g. 

what is a stream or river).  Guidelines were 

therefore developed to help identify 

wetlnds and riparian zones which were 

formally published in 2005.  Best-practice 

guidelines were however available and 

documented from 2002.  The standard and 

associated guidence document has been 
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updated to clarify requirements further.  

No name  6.4.1 6.4.1.1 Not appropriate to exclude pre – 1994 

plantations. A minimum of 5-10% set aside areas 

is internationally applied and must apply here as 

well. 

Diffirentiation altered to pre-and post 

endorsement of national standard.  10% 

threshold set for FMUs established prior to 

endorsement. 

No name  6.4  Remove “sustainable” from the note and inset 

“responsible”. 

Change made 

No name  6.5.1 6.5.1.2/6.5.2.2 “No soil” erosion and “No damage” contradicts 

second part of standard.  Rather state that these 

must be minimized since it is practically 

impossible to avoid these.  

Updated in new standard 

No name 6.6.1 6.6.1.1 Terminology: not “banned” but prohibited.  Have reworded to say only those permitted 

No name 6.6.3 6.6.3.3 Does NEMA prescribe chemical stores? Not sure 

this is correct. 

Have also refered to Fertilizers, Farm 
Feeds, Agricultural Remedies and Stock 
Remedies Amendment Act 4 of 1980 
(General Law Amendment Act 49 of 1996) 

Tony Bold 6.6.3  Specification of PCO license legislatively required 

if chemicals are applied “for gain” ie – by 

contractors.  The issuing of PCO licenses by the 

registrar is problematic and erratic. I think PCO 

should be replaced by warding denoting 

appropriate training.   

Cannot ignore the legal requirements. New 

regulations on this are awaiting 

parliamentary approval 

No name 6.6.2 6.6.2.1 Registration does not recognize the “limited PCO” 

as used in forestry.  In 2008 there has been no 

renewal or issuing of  PCO licenses. 

Cannot ignore the legal requirements. New 

regulations on this are awaiting 

parliamentary approval 

No name  6.7.3 6.7.3.1 “Registered waste disposal sites” Many municipal 

sites are not registered, especially in the rural 

Challenge recognised – argument would 

need to be made during audit that it is a 
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areas but are used.  How about “Dedicated 

municipal site” 

legal siteand Municipalities duty to register 

No name 6.7.3 6.7.3.1 Small waste sites are excluded four legal 

requirements. 

Have included reference to sites of  <1 

ton/day 

No name  

 

 

6.7.3 6.7.3.3 Why are chemical container “hazardous waste” 

especial if they are triple raised and punctured ie. 

not usable – surely they can join other plastic in a 

dump site. 

Depends what chemical was in them. 

Standard 6.7.3.3. does not specify chemical 

containers 

No name  6.8.2 6.8.2.1 GMOs are prohibited and this is regardless of 

what the national legislation states. This also not a 

conflict, FSC simply state a higher equipment 

legally you are permitted to use GMOs, not 

compelled. 

Agreed 

No name 6.10.1 6.10.1.1 Bring in FSC definition of “limited portion”, ie. No 

more than 5% of FMU and 0.5% of annual 

forestation. 

FSC definition included in guidence 

document 

No name  6.10  Conversion of plantation to conservation areas 

must be permitted. 

Yes, but according to FSC requirements i.e. 

Where plantations are converted to non-

forest landuse there must be clear and 

sustainable environmental and/or social 

benefit for this to be acceptable (See FSC 

ADV 30-602 “Conversion of plantation to 

non-forest land”).   

No name  6.10.1 6 10.1.2 NAT FOREST ACT is mentioned should protected 

tree species in a fire break be removed the 

Natural Veld and Fire Act exempts the land owner 

from requiring a permit.  The NVFA excepts one 

form any prohibition as regards a protected tree. 

Included in guideline document 
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No name 7.3.1 7.3.1.1/7.3.1.3 Must take account of scale as these requirements 

should not apply to small scale operations. 

Standard 7.3.1.1. refers to Forestry Charter 

which exempts enterprises with turnover 

of less than R5 million 

Law pertaining to registration with FIETA 

also only  scale dependent 

Skills development Act required by all 

No name  8.2  Does not include the requirement of research and 

data collection as is stated in the criterion. 

Refers to the monitoring requirement that 

will generate the data  

No name 8.2.1 8.2.1.2 “ Affected by harvesting and other operations” 

consider “affected by forestry operations” 

Change made – See 8.2.3 

No name  8.3.2 8.3.2.1 Must read “approved by CB” and not “ approved 

by FSC”. 

Added “and the certification body 

No name 8.5.1 8.5.1.1 It would be good to have a better definition for 

“public access to”.  We need to know what exactly 

is required. 

Public assesess means that the public have 

reasonable access to 

No name  10.6.3 10.6.3.2 The standard is inappropriate and contradicts the 

indicator.  Utilization must be limited to enhance 

and support healthy nutrient cycles.  

There is no contradiction. The standard 

implies that some of these forest products 

may be removed but that their removal is 

balanced by the requirements to maintain 

the sites 

No name 10.7.2 10.7.2.1 What about consultation with general stakeholder 

and not just authorities as this is a broader issue.  

Consultation with authorities is required to 

ensure that control operatons are 

compliant with legal requirements (e.g. 

conservation authorities). Managers not 

required to consult with general 

stakeholders on how to control damage 

causing animals on the FMU. 
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No name 10.3.1 10.3.1.1 The wording of this standard needs to be carefully 

considered to ensure that this is currently 

achievable for plantations.  Does this truly 

contribute to meaningful diversity? 

Wording and standard has been 

reconsidered 

Jan Huyser 10.3.1 10.3.1.1 In the event of compelling circumstances lithe 

fires this cannot be applicable and can prevent 

the FMU being certified. It cannot be this specific! 

Wild fires of the size experienced are 

abnormal and the standard cannot 

accommodate this situation  Clearly if the 

whole FMU burns down it is not 

sustainable 

 

 

 

1.4 Limpopo  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

No name  4.2.4 4.2.4.1 Should read “all staff and contractors’ staff. Ensuring compliance by contractors is 

incorporate under 4.2.2.3, includes issues of 

PPE etc 

No name  5.1.2 5.1.2.1 Increase due to increased productivity and efficiency. Standard measures output 

No name  5.3.4  Include remaining crop i.e. thinning or adjacent comp. Replaced reference to SMZ’s with “forest 

resources (soils, water resources, unplanted 

areas, standing timber etc) 

Standing timber refers to remaining trees 

including the remaining trees in thinning 

compartment and adjacent compartments 

No name  5.5.5   May be a problem for smaller grower who does not 

want people on his/her farm. 

That would be contrary to FSC  

If this is the case, non-access this must be 
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reasonable and justified. 

No name  5.5.1 5.5.1.1 “Excessive” is subjective.  Reworded 

No name  5.5.5  N/A to small and med growers. May be particularly if part of group scheme – 

only requires opportunities be provided 

No name    Standards on the slope for new afforestation. – 

Undercrown??? As a tools for weed control standards. 

No reference 

No name 5.5.5  Promotion of recreation facility: include standards for 

health and safety. 

Incorporated 

No name 5.6.1  Standard for TUP caused as a results of fires:  large 

area damaged.   

Need to set a standard but have provided 

relief in the case of large wild fires 

No name  5.6  Standard on length of time between harvest and 

replant.  Where overcut is involved.   

This would require a specification for all 

species, products rotations etc which is 

impractical and in-elegant 

No name  5.6.1 5.6.1.1 This will not work for a farmer with a small farm in no 

formal rotation i.e. may fall 5HA of a total of 15HA 

calculation of TUP (rotation) unbalanced 

Requirement would be applicable at group 

scheme level 

No name 6.1.1  Standard for changing of the species indigenous to 

exotic and gums to pine. 

Planting of exotic species covered by NWA 

and NEMA (criteria 6.1). Clearing of 

indigenous species covered by NFA (criterion 

6.10) 

No name  6.3.6  Include planted areas Criterion 6.3 deals specifically with 

unplanted areas 

No name  6.7  Incinerators are they allowed for waste which is not 

chemical containers  

Legislation requires registration of 

incinerators 

No name  6.6.2 6.6.2.1 Rapid pest control operator licenses? Rather use a 

competency level agreed by industry and FSC.  

Law is specific, new regulations to be passed 

by parliament 
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No name  7.3.1 7.3.1.1/7.3.1.

2/7.3.1.3 

Scale Standard 7.3.1.1. refers to Forestry Charter 

which exempts enterprises with turnover of 

less than R5 million 

Law pertaining to registration with FIETA 

also only  scale dependent 

Skills development Act required by all 

No name  8.4.1 8.4.1.1 Plantation excluded. FSC requires plantations to be included 

No name  10.2  Mosaic of stand or different ages and “Rotation 

periods” unless growing for different markets rotation 

period should remain constants i.e. slowly 25yrs / 

28yrs 

Standard proposes variation in age classes 

(planting) on FMU not variation in rotation 

duration (harvesting)  

No name 10.3.1 10.3.1.1 Wording confusing – reads Maximum 20% of FMU to a 

species? 

reworded 

No name  10.3.1 10.3.1.1 Wording fire issues “justifiable reason for deviation”. Changed 

No name  10.6.2  Standards on percentage of steep areas to be planted. Refer to FSA guidelines in 10.6.1.3 

Tony Bold 10.2  Last sentence…. I suggest the following to appear in 

the note for clarity: 

“The scale and layout of plantation blocks shall be 

consistent with the range of logical age classes 

required for responsible management for the 

regime(s) described in the Management Plan.” 

Not practical – erodibilty is not only 

determinned by slope but also soils, geology, 

cultural practices etcl 

Tony Bold 10.6.3 10.6.3.2 Should read…. 

Optimisation of forest products harvesting must be 

balanced with the need to return sufficient organic 

biomass to the local system for sustaining nutrient 

cycling and soil fertility restoration. 

Optimised covers this without being specific 
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1.5 Eastern Cape  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Wiseman Yako   Definition: forest management unit (FMU).  

Covered in the “interpretation” of terms in 

the NFA, Act Section 2(i) (xi).  Provision of 

schooling facilities for employee children or 

arrangements thereof.   

Definitions in guidance document  

Outside of responsibility of manager 

as no requirement in DWAF or FSC 

Principles or criteria 

Wiseman Yako   The “indigenous people” phrase 

I think the term “local people” could have 

been used to eliminate potential concerns 

surrounding the definition.  The latter is 

likely to invoke concerns and is prone to 

misunderstanding. Not everybody finds it 

easy to refer to definitions.  Moreover if the 

term is used differently in different scenarios 

even the definitions will not enough to 

change the mentally adopted definition.       

Guidance document provides 

definition of indigenous to reflect 

“local” as cannot reword principles 

and criteria. 

Wording in indicators and standards 

revised 

No name  4.1.1  Equity targets – gender, race, disability, 

youth. 

Equity addressed through BBBEE 

Charter 

Vuyani Kwindla  4.2.2 4.2.2.2 / 4.2.2.3 Specify the 4.2.2.2 by manager’s forest 

owner.  Ensure compliance by them. 

4.2.2.3 Forest owners / managers ensure 

compliance by contractors.  

Definition provided in guidance 

document for forest owner/manager 

 

Ahmed Khan 4.2.1  Continued exposure to chemical use – how 

to manage this risk. 

Reference to requirements stipulated 

in legislation 

Wiseman Yako 4.3  4.3.1 There is one here 

Perhaps it is necessary to include this one: 

mechanism in place (e.g. Policy) to facilitate 

the implementation of the necessary 

Onus cannot be placed on forest 

manager/owner to “organise” workers 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

engagements. 

Ahmed Khan 5.1.3 5.1.3.1 Confirmation of expenditure on social 

commitments Linked to outcome. 

Correct 

Ahmed Khan 5.1.4 5.1.4.1 Confirmation of expenditure on 

environmental commitments linked to 

outcome.  

Correct 

Ahmed Khan 5.3.1  “Biomass” instead of forest products. Definition provided for forest products 

in guidance document 

Ahmed Khan 6.1.3  Charcoal processing – compliance with air 

pollution legislation.  

Compliance of all on site activities with 

national legislation stipulated in 

Principle 1 

Tanya Smith 6.2.2  Look to align “conservation zones” with 

national biodiversity stewardship 

programme. 

Stewardship programme still in its 

infacncy (and only in some parts of 

country) although it does provide 

useful approaches to improve the 

protection status of important 

conservation zones.  Reference to the 

biodiversity stewardship programme 

has been included in the guidence 

document. 

Tanya Smith 6.2.3  Look to align “conservation zones” with 

national biodiversity stewardship 

programme. 

See above 

Vuyani Kwindla  6.3.2 6.3.2.1 Terminology / Language 

“Where impacts occurred …. actions taken to 

mitigate impacts and rehabilitate damaged 

areas.  Suggest removing the underline word 

Standard updated: “Damage to natural 

forests from forestry operations or 

illegal activities is prevented.  Where 

damage has occurred, this has been 

minimized through appropriate 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

“impacts”.  interventions.” 

Ahmed Khan 6.3.5  Risk assessments of introduced species – 

NEMBA reg’s and agriculture legislation 

CARA. 

Standard has changed to refer to 

“invasive” species as defined by the 

Biodiversity Act.  A permit is required 

for such introductions and may be 

issued only after an assessment of 

risks and potential impacts on 

biodiversity is carried out. 

Ahmed Khan 6.4.1 6.4.1.7 Assumption is that small woodlots not 

established on conservation priority land. 

If plantations are established on such 

land, due consideration should have 

been given to this issue during the EIA 

process.   

Ahmed Khan 6.8.1  Post release evaluations of biological agents 

needs to specified. 

Specify compluiance with legislation, 

which specifies monitoring 

Ahmed Khan 6.8.1 / 6.3.5  Delays in getting authorization from DEAT 

for biological agents. 

Delays cannot override the need for 

complying with legislation. 

S. Zako 6.9.1 6.9.1.3 Trade union what type of a deviation shall be 

accommodated or acceptable.  

Deviations approved by authorities 

T.N. Ngamile 6.9.2 6.9.2.1 Reduction of the risk to spread invasive 

species through sound measures including 

prevention and monitoring.   

These requirements are integrated 

into the standards for alien invasive 

plant control. 

Vuyani Kwindla  6.10.1 6.10.1.1 Conversion of natural forests.  

(1) On land demarcated for plantations, 

regeneration of natural forests can be 

converted back to plantations.  

(2) If a plantable-land has been left after 

harvesting for 5 years, then the re-

 

1) Standard proposes authorisations 

/ expemtions be sought by forest 

manager – even if once off 

2) This matter of covered by 

legislation, CARA stipluates land 
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growth of natural forests should not be 

converted, but an alternative piece of 

land be provided for planting. 

classification reverts to ‘virgin 

land’ after 10 years, but exempts 

forestry 

Ahmed Khan 7.1  Alien plant control plan as part of 

management plan. 

Agreed 

Tanya Smith  9.2/9.3/9.4  Biodiversity stewardship programme will 

assist with management plans, 

implementation and monitoring depending 

on level within the programme.  

Comment included under 9.3 in 

guidence document 

 

 

1.6 FSA ENVIRONMENTAL FORUM 

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Shaun McCartney   Very Important to clearly define to what these P, C & 

I are applicable. It should be the ‘forest 

management’ part of the business which should 

include nurseries, silviculture, harvesting and 

conservation areas. but exclude residential areas, 

commercial sites, sawmills. The FMU cannot be 

expected to control what a lessor may use in their 

house in terms of pesticides, rodenticides, 

fungicides, etc. Also, cattle dips, health care products 

in clinics, rodenticides, insect repellants, etc all 

exceed the FSC threshold limits. The Timber Industry 

Pesticide Working Group (TIPWG) met with the FSC 

at the GA and agreed to and made a written 

submission in this regard to the international centre. 

I will forward you this input. 

Standard is for certification of FMU. 

Therefore all activities on FMU are 

applicable. 

 

Standard will need to reflect any agreement 

reached with FSC and will be revised when 

we receive the info. 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Shaun McCartney   We should consider a guidance note up front stating 

that these standards are applicable to workers (own 

employees), staff and contractors associated with 

plantation forestry management. 

This guidance is provided in the guidance 

document 

Shaun McCartney   Legal review- concluded- forms good basis to ensure 

all legal requirements complied to. This is a good 

development however- updating of this could be 

problematic- what mechanism to deal with this 

Issue has been raised by National Initiative 

Working Group 

Shaun McCartney   Verifiers – go into guidance document. If this is 

‘guidance’ will there be a ‘non-compliance’ should 

interpretation be different (but still complies to 

P&C). The auditor only checks for compliance to the 

P & C level and raises CAR’s at this level only. 

Recommendation that verifiers remain in 

standards document 

Shaun McCartney   Process- 

1. Develop national standard according to FSC P & 

C 

2. Submit to NI committee and DWAF – gets 

endorsed 

3. Submit to ASI (FSC International) 

4. Endorse & approve 

This standard used by CB’s (no adjustments or 

alteration to standard) 

 

Shaun McCartney 1.1.3 1.1.3.1 Comment- BEE charter - 65% - should not be specific 

in this regard. Rather state compliance to charter. 

Also, who single out the charter amongst all the 

other laws and regs. Can we not simply state 

compliance to all laws, acts, charters and have these 

The Charter proposes high levels for different 

sizes of operations. While this Charter is not 

yet legislated it is proposed that the 

minimum standard proposed in the charter 

(65 points) be adopted as even once the 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

listed in a legal register with a mechanism to update 

this. 

Chatrer is legislated it will reportedly provide 

a grace period for complaince. The whole 

standard will require intermittent revisions 

and any changes to this standard could be 

incorporated then. 

This standard tries to provide more info than 

simply stating compliance with all legislation 

in an attempt to reduce vagueness and 

personal interpretation 

Shaun McCartney   Conflict between SA legislation and FSC P & C 

1. GMO’s – this would need to be changed at a GA 

of the FSC – this is in conflict with the statutes. 

This is a very large departure from the FSC P & C 

and will require extensive lobbying 

internationally across all chambers to change 

this statute. 

2. Exceptional cases clearing of natural forest. 

These issues will be raised in a covering 

recommendation to FSC 

Shaun McCartney   Sustainable- should be removed throughout the 

standard 

• In these cases justification needs to be made 

within the SA context and the requirement 

would be to get broad stakeholder consent. For 

instance where clearing of natural forest is 

required this would be part of an agreed land 

use plan that has undergone the necessary EIA 

process. Ditto for GMO’s but FSC statutes still 

need to be changed. 

The standard as a whole is all about achieving 

certain levels of sustainable forest 

management – the term is central 

Shaun McCartney 1.5.1  Control on certain activities such as illegal mining is Thsi is recognised and the standard therefore 
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nigh impossible- but you can make an endeavour. requires that efforts be made but does not 

require 100% success 

Shaun McCartney 1.6.1 1.6.1.2 communication to all levels – difficult in practice- but 

can demonstrate that workers were informed in tool 

box talks/bulleting boards, etc 

Correct – requires awareness not training 

Shaun McCartney 1.6.3  Stakeholder consultation- every 5 years do thorough 

consultative process- in the interim only do 

‘extensive’ consultation when change in process. In 

cases of listed activities required to conduct EIA in 

any event. But, when activities (timber management) 

are continuous consultation is meaningless 

Verifiers revised 

Shaun McCartney   Duplication- perception that there is a lot of 

duplication across the entire standard. Comments 

column intended to correlate where there is 

duplication (but, probably is not supplementary 

rather than duplication) 

Comments column designed to highlight 

where there is overlap between 

criteria/indicators 

Shaun McCartney 2.1.2 2.1.2.1 watch this one unfold. The timber industry has only 

now managed to develop a model that is acceptable 

to the Land Claim Commissioner. In other land uses 

where claims have been settled there are a number 

of disgruntled communities who live on the land but 

were not part of the restitution paid- they are 

disgruntled. I expect we will see dozens of these 

emerge over the next decade where the companies 

lease back the land and there is an annual rental paid 

to some (the claimant community) but not the other 

(tenants) 

This indicator refers specifically to boundary 

disputes rather than landclaims. 

However the standard accommodates these 

challenges by included the recognition of a 

legal process to address the disputes 

Shaun McCartney 2.3.2  Use and tenure rights- feel it is too harsh- should be 

less specific- should read that the FMU ‘must 

Incorporated – rewording to refer to actions 

taken to address disputes rather than resolve 
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demonstrate a commitment to finding a solution’. 

We must participate in the process. ‘Dispute’ – in the 

case of land claims there can be disputes but this is 

accommodated in the legislation and there are 

agreed processes to resolve these. In the most 

severe case land will be expropriated. But, before 

this happens there are numerous interactive 

processes- we need to see the land owner cooperate 

with the process 

Shaun McCartney 3.1  largely does not apply in SA. Addressed in notes and recommendations at 

start of criteria 

Shaun McCartney   Indigenous people= local (communities as defined in 

the NFA) people in a SA context. 

Definition included in giudance documents 

Shaun McCartney 3.2.1 3.2.1.2 replace ‘indigenous’ with ‘local’. Incorporates 

Shaun McCartney 3.2  covered in 2.2?  Largely intended for indigenous 

forest situations? 

Addressed in note at start of criterion 

Shaun McCartney   General rule- use definitions as contained in national 

legislation 

Incorporated in guidance document 

Shaun McCartney 4.1.1  will define process as to what is ‘local’ Definition incorporated in guidance 

document 

Shaun McCartney 4.2.7 4.2.7.1 no more than 6 people per room/room 30m2.  Revised standards and guidance  - room size 

not stipulated at 30m2 

Shaun McCartney 4.2.8  where workers supply own accommodation these 

can be sub-standard- our obligation is on water, 

sanitation & services. 

1. This can be huge in cases where 1 or 2 people 

employed from remote areas. 1 kraal dweller 
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amongst 20 is employed by the company or a 

contractor. The standard should read ‘the 

company should facilitate discussions between 

local municipalities and people who live in 

informal rural settlements in order to 

a. Receive services from local government 

b. In cases where the areas are too remote 

be given the option to relocate 

c. And in cases where informal rural 

dwellers do not want to relocate they 

cede their rights to services 

d. Good practice would be to sub-divide 

and give title deed to SETA tenants in 

(iii)- but this should not be a standard  

2. In cases where people choose to cook in their 

rooms- need to have a record that tenant choose 

this option and that a communal cooking facility 

is not required.   

3. In most cases informal kraal settlements do not 

comply with ILO requirements. 

Comment: An unintended consequence of this could 

be that a FMU tidy up and maintain 1 formal village 

providing employment and disregard the other 

Shaun McCartney 4.2.10 4.2.10.1 Make no reference to HIV/AIDS- the stigma attached 

to it as well as the huge hype that has been created 

around HIV/AIDS programs has led to unintended 

consequences where affected and effected people 

look to alternative cures and practitioners for cure. 

HIV and Aids is a critical issue and cannot be 

ignored because of concerns about a stigma. 

HIV and AIDS could cripple the plantation 

industray and needs to be proactively 
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But, a wellness program that includes general 

health, hygiene, chronic illness, nutrition, money 

management, debt counseling, home ownership, 

substance abuse, etc allows a more holistic and 

effective outcome  

addressed 

Shaun McCartney 4.2.11  Govt determines what the minimum wage is-  why 

should industry then also provide a nutrition 

scheme? The minimum wage may be enough to 

sustain the bread winner it will not be enough for 

extended family 

1. Sectoral determination includes deductions for 

housing and food 

2. In terms of charter there should be a COP 

developed which includes nutrition 

Standard does not propose the provision of a 

nutrition scheme – it requires awareness. 

Again under nutrition is recognised as a very 

big problem in the induistry and is 

contributing to safety problems and 

therefore needs to be actively addressed. 

Shaun McCartney 4.4.1  verifier should not make reference to ‘each’ 

stakeholder but rather ‘stakeholders’  

Incorporated 

Shaun McCartney 5.2.1  MRU- no problem with this - should be explored and 

where within your desired LUP it is pursued.  

Ok 

Shaun McCartney 5.5.1  Sedimentation- requirement to control excessive 

sedimentation. This is onerous after extreme events 

such as floods and fire. Under normal conditions the 

BOP applies and is adequate. So, maybe the standard 

should require that badly degraded areas be 

identified after an extreme event and mitigatory 

measures implemented as best possible. 

Standard revised  

ID of particular sites and a structured plan 

are considered to be “management 

interventions” without being overly specific 

Shaun McCartney 5.6.1 5.6.1.1 TUP area < 1 divided by rotation length. This can 

work under normal circumstances but where there 

are extensive wild fires it takes a number of years to 

Wild fires and other catastorphic events are 

considered to be exceptions. A relaxation on 

this could encourage less than sustainable 
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get back into ‘normal circumstances’ York would 

have not complied to this standard over the last 5 

years since the 2003 and 2008 fires and only expect 

to get below 4% in 2010. Abnormal clearfelling 

(baboon damage, syrex, failed plantings) as well as 

value chain interruptions (nursery- lack suitable 

seed, failed plantings, disease, etc) combined with 

normal clearfelling and ‘acts of god’ could have long 

cyclic effects on TUP (<1.5 would be consistently 

achievable)   

forest management.  It becomes debatable 

what reasons are then acceptable. For 

example could insufficient budget be 

considered to be a reason? 

Shaun McCartney 5.6.2 5.6.2.1 Allowable cut’ natural forest terminology. Long term 

sustainable yield – but this is very variable depending 

on market conditions 

See definitions in guidance document 

Shaun McCartney 6.1.3 6.1.3.1 note thresholds level. These are permitted within 

NEMA and fall below thresholds. Fine 

Fine according to NEMA regulations but for 

forestry activities that fall outside the listed 

activities, the omnibus proviso under section 

28  of NEMA requires that every person who 

causes or may cause significant pollution or 

degradation of the environment must take 

reasonable measures to prevent such 

pollution or degradation from occurring. 

Measures taken may include: 

- investigating, assessing and evaluating the 

impact on the environment; 

- informing and educating employees about 

the environmental risks of their work and the 

manner in which their tasks must be 

performed to avoid causing significant 

pollution or degradation of the environment; 
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- ceasing modifying or controling any act, 

activity or process causing the pollution or 

degradation; 

- containing or preventing the movement of 

pollutants or the causant of degradation; 

- eliminating the source of the pollution or 

degradation; and  

- remedying the effects of the pollution or 

degradation. 

This emphasizes the need to consider and 

manage all impacts that can have a 

potentially negative impact on the FMU, 

which is in line with the wording of Criterion 

6.1. 

Shaun McCartney   Note ‘classification’ 6.3.1 for open areas Classification is required to inform 

management planning. 

Shaun McCartney 6.3.6  grazing- livestock initiatives. This is good on paper 

but far from easy to achieve practically on the 

ground. Overgrazing in plantation forest areas when 

adjacent range land has burnt in winter can be 

severe (and at a time when the Forester does not 

want to have arson fires because of disgruntled 

communities) 

This situation is acknowledged in the 

guidence document as follows “Problems 

associated with managing of grazing from 

neighbouring communities is acknowledged, 

including the potential fire risks associated 

with controlling such activities.  Where such 

problems exist, they must be clearly 

document and clear evidence produced to 

demonstrate interactions with such 

communities and efforts made to reduce 

grazing impacts. “ 

Shaun McCartney 6.3.7 6.3.7.1 problem plants- need to improve but aspirations of Recognized.  Guidence document for 6.3.7.5 
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enviro community exceed our ability to comply. 

Critical that we apply our minds to this and come up 

with a workable solution. Needs a rider ‘force 

majeure’, depression, wild fires, etc as if we are too 

specific here will lead to this being a disincentive to 

being certified. Under normal circumstances this 

standard is achievable and reasonable. 

updated as follows: “There may be 

exceptional circumstances where this is not 

achievable, such as after extensive wild fires 

cause damage to an FMU.  Under such 

circumstances, a corrective action must be 

raised with a realistic time frame set to allow 

the FMU to undertake weed control 

measures necessary to meet the standard.” 

Shaun McCartney 6.8.1  GMO’s- can be used effectively- there is a GMO act- 

as this is very stringent this should adequately cover 

any concerns regarding GMO’s. NEMA requires an 

EIA prior to considering the research and use of 

GMO’s. Need to make a case depending on 

application. 

Issue to be raised with FSC by NI working 

Group 

Shaun McCartney 6.4  note unplanted areas thresholds. Is it workable- 

seems fine and initial gut feel is yes. 

To be verified further during field testing 

Shaun McCartney 7.1.2 7.1.2.1 Mgt Plan- FMU level or per estate- scale. Mgt plan 

must include ‘& related documents’ 

Added reference to supporting documents 

Shaun McCartney 8.2.6  Incorporating monitoring results – Generally no 

problem. What scale and frequency. This will require 

some thought.  

Scale and frequency not specified due to 

variability of aspects 

Shaun McCartney 9  Intensity on monitoring? We can only establish the 

various values if an assessment happens across all 

our land holdings. This is nigh impossible. Where we 

take the precautionary approach we assume that all 

pristine habitats are high value- only if we wish to 

harvest timber, build a road through, or conduct any 

of the listed activities in NEMA should we be 

compelled to do a full assessment. The monitoring 

Intensity of monitoring: 

It is impossible to set a standard for 

monitoring frequency across all HCV sites.  

Frequency of strategic monitoring of species 

and habitats should be informed by: 

• The size and importance of natural 

features / attributes 
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we do in the HCV areas is a representative sample. 

Assessments have been undertaken at different 

scales and the results contribute to building our base 

data. Issue here is the management plan and 

assessment of RTE’s. How do you know what to 

monitor unless you have done the initial assessment 

across all HCV’s. Provide guidance here to be 

included in the supporting documentation.  

• Threats and / or known impacts (e.g. 

weed infestation, illegal harvesting, 

overgrazing, poaching, point pollution 

sources) 

• Costs of different monitoring techniques 

relative to the size of the FMU. 

• Availability of expertise. 

Assessment of HCV values: 

The Precautionary Principle is recognized as a  

key element of the HCVF concept.   In 

practice this means that if a value might 

exist, management must assume that it does, 

and that if an activity might be damaging to a 

value, management must assume that it is. 

Adopting this principle ensures that the high 

conservation values are maintained or 

enhanced, particularly when the effects of 

the activities or the status of the values are 

not fully known. 

Although this is an acceptable starting point, 

the aim of aim of identifying HCVs is to 

design and implement appropriate 

management options for these areas in order 

to preserve or enhance their key ecological 

and socio-economic values.   This requires 

that sites of high value be identified and 

prioritized for management action.  The 

HCVF toolkit provides the guidance for 

undertaking such an assessment.    It must 
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however be noted that current definitions of 

HCV values are still broad and will continue 

to lead to variable interpretations until 

interpreted at a national level. 

Shaun McCartney 10  Duplication in other principles – should be folded 

into the other nine for SA plantations 

Part of FSC review 

Shaun McCartney 10.2.2 10.2.2.1 negative impacts on the natural environment- we 

need to look at the wording. ‘Unauthorised’ negative 

impacts may be a better word. 

Not necessary – implicatuions of indicator 

are clearly articulated in the supporting 

standards. 

Shaun McCartney 10.3.1 10.3.1.1 hectares, species, clone. The size of the =1000 

hectares. Age class and/or species/clone. This, if 

measured at a FMU level cannot work (a few 

hundred thousand hectares) Mgt Plan level can be 

more workable but in usual circumstances like fire 

this requires quick reforestation as an erosion 

control measure (and for purposes of weed 

suppression). If the geology/soils/biophysical areas 

are diverse then invariably so is the species choice. 

But homogenous areas= same species!!!! 

Have proposed a limit of 500 ha 

Shaun McCartney 10.6.3 10.6.3.2 residues- optimised’ we can remove some residue 

but not all. What extent can be utilized?  Optimised 

is not a good word!! The meaning is that some can 

be taken but there is a point that compromises the 

sustainability of the stand. Perhaps ‘sustainable’ 

harvesting of residue? 

Optimised refers to the requirement for a 

balance to be sought between what is 

removed and what is left, using as much as 

needed without compromising sustainability 
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1.7 SLIMF Richards Bay 

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Steve Ngubane, 

Thokozani Mfekayi, 

Sanele Zuma 

General  There should be a separate, simpler, clearer document 

for SLIMF certification. The suggestion that only 

verifiers should change is unacceptable. 

FSC requires compliance with same set of 

principles and criteria, and requires same 

standards be met by SLIMF. FSC has proposed 

variation in auditing procedure to 

accommodate SLIMF, which is why proposal to 

accommodate variations at verifier level 

Steve Ngubane, Sanele 

Zuma 

What happened to the proposed SLIMF working group 

that would discuss a draft SLIMF document? 

Unclear full intention of this comment- however 

SLIMF meetings were arranged and held in KZN 

and Limpopo as per proposal, and Group 

Managers were also engaged for practical input 

Churchill (DWAF) Group scheme proforma constitution should be 

included in the guidance document. 

Many guidelines available on FSC website – too 

lengthy to include in guidance document. 

Guidance document focuses on auditing 

requirements rather than establishment of 

group schemes 

 No Name In Tribal areas wards can also be used as management 

units. Small groups can be collected together per ward, 

the ward would then be your FMU. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

Mr Zuma (SAPPI) How group schemes are funded is very important. They 

don't have the benefit of economies of scale. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

Mr Zuma (SAPPI) Financing requirements of group schemes should not 

be carried by the group scheme members. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name On the environment: All the growers should be work 

shopped about the importance of the environment and 

adhere to its policies. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF. Many 

guidelines available on FSC website. 

 No Name Principles are all fine and relevant for SLIMF. Certain 

criteria need to be omitted as they are not relevant to 

small growers. 

FSC requires compliance with same set of 

principles and criteria, and requires same 

standards be met by SLIMF. FSC has proposed 

variation in auditing procedure to 
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accommodate SLIMF, which is why proposal to 

accommodate variations at verifier level 

DWAF-E Cape Principle 1  Small growers should be subsidised in order to meet 

groups scheme standards 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name Principle 2  PTO'S are not secure forms of tenure PTO recognized by law in communal areas 

 No Name  E Cape is mostly taking place on a communal land 

where land is owned by the National Minister of Land 

Affairs. The lease agreements are entered into between 

the community and the developer with the Dept. of 

Land Affairs facilitating and monitoring the process. 

Indicator makes reference to leases as well 

 No Name  Most tribal properties have no portion numbers as in 

town it would be an Erf number. Therefore inputs from 

departments such as Agriculture and Land Affairs ect, in 

providing general survey services and land use 

classification are most needed during the process of 

licensing (SFRAL) 

Lease agreement would stipulate location and 

details 

 No Name Principle 3  Communal areas often have mixed land use. Some land 

uses have a negative impact on religious sites etc. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name  We need a standard about SLIMF conformance with 

Municipal LUMS and IDP's 

Standard requires compliance with all national 

and provincial laws. LUMS and IDPs not laws, 

but would be taken into consideration by 

authorities when considering application for 

environmental authorisation (NEMA and NWA) 

for afforestation  

 No Name 3.2.1  There are often conflicting land uses in traditional 

areas-like grazing and plantations. 

Impacts addressed under 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 

 No Name Principle 4  We need to look at subsidising small growers until they 

are "up to speed". 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 4.2  SLIMF growers are using their own kids, unsafe 

harvesting practices-this is a SLIMF standard problem 

Good example of why certification would be 

important tool and why issues like this must be 

addressed in standard 
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 No Name  Compliance with labour legislation is very difficult for 

small growers, maybe we should look at a phased 

implementation, 

Certification requires compliance – FSC sets 

minimum benchmark. May need to look at 

other forms of certification eg ISO 14000 for 

growers not able to meet minimum standard 

 No Name 5.1.4  This is just 1 example of wording which is ambiguous 

and could result in small growers being expected to 

produce documents. The whole document is littered 

with such wording 

Many of the responsibilities for producing 

documentation – which cannot be entirely 

avoided – are borne by the group manager not 

the individual growers. This is a 

recommendation by FSC and is referred to in 

the verifiers 

 No Name Principle 6  We need a compressed version of the key 

environmental issues ONLY 

FSC requires indicators and standard for full 

range of environmental, social and economic 

issue in order to be FSC certified. 

  

Steven Ngubane 

  

6.1.1  The involvement of external stakeholders, as those that 

have an environmental mandate or are specialists. 

Included reference to “relevant” stakeholders 

 For SLIMF growers who are scattered throughout an 

areas, a more landscape level approach to 

environmental issues should be considered 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 Different grower schemes should ensure they 

communicate about landscape level environmental 

impacts. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 6.2  RTE species should be identified by an ecologist at 

landscape level and employed/contracted by a group 

scheme manager. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

Zuma  Landscape level or area-based environmental hot-spots 

should be identified, and not at the level of each plot. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 7.1  The guideline should include an example of a proforma: 

simple, clear, management plan. This can be verbally 

communicated to group scheme members. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 7.1.6  Mapping at group level should be maintained for SLIMF 

groups-its criteria 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 
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 No Name 8.3  Traceability is very easy to implement-we are able to 

identify point of origin. Also, all licenses for 

afforestation also have GPS coordinates and a map. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 9.1.1  Identification and monitoring of HCV Areas should be at 

a landscape level. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 9.2.1  Consultation too! Requirement stipulated in criterion 9.2 

 No Name 10.3  Okay, if we consider it across a whole group scheme-

not relevant for individual member. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 10.6  For group schemes soil analysis can be drawn from 

Ezemvelo BRU maps 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 10.7.2  A need to consider damage by domestic animals to 

SLIMF plots-standard only covers wild animals 

Term damage causing includes wild and 

domestic animals 

 No Name 10.7.3  Fire insurance for SLIMF growers? The criterion is about trying to avoid damage, 

insurance is once damage has already occurred 

 No Name 10.7.3  Membership of FPAa should be compulsory for group 

schemes 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 

 No Name 10.7.4  How do we judge "open areas" weed infestation in a 

group scheme-communal land is prevalent, okay for 

wood lot area, but open areas are a problem as 

standard does not work in SLIMF wood lots. 

This is a useful comment for consideration in 

design of group schemes for SLIMF 
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON FINAL PLANTATION STANDARD SUBMITTED TO WORKING 

GROUP (JUNE 2009) 

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Craig Norris   1) Stakeholder consultation: Throughout the 

standard there is reference to consulting 

stakeholders regarding most aspects of Forest 

Management (standards 1.6.3.1; 1.6.3.2; 2.2.2.1; 

3.2.1.2; 3.3.1.1; 3.3.2.1; 4.4.2.1; 4.4.1.1; 4.5.2.1; 

5.5.5.1; 8.2.4.1). We did discuss that for SLIMF, 

detailed stakeholder consultation would take place 

at the start of each certification period (every 5 

years) and as part of this process the landowner 

would communicate the fact that stakeholders 

must contact the land owner if they have any 

concerns, issues etc. In other words the landowner 

must make the stakeholder aware of 

communication channels and the onus is on the 

stakeholder to contact the landowner if they have 

any concerns. This needs to be very clear so that 

auditors do not require documented evidence of 

compliance with all the standards that I have listed 

above. 

2) Conservation areas: We discussed the principle 

that for Group Schemes 10% of the land certified 

under the Group would need to be set aside as 

‘representative eco-system’. (i.e. Not required at 

FMU level). More clarity needs to be provided as 

to how these areas must be managed and how 

they are going to be classified. It is very expensive 

for a small farmer to mage areas purely for 

conservation purposes. Open areas often include 

grassland that is burnt annually for fire protection, 

areas that are managed for livestock etc.  

3) Weed Control: We debated at length the 

requirements (6.3.7 and 10.7.4). We need to come 

1) Included additional information under verifiers  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2) Conservation Areas:  While maintaining the 10% 

threshold, we have changed the term to refer to “natural 

areas” with the following definition and riders: “Within the 

forest management context, natural areas are unplanted 

areas on a FMU which are managed with the management 

and maintenance of ecological functions and values as the 

primary objective. This includes degraded areas where 

management actions are specifically tailored to maintain, 

restore or enhance ecological processes and conservation 

values.  As such, HCV sites may typically qualify as natural 

areas but not all natural areas will qualify as HCV sites. 

 

Note: Unplanted areas which would not typically qualify 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

up with a more workable standard. During the 

testing we discussed an entry level standard of 

50% the area in maintenance phase increasing to 

65% after 5 years and attaining 80% after 10 years. 

This is most probably achievable for our existing 

certified Group, providing my understanding of 

maintenance is the same as that of the auditors. 

However, it must be remembered that about 85 

out of our 2000 members are currently certified 

and that the certified members tend to be the 

larger wealthier farmers with better management 

practices. I believe that the standard should be 

achievable to a greater % of our Membership base. 

Weed control is extremely expensive and time 

consuming. To convert plantation areas (e.g. 

during delineation) to land in a maintenance phase 

take a long time at a huge expense. I agree that we 

need to set a minimum standard and demonstrate 

progress but the proposed requirement is 

extremely onerous. 

4) Housing Standard: We are OK with the standard 

regarding housing provided to workers, however, 

more clarity need to be provided regarding 

requirements around housing on farms that is built 

by the workers. i.e. Traditional housing, farm 

villages, extended settlements. This could be 

included in the guidance document with reference 

to indicator 4.2.7. 

5) Training: Regarding awareness training (e.g. 

7.3.2.1; 1.6.1.2) the checklist should require that 

supervisors demonstrate awareness. On farms a 

lot of temporary labor is employed and workers 

may not be able to communicate awareness 

around some issues. However, if supervisors are 

aware of issues they generally ensure that 

include: 

• Roads, pastures, homesteads and other transformed 

areas; 

Firebreaks which are burnt with fire management as a 

primary objective. Where evidence is provided to 

demonstrate that firebreak maintenance does not have an 

adverse impact on ecological functions (e.g. maintenance of 

plant and animal species), such areas may be zoned as 

natural areas”.   

 

While it may be expensive to manage such areas, FSC 

requires forest managers to demonstrate a committmemt to 

conservation.  Given the fact that in many instances, >80% of 

natural habitat has already been transformed through 

afforestation, it is not overly restrictive to expect forest 

managers to allocate resources towards maintaining residul 

habitat for biodiversity purposes. 

 

3) Weed control: The revisions to the standard have been 

incorporated which includes a phased approach to 

compliance with the 80% target.  Issues of interpretation of 

the term “maintenance level” will hopefully be addressed by 

the industry through the establishment of appropriate tools 

to inform this assessment.  While proposed standards may 

not be achievable by all forest managers, indications that it is 

achievable within the current Group Scheme suggests that 

this should be achievable by forest managers committed to 

good forest management.  If forest managers are not willing 

to commit the resources necessary to protect unplanted 

areas from alien plant invasion, the impacts on biodiversity 

could be substantial.  Such managers would therefore not 

qualify for certification. 

 

 

4) Housing: This standard has been further clarified and 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

operations are implemented according to 

standards. 

4.2.3 – For herbicide application operations 

more clarity on training requirements needs 

to be provided. We suggest that supervisors of 

spraying operations need to have skills 

certificates but for workers ‘in house’ training 

should be sufficient. All handling and mixing of 

chemical concentrates is done by the farmer 

or by supervisors. 

6) General administration: There are a number of 

verifiers/standards that still require ‘unnecessary’ 

administration. 6.6.1 A summary analysis of 

chemical use does not add value to a farm 

operation.  Chemicals are expensive and a farmer 

will only use them when necessary. 6.7.1.1 

Documenting type of waste generated on a farm is 

not useful. 8.2.2 Monitoring of anticipated social 

impacts of forestry operations – not too sure what 

is required here. 10.7.1 Reporting outbreaks of 

pests and diseases to DWAF – rather use existing 

system of contacting TPCP. 10.6.1 Soil assessments 

indicating texture, depth, organic matter etc. 

should not be a requirement. Soils knowledge on 

most farms is gained through experience. 

information included in guidance document as suggested 

 

5) Training: The standard does now refer to to the need for 

supervisors, managers and contractors to have an 

understanding (as opposed to all workers) as you have 

argued. 

 

 

 

6) General administration: Additional information has been 

provided.  A separate standard has been developed for 

SLIMF FMUs and the admin requirements have been 

addressed in this document 

Dr Bob de 

Laborde 

  1.  GENERAL: 

 

1.1  Terminology 

 

1.1.1 Original comment: Forest-plantation: There are 

the two sets of P&Cs, those for forests and those for 

plantations. Despites this, in “plantations”, continuous 

reference is made to “forests” when attempting to 

refer to “plantations”. This is both irrational and 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

confusing. SLIMF, FMU, SFM, etc., should be changed 

to SLIMP, PMU, SPM, etc. Further, references to forest 

products, forest management, foresters, etc., should 

be plantation products, plantation management, 

plantation managers, etc.  

 

1.1.2 FSC Response: The term forest has been applied 

as per the definition in the National Forests Act The 

terms SLIMF, FMU and SFM are internationally 

recognised terms and for clarity definitions have been 

provided in the guidance document. 

 

1.1.3 Timberwatch reply: This response remains 

irrational. The previous government simply, and 

erroneous, took over terminology used in reference to 

bona fide forestry in the northern hemisphere. As is 

stated in their name, these standards are for 

PLANTATIONS not FORESTS. Using the team’s rationale 

here, we must call both sets of standards Forest 

Standards. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The national standard needs to align with legislation, 

including the terminology and definitions used in the 

legislation. 

Stakeholders who do not agree with legislaion and 

associated information would need to take this up with the 

rlevant government department. 

Dr Bob de 

Laborde 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 2.1  General comments: 

Countries’ laws and social structures are frequently 

destructive to the environment, oppressive to the 

people, and dangerous for workers. The whole purpose 

of having FSC P&Cs is so countries buying timber from 

others can be assured that this timber meets with what 

is internationally acceptable, and not simply compliant 

with laws within each country which, as history past 

and current shows, can allow most iniquitous practices. 

 

Many of the FSC team’s responses are upholding highly 

A primary focus in developing  national standards was to 

define clear and defensible measures against which sound 

management practices can be assessed. 

 

The example of riparian delineation is a classic example of 

how we have entrenched best-practice into the standard.  

The standard is not lax and will require all certified 

plantations to delineate riparian zones and wetlands planted 

to commercial species.  

 

The revised standard now reads” All plantations established 

after 2000 must be delineated according to DWAF guidelines 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

 

Criterion 

6.5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.3.4 

destructive practices such as those given under 

Criterion 6.5. With “All comments have been weighted 

equally” comment given here, by the timber industry 

having dominant numbers, their unified comments 

must overrule any opposition. The following 

demonstrates this. 

 

2.1.1 “No name” questioned Indicator 6.3.4 asking: 

“Why 2005 since the permit system has applied 

riparian areas since 1972. All plantations must be 

afforded riparian zones.” 

 

2.1.2 FSC response: Permit systems were typically 

poorly applied and interpretations varied (e.g. what is a 

stream or river). Guidelines were therefore developed 

to help identify wetlands and riparian zones which 

were formally published in 2005. Best-practice 

guidelines were however available and documented 

from 2002. The standard and associated guidance 

document has been updated to clarify requirements 

further. 

 

2.1.3  Timberwatch reply: There is serious devastation 

throughout South Africa where riparian zones, 

wetlands and forests have been, and still are being, 

destroyed by surrounding plantations causing invasion, 

shading out, depriving the soil of water and nutrients, 

and/or them being destroyed during harvesting and 

other operations. This demonstrates how these P&Cs 

are accepting destructive principles and criteria under 

the cloak of when laws were passed, or what the 

(20m buffer or approved approach).  Where authorisations 
stipulate the need for larger buffer zones these must be 
complied with.” 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Forestry Act states. This is unprincipled and expels 

credence from these FSC P&Cs. 

Dr Bob de 

Laborde 

 

 

 

5.3.4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2  Edge row buffer zones 

 

2.2.1 Original comment (Indicator 5.3.4 & Standard 

10.2.2): To ensure forests’ usual edge destruction is 

avoided, buffer zones above forests should be >two 

tree lengths. A single tree length, or 30m, has 

repeatedly proved inadequate and highly destructive. 

A 30m buffer zone or tree length if expected to be 

greater, to the sides a forest, or around a forest if on 

fairly level ground, is normally adequate. 

 

The current DWAF standard was another one set by 

the industry and requires only a blanket 20m buffer. 

This obviously is absolutely inadequate as tree-heights, 

with exception to wattle, are well over 20m at 

clearfelling. DWAF, however, informs me that the 

standard is under review, and I have requested our 

involvement in this process so we can submit our 

recommendations. DWAF hopes to have standards 

completed by the end of 2009. 

 

2.2.2 FSC Response: Although the proposed two tree 

lengths rule will help to reduce impacts on forests, this 

may have serious cost implications in situations where 

numerous small forests exist within an FMU.  

 

Unless buffer zones can be appropriately managed, 

such areas typically become heavily infested with alien 

invasive plants or develop towards secondary forest. 

Although not specifying a specific distance (as requested by 

Timberwatch), standard 6.5.2.2 specifically states that 

no damage to forest resources (soils, water resources, 

unplanted areas, standing timber etc) during harvesting 

operations is acceptable.  Where damage has occurred (e.g. 

in the case of old stands being felled from alongside natural 

forest edges), it is justified and is being addressed through 

management interventions. Forest managers are therefore 

required to ensure that harvesting and re-establishment 

takes place in such a manner as to limit potential impacts on 

natural forest systems. 

 

It is up to forest managers to develop guidelines tpo ensure 

that natural forests are appropriately protected during 

harvesting activities (See standard 6.5.1.1).   Where 

guidelines do not deliver the required level of protection, a 

finding would be raised by the auditor. 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

 

 

 

6.5.2.1 

 

 

 

In this standard, guidelines to minimize impacts by 

harvesting activities must be developed and 

implemented by the forest managers (Standard 

6.5.2.1). The effectiveness of such measures is then 

assessed in standard 6.5.2.2 which requires that 

environmental damage during harvesting be 

minimized. 

 

2.2.3 Timberwatch reply: This response is blatant 

pandering to the timber industry! Yes, it does mean 

that the trees will have to be moved back. And, yes, 

the destructive practices of the past will have to be 

corrected. If they aren’t, the forest WILL be destroyed 

as shown in Plates 1 to 3. And, yes again, areas that are 

cleared will have to be managed to prevent invasion. 

 

Yes, yet again, as with much of what was allowed 

under apartheid, reparation does come with a cost.  

Correcting these evils of past laws is what having these 

P&Cs are supposed to be all about. 

Dr Bob de 

Laborde 

5.5.1 

7.1.7 

10.6.4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.1.7.1 

10.6.4.1 

10.6.4.2 

10.6.4.3 

2.3  Destructive harvesting practices 

 

2.3.1 Original comments: Criterion 6.5: (Indicator 5.5.1 

and 7.1.7 with Standard 7.1.7.1, Indicator 10.6.4 with 

Standards 10.6.4.1, 10.6.4.2, & 10.6.4.3 also refer) The 

most destructive phase of timber production causing 

soil erosion; damage to, or destruction of, forests; 

resultant silting of water ways; etc., occurs during 

harvesting operations, in particular timber extraction, 

and afterwards when the bare field is left exposed to 

The risks associated with timber harvesting and associated 

extraction is recognized and it is for this reason that the 

following requirements have been included in the standard: 

• Identification and management of sensitive soils (10.6.1) 

• Development of guidelines incorporating best practice 

for harvesting (6.5.2.1) 

• Site inspection for evidence of actions to minimize 

impacts on soil resources during harvesting (6.5.2 & 

10.6.4) 

• Removal of organic material is controlled to reduce 

impacts on soil fertility (10.6.3) 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

the elements. This is obviously most severe on the 

steep slopes (>12%, 7deg) timber growers alone are 

permitted to plant. 

 

Clearly, if growers elect to plant on these steep slopes, 

harvesting them must draw special attention, and 

appropriate conditions and requirements need to 

apply. [Comment shortened] . . . Further, there is no 

reference to specific standards for felling and timber 

extraction techniques, equipment, terrain type, and 

tree genus. The term “best practices” is an 

unacceptably arbitrary expression even where an 

auditor is a harvesting expert. This undoubtedly was 

welcomed by the industry, but is absolutely 

unacceptable to us. 

 

It needs to be noted here that northern hemisphere 

operations are typically exploitation of forests where a 

permit has been granted to thin by perhaps 20% to 

40%. In addition, there is a predominance of using 

cable yarders in uphill extraction which also reduces 

their impacts on the environment. This presents a 

substantially different situation from our local 

clearfelling operations of plantations with destruction 

greatly exacerbated by most extraction being straight 

down the slope on steeper slopes. 

 

Various standards have been reviewed They were 

drawn up by the industry and provide sound guideline 

for machine and equipment use and operator/worker 

safety. However, though they classify terrain into 

• Erosion and sediment control during road construction, 

upgrading and maintenance (6.5.3 & 10.6.5) 

  

 

The risk of erosion is certainly heightened on steep slopes 

and due to the additional risk associated with harvesting on 

these areas, extra pecautions would need to be 

implimented.  While we recognize tht it would be very useful 

to establish nationally acceptable and applicable procedures, 

these are not yet available and the responsibility has 

therefore been shifted onto forest managers to ensure that 

guidelines incorporating best-practices are developed 

applicable to the local situation.  This approach also allows 

guidelines to be updated as knowledge about appropriate 

best-practices evolve and become entrenched in the 

industry. 

 

It should also be noted however that standards have not 

only been developed only to check the availability of 

procedures but are also designed to assess outcomes during 

field inspections.  If harvesting operations are not being 

appropriately managed, with resultant soil erosion, this 

would be raised by the auditor and addressed appropriately.  

Where necessary, this may require revisions to existing 

guidelines to ensure that future operations do not cause 

damage to soil and other natural resources. 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.5.1 

7.1.7 

10.6.4 

 

 

ground conditions, roughness and slope, they do not 

address in any effective and practical way how to avoid 

soil erosion even on these steeper slopes. The 

“Methods of reducing erosion” given are meaningless, 

impracticable, and/or impossible to implement. 

[Comment again shortened] 

 

2.3.2 FSC Response:  (Criteria 5.5.1, 7.1.7, 10.6.4) The 

standard setting process relies on best practice and 

guidelines that are nationally and internationally 

recognised. Many best practice guidelines have been 

used as the basis for this standard. It is not possible for 

the National Initiative to redevelop guidelines if one 

stakeholder does not agree with the national 

consensus. It would be the responsibility of the 

stakeholder to raise the matter with industry directly. 

 

However the national initiative standard setting 

process could make a strong recommendation the 

BMPs be re-evaluated as part of a continuous review of 

regulation and certification Standards indicate that 

Documented guidelines for harvesting operations must 

conform to best practice environmental guidelines. 

Additional requirements are included to ensure that 

any impacts identified are minimized and mitigated. 

 

Agreed. Spot cultivation allowed for a number of crops, 

e.g. olives, macadamias etc 

 

This aspect is covered in both the SA Harvesting Code 

of Practice and the FSA Environmental Guidelines 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

 

2.3.3 Timberwatch reply: Normally the most 

destructive timber extraction operation is downhill 

cable yarding (extracting timber by a cableway). There 

are some situations where access roads allow uphill 

extraction and timber is being extracted uphill. This not 

only substantially reduces destructive impacts, in 

particular erosion, but uphill extraction removes the 

major hazards that endanger the lives of the workers. 

 

Unfortunately, in the vast number of cases it simply is 

not possible to build roads to accommodate uphill 

extraction by cable yarders. In these cases, extraction 

is undertaken as shown in the accompanying Plates a 

to e. As is shown in these plates, this has a devastating 

impact on the environment. Hiding behind the words 

“best practices guideline” does not stop this 

destruction of the environment. Albeit that the 

industry does have safety guidelines for workers, as 

mentioned in our original submission, downhill 

extraction does still place workers’ lives at risk should 

wire ropes snap, or stems slide downhill at the landing. 

However, we draw your attention to the following. 

 

Dr Bob de 

Laborde 

  ‘Guidelines’ for protecting the environment the FSC 

team refer to DO NOT EXIST! 

 

The Forestry Act does allow planting on excessively 

steep slopes which enforces the use of cable yarders to 

extract the timber on the steeper slopes. On lesser 

slopes, skidders are normally used. To avoid the 

 

There are many areas hve been established in sleep slope 

areas historically, with valid permits for trees planted in 

these areas.  Setting a standard that indicates that such areas 

may not be established would therefore contradict the 

permit which is already issued. 

 

While it is recognized that risks associated with extraction on 
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Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

skidder rolling, extraction is either straight up or down 

the slope. Irrespective of whether cable yarder or 

skidder is used, severe damage is inflicted to the now 

bare field and lays it open to more severe erosion than 

ever, even sheet erosion, with the first heavy rain. The 

object of these P&Cs, as stated, is to assure 

international buyers that countries are not being 

devastated precisely by such destructive practices. 

 

These extremely serious issues cannot simply be 

ignored because “one stakeholder does not agree with 

the national consensus”. This very statement begs the 

question: the ‘national consensus’ of whom? Solely the 

dictates of the timber industry which the FSC team 

blatantly supports as demonstrated above. 

 

Timberwatch challenges the timber industry to refute 

the accuracy any statement made here. 

 

If FSC’s team’s responses continue to simply reject all 

serious, even critical, issues raised by conservation 

NGOs, and uphold industry dictates, it makes a farce of 

the whole FSC consultative process. 

these areas may be high, the standard places the onus on the 

forest manager to, according to standard 6.2.2 to ensure that 

damage does not occur during harvesting and extraction 

activities.  Wording of the standard is outlined below: 

 

“No damage to forest resources (soils, water resources, 

unplanted areas, standing timber etc) during harvesting 

operations.    

• Where damage has occurred, it is justified, 

minimized and is being addressed through 

management interventions” 

 

In some instances, yes, damage may occur but forest 

managers are to ensure that such damage is minimized if it 

occurs and that appropriate steps are taken to mitigate this 

impact and rehabilitate any damage if they are to be 

certified. 

 

We believe that this is the most we can achieve given the 

current circumstances. If stakeholders feel that a change is 

legislation or its implementation (e.g. the withdraweel of 

licences for steep sloped areas) then this needs to be taken 

up with the relevant government authorities who are 

resposible for developing legislation and issuing permits. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

  According to FSC STD - 20-002v2-1 scale and intensity 

must be addressed in the standard and the standard 

must be achievable by the different categories of 

FMU's. 

Scale of operation is not addressed "in large scale 

organisations" mention is made of commercial FMU's 

within the guidelines but this is not defined and does 

not address the scale issue. 

Standard 10.7.4.1 deals specifically with documentation 

requirements and requires that an alien invasive plant 

control plan is developed appropriate to the scale and 

intensity of operations. 

 

A verbal plan is regarded as acceptable for SLIMF growers. 
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Terminology for weed, exotic, invasive alien plants 

David 

Everard 

  1. Some of these comments are being made for the 

third time – I understand that my comments may 

not be acceptable but it does become frustrating 

when it appears comments have been ignored and 

no reason is given for ignoring/rejecting them. 

2. These comments comment only on the standard.  I 

have not reviewed the verifiers and whether the 

verifiers verify the standards well.  Nowhere does 

it state what the role of the verifiers are (do they 

have to be met or are they guidelines for the sort 

of thing that will be required during an 

assessment.  It  was said in last stakeholder session 

that the verifiers would be moved to the guidance 

document. 

3. I have not reviewed the guidance document yet. 

4. To follow my comments they will have to read in 

conjunction with the standard.  Black text are 

comments, red text are suggested 

wording/changes. 

1. No comments have been ignored – a record of how they 

have been incorporated / why they have not been 

incorporated is reported on in the comments and response 

documents (this is the second comments and respons doc, 

the first was produced for comments submitted during the 

stakeholder consukltation events in November and 

December 2008) 

  

2. The role of the verifiers is explained in the guidance 

document 

 

 

 

3. Guidance doc provides clarity on a lot of the issues you 

have raised 

 

Clinton 

Houston-

McMillan 

  I did not see any info stipulating m2/person. I suggest 

we use the SABS 0400 Code as a guideline for industry 

which stipulates 6m2/person. 

SABS SANS 10400 has now been referred to – it stipulates 

5m
2
 per person for dormitory conditions 

Theunissen 

Rabie 

  After the FSC dummy run in Creighton (02/03/09) it 

was felt that Principle 9 be taken out. The reason was 

that most of principle 9 is covered in detail in Principle 

6. I know that this is drastic but I would like it to be 

logged at least. The main reasons for the request is as 

mentioned above plus the fact that almost all 

indigenous patches of forests are protected in some 

way or another by SA laws. Also it is stated clearly that 

forests or areas that have globally, regionally or 

nationally significant.....  The fact of the matter is that 

Principle 9 cannot simply be removed and there were clearly 

misunderstandings egarding this criterion during the 

Creighton field visit.  This Principle specifically deals with 

high conservation value areas, while Principle 6 adresses 

management of other unplanted areas. 

 

Although specifically protected by law, not all natural forests 

would necessarily qualify as HCVFs. 

 

It is also important to note that the existing protected area 

network drastically under-represents the area required to 

safeguard biodiversity.  Many nationally or regionally 
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very few still "unidentified" areas fall in this bracket. 

Most of the areas would be on a list or protected 

already. 

significant areas occur on private land. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.1.2.1 Wording: Evidence of compliance to all legislation and 

no significant contraventions 

Reworded 

David 

Everard 

 1.1.2.1 We are always told that audits are not there to find 

non-compliance but rather to verify compliance – and 

that auditors are not inspectors.  This standard should 

therefore be reworded along the lines of: 

Systems and procedures are in place to comply (as far 

as possibly) with the relevant national and provincial 

laws. 

Standard has been reworded 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.1.2.2 What requirements 

Forest Manager is aware or has access to legislation 

Standard refers to need for manager to understand 

requirements. Having access to legislation would not imply 

an understanding as well.  

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.1.2.3 Does this information in the census form provide 

evidence of compliance to national & provincial laws 

Not applicable 

The information itself does not provide evidence of 

compliance, but submission for the form is a national 

requirement specified in the NFA, and this is what the 

Criterion deals with 

David 

Everard 

 1.1.2.3 Comment: In principle I have a problem with this 

standard- how does it promote         

 “sustainable” forestry? The principle of getting the 

certification scheme to run DWAF’s requirements 

makes the audits onerous- not what we are we are 

trying to achieve through certification. 

Criterion 1.1 requires compliance with national legislation 

and submission of the Annual Statistics Form is a 

requirement of the National Forests Act.  

David 

Everard 

 1.1.3.1 Our lawyer disagrees with 65 points….?? 

Some principle as above- Charter is a separate 

agreement we have signed  

with the government- have to comply whether 

certified or not. 

The number of points required is not stipulated as this might 

change, therefore the standard only refers compliance with 

the Charter. 

David 

Everard 

 1.3 International agreements: Indicator removed as international agreements enacted in SA 

legislation – alreay covered in criterion 1.1 
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If there is something we have to do- over and above 

what is in national legislation this could come in if 

relevant- otherwise cut all this out- it does not 

contribute to “sustainability” in plantations. 

[This is what a national standard is for not to prove 

that we are clever and have covered everything] 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.3.1 Duplication of 1.3.2 

Consolidate 1.3.2 into 1.3.1 

Revised 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.4.1 Are there any conflicts 

Surely for a National Standard these should be 

identified already 

Correct – but still need to include this standard in case of 

new legislation which may raise new conflicts 

David 

Everard 

 1.4.1.1 May not always be able to raise conflict prior to audit 

because conflict may not have been identified until 

audit. Auditor interpretation may be different to 

audittee- audittee may not see conflict auditor sees. 

Reworded 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.6.1 Why the commitment to DWAF;  Reference to 

sustainable forest management; publicly available 

needs to be defined 

Refer to well managed; made Publicly available on 

request 

The standard has been reworded to remove reference to 

DWAF specifically and now refers to the National principles 

which are specified in the National Forests Act and therefore 

are law. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.6.1.2 Awareness of DWAF & FSC at all levels - does this 

contribute to the achievement of the objective of the 

criterion 

Remove 

Revised working requires supervisors, managers and 

contractors to understand SFM requirements – need to 

understand if they are to implement / comply therefore 

justified   

David 

Everard 

 1.6.1.2 1. Why specifically state awareness of DWAF and FSC 

principles. Rather say something like; 

 “awareness of need to work responsibly in their 

area as this can affect the business ability to 

operate or trade” etc. 

2. Why list the DWAF principles- I don’t even know 

what they are- have never looked at the final 

1. Would be too difficult to audit “responsibility" therefore 

qualified with reference to the principles of sustainable 

forest management (National and FSC principles) 

2. National Forests Act prescribes principles of sustainable 

forest management – these are enacted and therefore 

relevant to SA 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 98   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

“published list” – it just complicates the standard 

surely FSC standard is enough! 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.6.3 Verifier states full consultation every five years 

Stakeholder consultation is continual and the verifier 

should not prescribe a standard. They do not define 

thresholds for compliance, but indicate potential 

sources of information or evidence that an auditor may 

find useful in evaluating compliance 

Verifier provides guidance to auditor – does not replace the 

standard – guidance is that a full consultation needs to be 

undertaken at least once every certification cycle but can be 

more often. 

This is how we have attempted to address stakeholder 

concerns about accommodating differences in scale and 

intensity of operations 

Indicator now moved to Criterion 4.4 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 1.6.3.1 How will this be measured? 

Remove 

Testing with auditor has confirmed auditability – with 

auditors reporting that they will ask for evidence of which 

stakeholders engaged, how and when. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.1.2 Why is natural forest singled out in this indicator Reworded to include all unplanted areas 

David 

Everard 

 10.1.3.1 See comment for 9.1.7.1 Assume this comment actually refers to standard 7.1.9.1? 

Merged as described above 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.2.1.1 Why according to permit requirements! 

The standard is delineation with a 20m buffer 

Some permits issued after 2000 my stipulate stricter 

requirements 

Permit conditions are still binding on many plantations 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.2.1.2 This standard is expecting too much as only recently 

has the concept of areas of HCV been developed 

 

Remove 

Standard has been updated to link directly with 

requirements specified in HCV management plans: “Where 

expressly required in management plans, corridors have 

been established to link areas of high conservation value” 

The concept may be new but the linking of conservation 

zones with corridors is well established and widely applied 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.2.2.5 This is duplication and does not refer to permit? Standard refined to include comment, “Where 

authorisations stipulate the need for larger buffer zones 

these must be complied with.” 

David 

Everard 

 10.3.2.1 This may be in the guidelines but can it be measured 

and audited.  We need to understand whether this is a 

There are numerous examples of very large areas being 

clearfelled in order to capitalize on economies of scale 

relating to road construction and such like. 
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problem in forestry and whether it is necessary to have 

it as a standard.  I have never come across this being a 

problem so if it is not a problem then why create an 

enormous amount of work for our GIS and planning 

section just to prove to a pedantic auditor that it is not 

a problem. 

Auditors confirmed that they could audit against this during 

the testing phase 

 

 

David 

Everard 

 10.4.1.1 Who and how is it decided whether a crop is 

economically viable??? This is un-auditable. 

The auditor considers the cost of growing the trees 

compared to the return that will be received for the 

timber that is grown and decides broadly whether the 

plantation is economical.  The grower has the 

opportunity, during the audit, to inform the auditor of 

the input and output variables considered. 

Auditors confirmed that they could audit against this during 

the testing phase 

David 

Everard 

 10.6.1.1 Change soils to sites.  Not all soils are 

mapped/classified and it is not necessary to map soils 

to ensure precautions are taken to reduce erosion. 

Changed 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.6.1.2 This standard has been addressed elsewhere when 

reference is made to guidelines in principle 6 

Correct – link made 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.6.4.2 Harvesting systems do result in negative impacts to 

soils but it depends of significance 

Mitigation will also depend on significance 

David 

Everard 

 10.6.4.2 Wording – cannot say do not result in negative 

impacts.  They will – it is all about managing and 

minimizing these.  Get wording right along the lines of 

6.9.2.1 

Edited 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.7.1.2 Why should it be reported to DWAF 

 

reported to FABI as per industry requirements 

Industry currently reports to FABI who are contracted to 

capture and assess the info by DWAF. DWAF may however 

change this contract in future and the standard therefore 

requires the info be submitted to the relevant authority 

David 

Everard 

 10.7.1.2 Make sure that this standard is consistent with the 

current practice – the industry manages outbreaks well 

The industry currently reports to FABI who is 

contracted by DWAF 
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is association with FABI and others. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.7.1.3 This is duplicated above why have another standard This standard requires forest managers to report pests and 

diseases to DWAF rather than simply to monitor in-house.  

This is necessary to ensure that significant threats posed by 

certain pests and diseases can be evaluated nationally and 

used to inform appropriate response strategies to ensure 

sustainability of the sector 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.7.2.1 Terminology "damage causing animals" This is in line with FSA’s terminology.   FSA is formalizing the 

“Damage Causing Animal Working Group” which will 

amongst other things develop protocols (is consultation with 

experts and stakeholders) for the control of DCA’s.   

 

This is also in line with legislation: “Draft Norms and 

Standards for the Management of Damage Causing Animals 

in South Africa” has recently  been published in terms of the 

Biodiversity Act (NEMBA). 

 

David 

Everard 

 10.7.2.1 FSA is formalizing the “Damage Causing Animal 

Working Group” which will amongst other things 

develop protocols (is consultation with experts and 

stakeholders) for the control of DCA’s.  Standard 

should say that the control is in line with these 

protocols. 

Until such protocols have been defined, they cannot be 

reflected in the standard.  During development of such 

protocols, authorities and conservation authorities would 

need to be consulted (as required in standard 10.7.2.1 & 2). 

 

We will however refer to this working group in the guideline 

document. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.7.2.2 & 

10.7.2.3 

These are duplicated Consolidated into a single standard 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 10.7.4. This standard is not practical and achievable in a 

commercial stand.  Commercial stands are managed 

according to a regime.  The emphasis in the 

commercial compartment must rather be on the 

establishment of the tree and the best growing 

Although managed according to  regime, this must also 

integrate the need to reduce levels of alien invasive plant 

levels on the FMU, even if such plants are not negatively 

affecting tree growth. 
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conditions maintained. 

David 

Everard 

 3.2.1.2 Impossible to comply with- as worded.  

1. All potentially affected- could mean we have to 

talk to everybody in the country. 

2. We cannot get all communities (whatever that 

means- is it the head man of the community or 

every individual?) to acknowledge that risks and 

threats explained…it is hard enough explaining 

simple “potential” impacts to our own managers. 

The potentially affected communities are identified on a case 

by case basis depending on the impacts you identify. 

Reference to acknowledgement has been removed. 

 

David 

Everard 

 3.2.2.1 Same as above- cannot cover all threats- have to do a 

risk assessment. 

Standard refers to impacts to local communities not all 

people 

David 

Everard 

 3.2.3.2 This is a dangerous standard- it opens the door for any 

individual to significantly hamper forestry operations- 

need to have some way of ensuring complaints/claims 

are reasonable and valid. 

Refers to compensation agreed to by both parties  

David 

Everard 

 3.3.1.1 Same as 3.2.3.2 -opens a whole lot of doors for people 

to have unreasonable requests. 

- Request have to be reasonable  

- Foresters, farmers do not have the time to 

keep seeking this information. 

 

Could it not be started differently, something like: 

Where stakeholders and relevant authorities have 

identified local sites of significance, these are…  

Consultation process would result in identification of sites – 

this is a one off process not ongoing 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.1.3.1 Is this appropriate in all cases 

include "where appropriate" 

Removed from standard 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.1.4 What are the industry norms - guidance document 

does not provide them 

They are presented in the Sectoral determination document 

– can’t specify in guidance doc as the change every year. 

David 

Everard 

 4.1.5 If all forestry work is hazardous why not cut out all the 

“detail” and have a South African standard that no one 

under 18 will be employed? 

The standard does not specify all forestry work as hazardous. 

It is legal to employ people under age of 18 years and many 

foretsry operations do. Would therefore be unfare to stop 

this. 
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Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.1.6 This cannot be applicable for all but only large scale 

organisations 

Two standards specified to accommodate appropriateness 

according to scale 

David 

Everard 

 4.2.1.1 Should we not make reference to the law (OHSAct) 

where the section 37.2 agreement requires contractors 

to conduct OREP’s etc. 

Standard refers to compliance with all aspects of the OHS Act 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.2.2.4 Uncertain if this is the correct standard 

Incorporate into the actual contract documents is 

possibly more effective. 

This has been supported by stakeholders and is reportedly 

already widely implemented in the sector – e.g. black card 

systems 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.2.3 Verifiers mention chemical applications & chainsaw 

operators which may not be the most hazardous tasks 

as will depend on the risk assessment. 

Delete "such as chemical applications and chain saw 

operators 

Reworded 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.2.6 This is excessive and not practical 

Rather re-word to "while working on the FMU" and 

suggest the standard changes to something more 

specific to emergency situations 

Families living on FMU do not work but still need to be given 

access to medical care if needed e.g. assistance to get to 

hospital 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.2.7 & 

4.2.8 

These are duplicated indicators.  Not detail in guideline 

on the minimum standard. 

These can be consolidated into one indicator as they 

are interrelated.  Guideline makes no reference to the 

minimum standard. 

These two indicators have been split at request of 

stakeholders who require that the standard differentiates 

between housing provided to workers versus housing 

provided by workers themselves (e.g. labour tenants) for 

which the land owner cannot be held responsible but must 

still provide services 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 4.4.1.1 Delete "mitigation measures etc till end...” 

Replace with "implemented" 

Corrected 

David 

Everard 

 4.4.1.1 1. Is this not covered in 3.2.1? 

2. Reword- impossible to identify all social impacts- 

needs to say significant impacts. 

3.2.1 only refers to land and resources belonging to 

communities with legal or customary rights 

4.4.1 refers to all neighbours and local communities not only 

those with legal or customary rights 

Therefore cannot replace one with the other. 

Cant use terms “significant” as this varies from one person to 

anoth.  
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David 

Everard 

 5.1.1.1 This is often not the case in corporate- decisions are 

made some years to open taps and sell excess timber- 

other years may consolidate- revenue varies from year 

to year- the business must be profitable over a long 

time period. 

 

*May be even more pronounced with farmers in 

bumper years they make hay out of other activities, in 

tight years may sell more timber… 

Have added in justification qualification 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.1.2.1 Question regarding showing an increasing trend with 

regard to mechanisation would show a negative trend.  

What would be a good enough reason 

Mechanisation would be an acceptable reason  

David 

Everard 

 5.2.1.1 Must be reworded- who decides what is utilisable? 

Anything could be utilised…- have to put decision in 

owners hands say something like:  

 

“Where the forest manager/ owner have identified a 

utilisable product and would like trade/ make it 

available it is publicised in a manner that allows access 

by  ….”.  

The forest manager may not be aware of the potential 

utilisation of products. If a product is deemed to be 

utilizable by a stakeholder or by a forest manager it 

should be considered – i.e. not only the forest manager 

that should recognize utilizable-ness 

 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.2.1.1. This is not practical 

Possible define marketed & utilisable products are 

accessible rather than marketed and not publicised but 

on request. 

Criterion requires proactive steps (“encourage”) to be taken 

 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.3.1.1 This is not clear and concise 

Suggest wastage is measured/monitored and 

managed. 

Measuring and managing is too onerous and not required 

David 

Everard 

 5.3.1.1 The wording must be changed – waste is relative and in 

plantation forestry, the timber specifications are 

determined by the processor.  These specs may lead to 

Included term marketable 
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some timber being un-utilisable by that mill but could 

be utilized by another process but it is not economical 

to remove it.  Is that waste?  There will always be some 

waste – so one cannot put forward a standard that says 

“there is no evidence of wastage”.  The standards 

should say something like: 

Wastage of marketable products are minimized.   

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.3.2 Why just entrepreneurs 

Suggest delete entrepreneurs 

“Entrepreneurs” refers to anyone coming to use the resource 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.3.4.1 Damage to soils is avoided? 

This is open to interpretation possibly replace avoided 

with mitigated a soil will be damaged? But hat is my 

interpretation 

Reworded 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.4.2.1 Reword "offered" 

"..have access to on request...” 

Changed to access provided 

David 

Everard 

 5.4.2.1 What is an unutilized product??  Change this wording. An un-utilized product is one that is not utilized. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.5.1 Delete "excessive".  The indicator and standard are 

both open to interpretation 

 

Standard must be specific or remove it. 

Indicator changed to deal specifically with protection of soil 

resources.  This indicator is assessed by assessing compliance 

to a range of other standards. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.5.2. This is not practical nor achievable 

 

Delete it 

Given the importance of climate change, we believe it is 

importance to recognize the importance of maintaining 

carbon storage levels. 

Verifiers (specific standards from elsewhere in the standard) 

are achievable and reflect sound forest management 

practices.  By implication non-compliance with these verifiers 

implies non-compliance with this indicator. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.5.4.1 Should the standard explain why? 

 

Indicator re-worded to read, “Maintenance and 

management of natural habitats and associated biodiversity 
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Delete  ..."to safeguard biodiversity occurring within 

the FMU" 

values”.  Standard also re-worded to read, “Unplanted areas 

are managed and monitored to maintain or improve natural 

ecological processes and safeguard biodiversity occurring 

within the FMU”.  The link between management and the 

maintenance of biodiversity values is regarded as important 

in this instance to link with the indicator. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 5.5.5 Why should it be promoted and the standard 

mentions...Recreational activities "are" provided 

 

Indicator delete promotion and replace with 

considered; Standard removed "provided" and replace 

with consider on request. The next standard then 

requires to impacts to be controlled of these 

activities??. 

Changed “Promotion” to “Provision”.  Intention of this 

standard is to provide opportunities rather than simply 

considering them.  Where opportunities are denied, this 

must be adequately justified.  

David 

Everard 

 5.6.2.1 For who must the documented motivation be 

developed – we need to be very careful not to create a 

whole lot of requirements to keep the auditor happy.  

Surely, it would be sufficient to say: 

 

 Where this is exceeded the FMU is aware of it, has a 

rational explanation and has plans to rectify the 

shortages in the future. 

Need for documentation removed and reworded to refer to 

“justification” 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.1.1.2 Is this not part of 6.1.1.1 the procedure that 

authorisation is obtained 

 

Duplication delete it. 

Standard 6.1.1.1 requires environmental assessments to be 

undertaken for all scheduled activities.  Standard 6.1.1.2 

provides an additional safeguard by stipulating that activities 

may not commence without an EA, even if verbal 

authorization may have been obtained. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.1.4 This indicator is duplicated in many other indicators 

Delete indicator as it is duplicated elsewhere 

Links are made to other standards where this is addressed.   

Chris  6.2. The note for the criterion is not clear whether it is Agreed – changed to refer to important species and their 
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Burchmore "important species and important habitats or 

important species  and their habitats. 

The indicators make little reference to important 

habitats so it is interpreted as "important species and 

their habitats" 

habitats 

  6.2.1 Omission of “endemic” species from revised standard The exclusion of “endemic” species from the revised 

standard is based on the following considerations: 

• Differences in interpretation of “endemic”, e.g. 

National, provincial & local 

• Large number of endemic species would make this 

too onerous (e.g. fynbos biome) 

• The criterion does not specify the need to consider 

endemic species. 

David 

Everard 

 6.2.1.1 What purpose will a list of potential rare, threatened, 

endangered and endemic species have – that is 

assuming that it is possible to agree on such a list.  

Must it include all species, mammals, birds, reptiles, 

amphibians, invertebrates and plants?  The standard 

needs to be clear about what is required – as stated 

here it is unachievable and makes no management 

sense.  I suggest: 

 

Rare, threatened, endangered and endemic species 

that are known to commonly/regularly occur on the 

FMU are listed. 

Identifying what species potentially occur on the FMU is the 

logical place to start if one is to put safeguards in place to 

protect such species.  Once a list has been compiled, 

verification programs can then be prioritized with input from 

conservation authorities. 

 

Guidence document has been updated to reflect a minimum 

standard: As a minimum, a list of potential species occurring 

on each plantation estate must be compiled by obtaining 

observed records and modelled distributions of rare, 

threatened and endangered species from provincial 

conservation agencies.  This can typically be obtained by 

providing coordinates of the FMU boundaries which are used 

to query available databases.  Where provincial conservation 

agencies do not have data available, SANBI should be 

consulted by contacting the Threatened plant and animal 

programs.   

 

In many instances, there may be no know records of rare, 

threatened and endangered species.  This is often likely to be 
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due to a lack of research and knowledge rather than that 

they do not occur.  The proposed standard is therefore 

unsuitable as it is reliant on information which will often not 

be available. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.2.1.2 The reasoning for prioritising with species directed 

conservation programs & priority species identified by 

conservation authorities 

 

Suggest verification of the potential list over a period 

of time in conjunction with HCV areas & other 

initiatives(Stewardship) 

Full species lists are likely to include plants, animals, 

invertebrates etc, many of which may be very difficult to 

identify and would require costly surveys to be undertaken.  

If this had to be verified over a period of time, what time-

frame would one set and would this be possible for all forest 

managers to comply?  We have therefore opted for a 

minimum – verification of potential occurrence of species 

included in species-directed conservation programs.  In 

addition, forest managers are required to consult with 

conservation authorities to develop a plan to verify the 

presence of other priority species. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.2.2 Definition of conservation zones is not acceptable 

 

Definition needs clarity - firebreaks secondary 

management objective is for conservation and they 

definitely provide a service for species etc. 

Although they do provide habitat for a range of species, 

annual burning may also be detrimental to a range of 

species.  As such, such areas would typically not qualify as 

conservation zones. 

 

The definition has been updated however and stipulates 

that, “Where evidence is provided to demonstrate that 

annual firebreaks do not have an adverse impact on local 

species populations, such areas may be included as 

conservation zones.” 

David 

Everard 

 6.2.2 then falls into place. Addressed by response given for 6.2.1.1 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.2.3 Define legal requirements for hunting, collecting, 

trapping etc 

Further detail is provided in the guidance document.  

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.3.3.1 & These two standards are duplication These standards are not a duplication. 
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6.3.3.2  

Re-word and consolidate into one standard 

 

First standard requires best practices to be defined and 

incorporated into management procedures (e.g. burning 

plan). 

 

Second standard checks compliance with guidelines and 

procedures (field inspection). 

David 

Everard 

 6.3.4.1 & 

6.3.4.2 

Refer to the process correctly – what is the DWAF 20 m 

buffer guidelines.  If referring to the published DWAF 

delineation process then be correct in the reference.  I 

am unclear on what the law currently states, however, 

FSA (the industry) has agreed to and has implemented 

that riparian zones and wetland will be delineated 

(using the procedure) and that trees will be planted 

20m away from the Temporary Zone unless there are 

good reasons not to do so and that the areas are 

compensated for elsewhere in the same catchment. 

Standard has been updated:  

 

All plantations established after 2000 must be delineated 

according to DWAF guidelines (20m buffer or approved 

approach) 

• Where authorisations stipulate the need for larger 

buffer zones these must be complied with 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.3.4.3 The latter part of the standard is not practical as an 

excised area does not get covered with natural 

vegetation immediately 

Delete "…maintained to prevent re-infestation by alien 

invasive plants" and rather include "manage to control 

infestation levels" 

Updated: Excised areas are included in the alien invasive 

plant control plan and managed to control infestation levels. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.3.4.4 The standard refers to rehabilitation which could be 

physical rehab or left to natural rehab etc.  Rehab 

could also be excessive and not practical 

 

Re-word ".. And sites are being rehabilitated" to reflect 

managed accordingly. 

Updated: Wetland systems affected by drainage and/or 

erosion are identified and actions put in place to rehabilitate 

such sites. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.3.5 This indicator is duplicated elsewhere. 

 

Not dealt with elsewhere.  This addresses a range of plant 

and animal species that are classified as “invasive” under 
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Delete the indicator NEMBA.  Indicator has since been moved to 6.9. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.3.6.1 These best practices we have not yet found and again 

seems to be duplicated with 6.3.6.2 

 

Remove 6.3.6.1 

As with other indicators, we have developed separate 

standards for documentation and implementation.  A range 

of universities and other institutions have undertaken 

research on burning practices and should be able to provide 

appropriate guidance.  Further information is provided in the 

guidance document which suggests that “Where no specific 

guidelines are available, forest managers should make 

reference to the environmental guidelines (FSA, 2002) which 

provides some generic best practice guidelines for veld 

burning.”  

David 

Everard 

 6.3.6.1 The term “best practice” is used extensively.  It is in 

many ways an open term because best practice can be 

different depending on which expert you ask or the 

objectives one has set.  I suggest we rather use a term 

like “generally accepted management practice” or  

“sound management practice”.  This would get us away 

from the endless arguments on what is actually best 

practice, and it allows some adaptation of the 

management to suite the situation (forestry FMU). 

The term “best practice” is a widely used and recognized 

term (iincluding in the FSA Environmental Guidelines for 

commercia;l forestry plantations (Second Edition – August 

2002).  The term “Environmentally responsible practices” is 

equally value-laden and prone to interpretation.  While it is 

recognized that there is variation in what is deemed best 

practice, the forest manager would need to demonstrate 

that the guideline applied is an acknowledged best-practice. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.3.7 Need to address terminology "weed control; alien 

invasive plants; invasive alien plants 

 

Standardize according to the Act 

Standardized to refer to “alien invasive plants” 

David 

Everard 

 6.3.7 The alien invasive plant issue is a problem – how do we 

find a balance between what is acceptable to all and 

what is achievable and what is measurable and 

auditable.  I am not sure the current standard meet 

these requirements and suggest that a task team be 

established to review and come up with a better 

standard. 

This has certainly been a difficuilt standard to set however 

there has been general support for the targets and the 

phased approach as reflected in the standards.  It should also 

be noted that a number of “concessions” have been granted 

to industry while trying not to compromise the ultimate goal 

of reducing infestation levels on plantation estates.  These 

include: 

• Assessing compliance at the FMU (rather than 
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plantation estate) level; 

• Extending the target date for achieving 80% 

maintenance level to 10 years rather than 5 years as 

originally proposed. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.4.1 The standards reflect here do not necessarily support 

the conservation of representative samples of existing 

ecosystems; Do not agree with the definition of 

conservation zones 

Standards defined recognize that conservation of 

representative samples of existing ecosystems is not possible 

on many existing plantation estates where representative 

samples of areas have already been destroyed.  Focus is 

therefore re-directed to ensure that a minimum extent of 

remaining unplanted areas are managed with ecosystem 

protection and maintenance as the primary objective 

(natural areas).   More specific requirements for new 

afforestation is also included. 

Term “conservation zones” replaced with the term “natural 

areas” which is more in line with the Criterion.  See definition 

below: 

Within the forest management context, natural areas are 

unplanted areas on a FMU which are managed with the 

management and maintenance of ecological functions and 

values as the primary objective. This includes degraded areas 

where management actions are specifically tailored to 

maintain, restore or enhance ecological processes and 

conservation values.  As such, HCV sites may typically qualify 

as natural areas but not all natural areas will qualify as HCV 

sites. 

Note: Unplanted areas which would not typically qualify 

include: 

• Roads, pastures, homesteads and other 
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transformed areas; 

• Firebreaks which are burnt with fire management as 

a primary objective. Where evidence is provided to 

demonstrate that firebreak maintenance does not 

have an adverse impact on ecological functions (e.g. 

maintenance of plant and animal species), such 

areas may be zoned as natural areas.   
David 

Everard 

 6.4.1 If there is a distinction made between pu and 

conservation zones then the definition of conservation 

zones must be relatively wide and can not only be 

areas that are managed to “best practice”  or are 

“pristine”.  A wetland or even a fire break burnt every 

year should be able to be included as a conservation 

zone because they are habitats containing a variety of 

indigenous species.  We have always made the 

distinction between High Conservation Value areas and 

the rest which is better.  The criteria for HCV sites, I 

think, are used to define high conservation value 

forests.  HCV management is covered in Principle 9.  

Thus, this criteria should refer to permanently 

unplanted zones (excluding transformed zones like 

roads, pastures, offices, homes, villages and gardens 

etc.).  Minimum of 20% unplanted would then be OK.  

You can not set a % for HCV’s. 

 

Do not use the term “set aside” this generally was not 

done, and in S.A. we have the planning and assessment 

capability and requirement to make larger landscape 

decisions, thus the land owner does not have to set 

aside plantable land – the LAAC process decides what 

can and cannot be planted. 

 

Criterion 6.4 calls for representative samples of existing 

ecosystems to be protected in their natural state.  This has 

been a difficuilt standard to set, given that many 

representative samples of ecosystems have typically already 

been destroyed through historic afforestation.  This standard 

therefore attempts to address the need to set areas aside for 

conservation within a typically transformed landscape.  

Maximizing the value of unplanted areas for biodiversity can 

only be achieved through practices that do not negatively 

affect existing conservation values.  We have therefore 

placed the emphasis on managing a sub-set of unplanted 

areas with conservation as a primary objective to ensure that 

due consideration is given to conservation-friendly 

management.  From a review of international standards, we 

have however recognized that a 20% target is very high and 

have therefore reduced the standard to 10%. 

 

This does not imply that remaining unplated areas do not 

play a meaningful role in the landscape.  Basic management 

practices still need to be applied in these areas (e.g. weed 

control, fire management) and should comply with best 

practice while taking into account the practical constraints 

associated with forestry operations (e.g. annual burning of 

firebreaks). 

 

We have moved away from the term “set aside” to refer to 

areas “zoned as natural areas” according to the definition of 

such areas.  Note that the term “conservation zones” has 
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Best practice …… used everywhere …..???? been replaced with the term “natural area” with the 

following definition: 

 

Within the forest management context, natural areas are 

unplanted areas on a FMU which are managed with the 

management and maintenance of ecological functions and 

values as the primary objective. This includes degraded areas 

where management actions are specifically tailored to 

maintain, restore or enhance ecological processes and 

conservation values.  As such, HCV sites may typically qualify 

as natural areas but not all natural areas will qualify as HCV 

sites. 

Note: Unplanted areas which would not typically qualify 

include: 

• Roads, pastures, homesteads and other 

transformed areas; 

• Firebreaks which are burnt with fire management as 

a primary objective. Where evidence is provided to 

demonstrate that firebreak maintenance does not 

have an adverse impact on ecological functions (e.g. 

maintenance of plant and animal species), such 

areas may be zoned as natural areas.   
Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.5.3.1 & 2 The standards do not require implementation? Standard specifies that damage is prevented – by 

implication, best practice guidelines must be implemented. 

“and implemented” added to standard  

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.6.1 Terminology needs to be defined and standardised " 

chemicals" versus pesticides 

 

Pesticides or chemical pesticides 

Standardised on “chemical pesticide” 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.6.1.1 FSC does not approve chemicals! 

 

Reworded to refer to compliance with FSC thresholds 
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No highly hazardous pesticides are used on the FMU 

David 

Everard 

 6.6.1.1 FSC has a banned list not an approved list – third time 

this comment has been made.  The national standard 

needs to reflect the FSC requirements. 

Reworded to refer to compliance with FSC thresholds 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.6.1.2 Other derogations may also be required be specific 

 

Pesticide derogations….and replace chemicals with 

highly hazardous pesticides 

No 

Added full and emergency 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.6.1.3 This standard is unrealistic 

Remove this standard not relevant 

Requires an integrated programme which is practical and 

already widely applied 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.6.2.1 This is not achievable, rather say all chemical operators 

must be compliant.  Not necessary for the manager 

and contractor to be registered. 

 

Need to define manager and contractor. 

Need to define manager and contractor 

See notes Guidance Document where it is indicated that 

managers responsible for teams of workers that apply 

chemical pesticides will need to register as PCOs. 

David 

Everard 

 6.6.2.3 We have to find an acceptable solution to the PCO 

problem  

Currently being addressed by Government. See Guidance 

document for recommendations under current government 

requirements 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.6.4.1 This standard is not practical 

Rather "Use of non-chemical pest control methods are 

promoted as a proportion… 

Requires implementation not just promotion. 

Promotion may not lead to required change 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.7.1 This indicator does not support the criterion 

Remove this indicator and rather include a standard 

under disposal of waste(6.7.3) 

Have moved to a standard under solid waste disposal 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.7.1 Where possible to be added on Incorporated 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.7.1.1 Recycling of waste is easier said than done 

Rather than implemented replace it with considered 

Have referred to implementation of viable options 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.8.1 Should this not rather be promoted - the standard 

requires us to recycle but does not require that 

biocontrol should be supported or promoted 

The criterion specifically states that “Use of biological control 

agents shall be documented, minimised, monitored and 

strictly controlled in accordance with national laws and 
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Promote the use of biocontrol within an Invasive alien 

plant strategy 

internationally accepted scientific protocols@ 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.8.2. GMO are not acceptable by FSC we cannot attempt to 

allow use according to legislation.  This is also not 

being environmentally responsible.  If one considers 

the rest of the indicators and the comparison to 

legislation in many cases the standard exceeds 

legislation and meets FSC's requirements 

NO GMO's 

Modified to state NO USE OF GMOs 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.9.1 This is duplicated with principle 1  

 

Remove this indicator as it also does not directly 

support the criterion 

Link is made to 1.1.2.  Authorization is however a key 

requirement and has been specifically included to ensure 

that this is adequately assessed. 

The indicators relate to the controlled use of exotic species 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.9.1.2    

Chris 

Burchmore 

 6.9.2.1 This standard is difficult to provide objective evidence 

and will result in much debate 

Rather "No spread" to change to "control" 

This is a difficult one but is specifically legislated under 
CARA.  Standard has been updated as follows:  

Visible spread of commercial exotic species from planted 

areas is controlled.  

• Where spread of commercial species on neighbouring 

lands can be clearly linked to current management of 

the FMU, forest managers should be taking reasonable 

steps to clear such plants in cooperation with relevant 

stakeholders. 

 

 

David 

Everard 

 6.9.2.1 Wording – cannot say there is no spread of commercial 

…. (semantics around the word spread).  We have to 

assume that some species are producing seed and this 

Updated to reflect “visible spread” 
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is being dispersed – rather say: 

 

“All visible spread of commercial species from planted 

areas is controlled.”  

Chris 

Burchmore 

 7.1.1 In certain instances the standard is a clear duplication 

of the indicator and this is not acceptable. 

The Indicators are related directly to the elements of the 

Criterion. 

David 

Everard 

 7.1.2.1 The words “appropriate to the scale and intensity of 

the operations” allows too much scope for auditor 

interpretation.  I believe what we are actually trying to 

say is something like: 

 

The degree of described detail is appropriate for the 

sound management of the operation.  

 

This wording allows the Owner/manager to decide and 

justify why the detail he uses/records is all he needs to 

manage his operation soundly.  He has ownership and 

does not have to hope that the auditor judges his scale 

and intensity in the same way as he does.   This 

wording should be changed through-out Principle 7. 

As indicated in the proposed wording it is necessary to use 

the concept of “approrpriate”. The wording in the standard is 

slightly mre specific in that it qualifies the appropriateness as 

being related to scale and intensity of the oepration. 

This iomplies linkage with your suggested “sound 

management” as it would depend on scale and intensity. 

David 

Everard 

 7.1.7.1 All maps are updated every two years ???  This 

wording could lead the pedantic auditor down a path 

of conflict.  Rather say: 

 

All maps are updated so as to adequately reflect the 

current situation. 

The “current” situation was not selected as it then 

means that the maps require almost immediate 

updating once some situation on the FMU has changed. 

Clearly this is not possible. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 7.1.9 This indicator is not relevant to the criterion 

Remove 

The achievement of objectives related back to the Principle 

which calls for implementation. The attainment of objectives 

is an indicator of implementation 

David  7.1.9.1 Careful about wording here – this standard could lead There is a need to set achievable objectives, to reach 

these objectives and to allow a qualification where this 
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Everard to mediocrity.  If it is audited strictly it will lead owners 

and managers to set easily achievable objectives.  

Progressive managers should set quite challenging 

objectives that stretch the manager. 

 

Say something like: 

Progress to achievement of objectives is adequate for 

the sound and satisfactory management of the 

operation. 

has not been possible.  It is unlikely that this Standard 

will promote mediocrity in general. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 7.2.2.1 Change from procedure to plan No, referring to the actions that have been changed to 

indicate the incorporation of new scientific and technical 

developments 

David 

Everard 

 7.2.3.1 This standard will be very difficult to audit or will be a 

pain for the owner/manager to prove.  Surely what we 

are trying to achieve here is that: 

 

Management plans appropriately reflect the prevailing 

economic, social and environmental conditions. 

 

This standard is a classical example of illustrating that 

the standard as written is a checking of inputs rather 

than outputs.  One gets the feeling that to get 

certification we are hung-up on documents and 

procedures rather than good management on the 

ground. 

Your suggested working would be too difficult for auditor to 

assess whether the management plan does reflect current 

conditions as it would require the auditor having knowledge 

of the local conditions by for example auditing the 

surrounding areas.  

David 

Everard 

 7.3.2.1 Do we want workers to understand their 

responsibilities or communicate them?  Surely 

understanding is more important than communicating 

them.  Subtle difference, but could be verified in very 

different ways. 

Reworded 

David  8.1.1.1 I would much prefer to see an output worded standard This criterion requires forest managers to undertake 
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Everard rather than requiring another special document for the 

audit.  Say something like: 

 

Measures with objectives are in place to monitor the 

production from, and significant impacts of the FMU. 

monitoring that is appropriate to the scale and intensity of 

operations and relative complexity and fragility of the 

affected environment.  Careful consideration therefore 

needs to be given to the development of a suitable 

monitoring programme which adequately caters for research 

and data collection requirements stipulated under Criterion 

8.2.  This is difficuilt to assess or audit unless the programme 

is documented with a clear justification for monitoring 

activities selected. 

David 

Everard 

 8.1.2.1 Careful about this one – it suggests that the 

owner/manager cannot change the monitoring 

procedures.  What we are trying to achieve is that the 

monitoring produces results that can be used to 

change/improve the operation.  Some procedures may 

require trends to learn anything, others may not.  The 

manager should understand this and monitor 

accordingly – we do not need the FSC to make this a 

standard whether appropriate or not. 

Have included a rider in the standard “Monitoring 

procedures may be updated over time to incorporate 

improved monitoring procedures” to allow managers to 

apply improved monitiring techniques if these become 

available. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 8.2.1.2 Not practical for all NTFP's harvesting 

 

Monitoring of authorised harvesting of NTFP's 

Revised to refer to only commercially harvested NTFPs – 

subsistence would be addressed under P6 in case of damage 

from unsustainable levels 

David 

Everard 

 8.2.1.2 The wording states that .. all products  are audited on 

ongoing basis … is this really necessary?  Surely, all we 

need here is something like: 

Where non-timber forest products are harvested 

regularly/annually and in significant quantities or for 

commercial use, they must be monitored on an 

ongoing basis.  

A irregular collection of reeds/grass for thatching 

surely does not need to be monitored on an ongoing 

basis. 

Have added in commercial qualification 

David  8.2.2.1 Is this not essentially the same as 8.2.1.1 – remember No, 8.2.1.1 is concerned with monitoring harvested 
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Everard we want outcomes to be measured and audited not 

inputs. 

products, while 8.2.2.1 is concerned with monitoring 

plantations before they are harvested, i.e. just after 

establishment, during the rotation, etc 

David 

Everard 

 8.2.4.1 I would not know what to do here – could be a 

minefield and could be totally unachievable.  For 

example: a significant social impact of a forestry 

operation is job opportunities.  How would this be 

monitored?    Another impact that keeps coming up is 

water – stream flow reduction.  How and why would 

we monitor this. It is always an issue in droughts.  The 

vast, vast majority of discussions with communities 

revolve around their impacts on forestry (fire, grazing, 

theft etc) rather than forestry impacts on them.   

 

Is it not adequately covered by 4.4.1. 

Monitoring this is a requirement of the Criterion – 

environmental and social impacts of harvesting what impacts 

should be assessed 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 8.3.1 Does this indicator apply to NTFP's as well.  This will 

only be necessary if part of the scope of the COC 

The Standard refers to those products that are FSC certified – 

this could include NTFPs and correctly the products would 

need to be in the scope of the CoC 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 8.3.2.1 This is duplication of the indicator & if it is used in 

accordance with the FSC policy then it should have 

been approved  

It is possible to use the trade mark according to the policy 

and not apply for official approval 

David 

Everard 

 8.5.1.1 Scale is a real problem here – monitoring should 

happen at the scale of impact.  Public summaries 

happen at the scale of FMU (whole company).  

Onerous for farmers.  Why have public summaries – 

why not say results made available on request? 

This is a fundamental requirement of the FSC Criterion 8.5 

which states that, “forest managers shall make publicly 

available a summary of the results of monitoring indicators, 

including those listed in Criterion 8.2.” 

 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 9.1.1 This does not mention and other areas only focused on 

forests 

Yes but international move is towards incorporation of non-

forest ecosystems.  This view is strongly supported by the 

conservation lobby. 

Chris 

Burchmore 

 9.1.1.1 What are "other areas" 

Replace with ecosystems 

Replaced with unplanted areas 
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Chris 

Burchmore 

 9.1.1.2 Is this just applicable to forests or should it include the 

"other areas" 

Just applicable to forests – based on discussions held with 

HCV resource network. 

David 

Everard 

 9.1.1.4  

and 9.1.1.5 

Have no idea what these standards mean! These refer specifically to some of the HCV values that 

should be assessed to identify whether or not HCV areas 

ocur on the FMU.  See the HCVF toolkit for further 

information. 

David 

Everard 

 9.1.1.6 and 

above 2 

standards. 

Can the owner/manager not assume that if the HCV in 

question has not been used for social and religious 

identity (what ever that means) or for any other service 

or basic need for the last xx years then it cannot be 

critical to a local community.  What does critical mean 

and we need to be careful that we do not open up 

conservation areas for exploitation based on a 

perceived opportunity. 

Access restrictions may well prevent local communities from 

making use of certain areas.  An assessment of this value is 

required to determine whether or not areas critical to local 

communities’ traditional cultural identity are present on the 

FMU. 

David 

Everard 

 9.2.1.1 Again wording is important here – we want an 

outcome that results in the maintenance of the 

conservation attributes – not an outcome that we do 

whatever the stakeholders or authorities say. 

 

Wording should be something like: 

The management of the conservation attributes are 

based on sound (published or in consultation with 

experts) and practical actions and procedures.  They 

should be generally acceptable to the (conservation) 

authorities and to key stakeholders. 

Two components are important here (i) that stakeholders 

are involved in the identification of HCV areas and (ii) that 

management actions are defined in consultation with 

relevant stakeholders and qualified specialists.  This 

requirement places a safeguard on the management of 

HCVFs as it allows stakeholders to raise significant and 

credible points that may be important in maintaining or 

enhancing the identified HCV.   

Chris 

Burchmore 

 9.3.1 & 

9.3.1.1 

The indicator and standard are duplicated Similar wording but not duplicated 

David 

Everard 

 9.3.3.1 Is this really necessary – should we not say: 

 

Specific measures …..  conservation attributes are 

made available to stakeholders on request.   

The criterion specifically stipulates that measures shall be 

specifically included in the publicly available management 

plan summary. 

 

I would suggest that management plans for each of these 
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Remember the scale of HCV management in relation to 

FMU.  We have 137 HCV’s do we need to summarise 

management procedures for each one.  It would be 

much more useful all round (us and stakeholders) that 

we supply them with the detail they want on request.  

We would be happy to provide the whole management 

plan for the site if that is what they want.   

sites could pass as management plan summaries. 

David 

Everard 

10.7.4  This needs to be thoroughly work-shopped and 

debated between environmental and economic 

chamber.  It is unclear whether 80% maintenance 

levels is achievable and sustainable.  There are too 

many non-linear variables to set a static linear 

standard. 

See response under 6.3.7   

David 

Everard 

Criterion 

8.4. 

 Very input driven ….! Recognized but this does not mean that the management 

plan cannot be updated based on other information (e.g. 

new scientific information) 

 

Standard 8.4.1.1 has been updated as follows, “Findings and 

corrective actions from the plantation monitoring 

programme are incorporated into the implementation and 

revision of the management plan” 

David 

Everard 

Criterion 

9.1 

 What is an assessment?  Is the HCVF toolkit an 

acceptable, valid approach?  C-plans have no validity 

(not developed through consultation, nor peer 

reviewed).  They may be the best we have and good 

tools but should/can we make them a standard?  This 

is a classic example of where the debate between the 

environmental and economic chamber needs to 

happen. 

A thorough and rigorous assessment process should be 

followed by systematically assessing whether each of the 

HCV values is present on the FMU.  The HCVF toolkit 

provides useful guidence for undertaking such an assessment 

and would form the basis of a review of an assessment if this 

was requested by stakeholders. 

 

We acknowledge that further work is required to clarify HCV 

values at the local level.  This is something that industry will 

hopefully take forward to support HCV assessments. 

David Principle  All the repetition needs to be removed i.e.  10.1,  10.2 . Generally much of what is in P10 is some duplication of 
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Everard 10  issues caovered in P1 – P9. However we currently have to 

work with the Principles and Criteria as they are and these 

overlaps are being addressed by FSC in their International 

Review. 

However auditors to do not duplicate this assessment, but 

rather make this linkages themselves. 

Michal Brink Principle 3  NOTE: In the South African context this Principle 

addresses the rights of local people from whom the 

FMU has been leased, or who neighbour of the FMU 

(see guidance 

document for definition of indigenous people and local 

people). 

The FSC definition of indigenous people does not cover 

the intent that the national standard has adopted.  

Community rights are adequately addressed under 

principles 2 and 4.  If there are some aspects that need 

to be elaborated upon under local communities, then 

add more indicators under principles 2 and 4.  The 

current approach is causing significant and 

unnecessary duplication.  When focussing on the FSC 

definition of indigenous peoples, then principle 3 is not 

applicable in South Africa. 

 

The above are two key issues, which to my mind need 

to be readdressed before the standard can be sent for 

final review to the FSC. 

It is agreed that the FSC definition of indigenous people does 

not apply to South Africa. 

The national initiative process has given us the opportunity 

to provide our own definition which now referes to the rights 

of local people who have customary or use rights on the 

land. 

Under this definition, Criteria 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 are still 

relevant and are addressed in the South African Draft 

Standard. 

No changes to FSC Principles and Criteria can be made during 

a national initiative – we will therefore have to wait for the 

completion of the FSC international Review before further 

changes can be considered. 

David 

Everard 

Principle 8  The monitoring and assessment minefield! This whole 

principle needs clear thinking. 

Hopefully the indicators and standards defined under this 

principle reflect some clear thinking.  The onus is placed on 

forest managers to design and impliment appropriate 

monitoring protocols rather than trying to set specific 

standards for monitoring and assessment. 

Michal Brink Principle 9  For the purposes of the South African national 

standard, the notion of “high conservation value 

forests” has been expanded to include additional 

important ecosystems such as wetlands, 

Criterion 6 deals with the management of unplanted areas 

not regarded as HCV.  The notion of including other 

ecosystems under Principle 9 is strongly supported by the 

conservation lobby and is currently being debated 
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grasslands, woodlands and fynbos communities which 

may also occur within the FMU. This principle 

therefore addresses identification, management and 

monitoring of all high conservation value 

areas which includes natural forests and other 

ecosystems. 

The FSC interprets principle 9 as being related to 

forests.  Other ecosystems and rare, threatened and 

endangered species are adequately dealt with under 

criteria 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4.  Sites of special historic, 

archaeological, religious significance are delay with 

under principles 2 and 3.  We are going beyond the 

standard by changing the definition of HCVF to HCV’s 

and unnecessarily complicating the requirements for 

the South African forest industry.  In any event, the 6 

categories of HCVF’s will be found to predominantly 

not be relevant in the South African plantation forestry 

context and the outcome of the redefinition will only 

lead to misinterpretation and significant unnecessary 

expenses for certified companies.  It is strongly 

recommended that the definition not be changed.  The 

HCV workshop can also not be seen as a representative 

meeting of all stakeholders. 

internationally.  Given the importance of non-forest 

ecosystems in South Africa, there is good reason for 

including such ecosystems within the HCV definition. 
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3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON DRAFT NATURAL FOREST STANDARD DEVELOPED FOR 

TESTING PHASE (FEBRUARY 2009)  

 

3.1 KwaZulu-Natal  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Vaughan Koopman  6.1.1.1 Consider using DWAF riparian and wetland 

definitions as a method of demarcating edge of 

wetlands riparian zones. 

This requirement has been integrated into 

the revised standard (6.3.4.1).   

 

3.2 Mpumalanga (Nelspruit) 

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Ivan Muir 5.1.3  Social commitments must be more than 0.2% of 

turnover. 

Forestry chater stipulates 1% for non-

exempt enterprises (ie turnover of more 

than R5m) so we have proposed the same 

standard 

Ivan Muir 5.1.4  Environmental budget more 1% of budget Too difficult to stipulate a single figure as 

there are so many determinants eg scale, 

risks and threats, presence of rare, 

threatended and endangered species etc. 

 

3.3 Western Cape  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Tom Vorster 1  Delete the word “treaties” and add conventions Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 1.1.1 1.1.1.1 Forest owner / manager Included in definitions document 

Tom Vorster 1.1.3 1.1.3.1 BBBEE Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 1.2 / 1.2.1  Fees, royalties, levies, taxes….. Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 1.3.1  Delete the word “treaties” and add conventions Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 1.3.2  Delete the word “treaties” and add conventions Incorporated 



Annexure 8 – Comments and Response Document – South African National Initiative Draft Standards Development Process 
June 2009         Page | 124   

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Tom Vorster 1.4.1 1.4.1.1 FSC Principles and Criteria are raised note or 

documented 

Reworded 

Tom Vorster 1.6.1 1.6.1.1 Awareness of principles of sustainable forest 

management at all levels of workers…..employees 

Have  used workers for consistency 

Tom Vorster  1.6.1.2 workers…..employees Have  used workers for consistency 

Tom Vorster 1.6.3  Per annum tri-annual 

Evidence that stakeholder issues have been considered 

and incorporated into management - Stakeholder 

database  Annual newsletter on stakeholders  

Revised to reflect 5 yearly certification 

cycle 

Tom Vorster 1.6.3 1.6.3.1 Relevant stakeholder engagement process Incorporated 

Tom Vorster  1.6.3.2 Up to date…..relevant Incorporated 

Tom Vorster  1.6.3.3 address issues raised by relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 2.1.1  PTO (full name) Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 2.2.1  undertaken together with relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3  INDIGENOUS PEOPLES’ RIGHTS – local Definition provided in guidence document 

Tom Vorster 3.1  Change indigenous to “local” Incorporated at indicator and standard 

level 

Tom Vorster 3.2  Change indigenous to “local” Incorporated at indicator and standard 

level 

Tom Vorster 3.2.1  Change indigenous to “local” Incorporated at indicator and standard 

level 

Tom Vorster 3.2.1 3.2.1.2 Change indigenous to “local” Incorporated at indicator and standard 

level 

Tom Vorster 3.2.3  Change indigenous to “local” Incorporated at indicator and standard 

level 

Tom Vorster 3.3  Change indigenous to “local” Incorporated at indicator and standard 

level 

Tom Vorster 3.3.1  With relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.3.1 3.3.1.1 Relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.3.2  With relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.3.2 3.3.2.1 By relevant stakeholders Incorporated 
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Tom Vorster 3.3.3  Delete working “operational” No reference 

Tom Vorster 3.3.3 3.3.3.1 And relevant authorities Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.3.4  Permits / licences………….interviews with 

relevant…….from relevant stakeholders 

Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.4  Change indigenous to “local” Incorporated at indicator and standard 

level 

Tom Vorster 3.4.1  List of relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 3.4.2  Replace indigenous with local Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.1.2  Replace BEE with BBBEE Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.1.3  Replace BEE with BBBEE Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.1.6 4.1.6.1 Replace BEE with BBBEE Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.2.2 4.2.2.4 workers are excluded from future bidding for contracts 

contracts must be terminated immediately 

Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.2.3  Register of training provided Safety committee  

approval/agreements 

Dealt with under safety 

Tom Vorster 4.2.4  ? Personal Protective Equipment ( PPE) Acronym provided 

Tom Vorster 4.2.4 4.2.4.1 All workers and contractors are issued……. Employers responsibility to ensure 

compliance of contractors with all 

legislation stipulated under 4.2.2.3 

Tom Vorster 4.2.5 4.2.5.1 CIODA - Acronym  full name Injury on duty Corrected 

Tom Vorster 4.4.1  With relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.4.1 4.4.1.1 …..into management planning Importance is incorporation into 

management activities 

Tom Vorster 4.4.2  With relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.4.2 4.4.2.1 With relevant stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.5.1  Procedures for affected stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.5.2  from affected stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 4.5.3  With affected stakeholders Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 5.2.1 5.2.1.1 are marketed optimally used without impacting on 

environment 

Reworded 

Tom Vorster 5.3  minimise waste forest residue Waste not same as residue 
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Tom Vorster 5.3.2 5.3.2.1 without compromising sustainability reworded 

Tom Vorster 5.3.4 5.3.4.1 SMZ’s - write it out in full Standard updated as follows:” Damage to 

forest resources (soils, water resources, 

forest resources, other ecosystems etc) is 

minimized during harvesting operations.   

Where damage has occurred, this is being 

addressed through management” 

Tom Vorster 5.5.1 5.5.1.1 management actions interventions Updated 

Tom Vorster 5.5.3 5.5.3.1 quantity and quantity quality Updated 

Tom Vorster 5.6.3  Long term increment studies & growth studies Included as a possible verifier 

Tom Vorster 6.1.1  Records of decision (ROD) EA Updated 

Tom Vorster 6.1.1 6.1.1.2 Records of decision (ROD) EA Updated 

Tom Vorster 6.1.2 6.1.2.1 Records of decision (ROD) EA Updated 

Tom Vorster 6.2.2 6.2.2.1 concentrations of rare, threatened, endemic Maintained FSC wording – further 

definitions in guidence document 

Tom Vorster  6.2.2.2 conservation of rare, threatened, endemic Maintained FSC wording – further 

definitions in guidence document 

Tom Vorster 6.3.5  Animal species also invertebrate species Updated to refer to invasive species as 

defined in NEMBA 

Tom Vorster 6.3.5 6.3.5.1 Animal species also invertebrate species See above 

Tom Vorster 6.6.2  PCO (Pest control operator) 

MSDs (Material Safety Data Sheets) 

Reference to these additional habitats has 

been included in guidence document. 

Tom Vorster 6.6.4 6.6.4.1 Increasing programme in place to identify alternatives 

and the 

Standard reflecting result in this case more 

efficient that just assessing presence of a 

programme that may not be implemented 

Tom Vorster 6.9.1  Permits licences or stream flow reduction licences Incorporated 

Tom Vorster 7.2.2 7.2.2.1 technical developments and research findings Scientific & technical developments would 

be based on research 

Tom Vorster 8.2.3 8.2.3.2 Natural forests (fynbos and woodlands) Standard modified to read:” Changes in 

flora and fauna and environmental impacts 

are monitored on an ongoing basis.” 
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Tom Vorster 8.4.1 8.4.1.1 Findings from the monitoring programme are 

incorporated into forest management planning or 

supporting plans 

Change made 

Tom Vorster 9.1.1  Questionnaires These would fall under existing verifiers 

including (i) Records of stakeholder 

consultation and (ii) Records of discussions 

with local communities 

Tom Vorster 9.2.1 9.2.1.1 With relevant stakeholders Updated 

Tom Vorster 9.3  ensuring that relevant stakeholders Updated 

 

3.4 Limpopo  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

No name  6.6.1 6.6.1.3 FMU not specifically plantation. Standard specifies FMU 

No name  6.2  Indigenous forests 

Standards indicating declined weeds and invasive 

plants. 

Control and monitoring of alien invasive 

plants included under 6.3.7 

 

3.5 Eastern Cape  

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

T.N. Ngamile 9.1.1 9.1.1.1 Natural forest corridors should be protected to 

linked blocks of natural forest. 

Standard 9.3.1.1 Requires that “Specific 

measures have been documented in the 

management plan to enhance the identified 

conservation attributes.”  This would be one 

of a range of useful measures to safeguard 

important forest species and processes.  

Indicator 6.4.1 also requires representative 

samples of existing ecosystems making up the 

FMU to be protected in their natural state   

 

B.F. Shumi 4.2.11 4.2.11.1 Rations should be brought back for workers in a Requirement is meeting minimum wage. 
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workplace to make sure that they get balanced food 

before they go to work.  Monthly deduction made 

from their salary (negotiated). 

Cannot force people to provide meals as well, 

and cannot force workers to sacrifice portion 

of wages for food. 

 

 

 

4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON FINAL NATURAL FOREST STANDARD SUBMITTED TO 

WORKING GROUP (JUNE 2009) 

Name Indicator Standard Comment Response 

Steve McKean 2  1. Principle 2 seems to have only criteria which address 

"rights". I see nothing which deals with "responsibility" to 

use sustainably, manage appropriately etc. 

Allocation/devolution of rights without responsibility and 

vice versa are shown through history to not work.   

 

2. Indicators 3.4 are likely to be completely impractical to 

implement.  

 

3. Criterion 5.5 - all indicators need to include 

management of grazing pressure in forests as this can 

have considerable impact on soils, plant cover and 

therefore C stocks, water production.  

 

4. Criterion 5.6. This assumes that the necessary 

information base is in place on which to base decisions on 

off takes etc. This is unlikely to be the case and there is 

not time to wait for research, which is unlikely to provide 

answers, to be done before management is implemented. 

An adaptive management approach to managing 

"sustainable use" of forests is therefore a more 

appropriate way to manage for sustainable use. This is not 

A point of clarity (relating to your points 5 - 7, 

these are the voluntary certification standards 

(primarily) and therefore: 

5. Indicators are not enforced but rather 

compliance assessed during auditing.  

6. The 'incentive' is the certification brand (FSC) 

7. Funding is provided by the land owner wanting 

to be certified. 

  

The South African National Initiative (standard 

setting process) process has been running for a 

while and these issues were made clear during 

the course. 

We are sorry you have not been able to join us at 

any of the stakeholder sessions to date but value 

your input now. 
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shown here. 

 

5. Criterion 6.2. How will the indicators be enforced? This 

question will apply to many other criteria and indicators 

as well.  

 

6. Is there any space in this document for development of 

incentives to promote forest sustainable use? An example 

of such an incentive based mechanism would be 

developing “payment for ecosystem services" projects 

where appropriate and feasible. Livelihood enhancement 

by sale of C credits through either the REDD (avoided land 

degradation and deforestation) or through forest 

rehabilitation should be investigated and developed.  

 

7. There is no indication that I can find of how 

implementation of these criteria and indicators will be 

funded. Surely this needs inclusion? 

  

 

 

 


