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Doug,





A few of my thoughts on the FSC. I was involved in drafting the original criteria before the FSC was officially launched, although the criteria are clearly not as strong as we wanted in the beginning. 





FSC rules are for lands that are going to be logged. If no logging is planned, FSC does not come into play. Of course, if limited logging is part of the plan, and I suspect  most of us see this as a reality in some instances, it makes since to have an FSC certificate, as it adds value to the lumber.





There is no question that many are heading willy-nilly into certifying as much land as possible, without a proper plan to address the key criteria of the FSC, which is no downward conversion of old growth to second growth, or second-growth to plantations, loss of biodiversty, soil productivity, ect. Upward conversion is preffered and encourged under the criteria. There is a grievance process, and there is transparency in the decission making process. 





One could argue that it would be better to try and work through the FSC process, as opposed to the State Dept of Forerstry or district court. But that will clearly not be the case in every State. In fact, to keep the FSC honest, State and Federal law SHOULD be stronger whenever possible, and large areas should be off-limits to any logging, unless it is done to restore natural habitat, such as clearing Euclyptus on the Calif. coast in order to encourage Oaks.





If we want to make the FSC an effective tool to conserve forest ecosystems, instead of just sustaining the timber industry, we should fight for massive acreage of protected areas, which is called for by the FSC. But seldom have the supply-side of the FSC advocated for more protected areas. If conservationists don't do this, and do this vigorously, then the FSC will be a green-washing tool for the industry. However, if we stick to our guns on protected areas, such as say, demand an acre of protected area for every acre of certified forest, then the FSC can be a tool for our side.





It to soon to tell if the FSC will achieve its lofty goals, but it clearly will not if more ecologist do not join the debate to shape their policies. But I also believe the FSC benifits from pressure from outside, as well as from the inside. My personal opinion is that they shouldn't be able to cut even a hot-dog stick until they have a sound plan to put the forest ecosystems on a path towards recovery. But Greenpeace, RAN and others has created some major protected areas in ancient forests by using the FSC to divide the opposition. Think Great Bear and Home Depot. I don't think we want to throw the baby out with the bath water.








Mike Roselle





