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	        The round-table discussion aroused considerable interest of the participants. More than 35 participants attended the discussion. There was lively and profound exchange of opinions on the problem.


         The following issues were discussed:


Initiative for auditor invitation and forest property rights


Certification parties and the payment


Lease and certification


Model projects and certification


Obstacles to implement voluntary certification





         	1. As the forest property rights in Russian Federation belong to the government, it must initiate certification. However, loval authorities can make the decisions in the regions as well. The representative of the Komi voluntary forest certification group Yu. Pautov explained that voluntary forest certification in Republic of Komi was legally allowed by the agreement on authority separation between Russian Federation and Komi in the part concerning forest use. Hence, regional (local) administration can make decision on auditor invitation, poviding it with necessary information, participation of a forest management body, etc. Forest management body can also initiate the invitation, but it should be co-ordinated in any case. Voluntary forest certification should be initiated by a forest user and a forest farm together. R. Nussbaum from SGS said that the world had got the great experience in voluntary certification of state forest.





         2. In any case, a forest farm and a forest user will be parties of certification. In case of long-term forest lease, the leaser will take the major responsibility. It determines the auditing payment. On the  whole, the payment amount and share of each party is to be determined.





         3. Voluntary forest certification direct a forest user toward long-term lease as a means to increase the responsibility. That’s why the optimal term of leasing is more than 10 years. By R. Nussbaum from SGS, which has the great experience of certification of state forest (e.g., in Poland or Canada), there are some kinds of certification. If  a forest owner and user are different parties and the user has long-term lease (over 10 years) and practises harvesting, forest renewal, and care felling, the certification is conducted by the user request and auditing is mostly executed with it.


         If leasing is less than 10 years and a forest user practises both harvesting and forest renewal, the certification is also conducted by the user request, but the forest management body (forest farm) takes part in auditing too. In case of the short-term use (e.g., by a felling ticket), the certification is conducted by mutual invitation of the forest management body and forest user. Both are audited, and the forest management body should demonstrate the practical adherence to the voluntary certification. On the whole, a number of problems are needed to be specified with model objects.





         4. It was noted that the voluntary forest certification was needed to be specified with model projects. Thus, it was noted that such activities should be supported by interested donators. V. Shingarkin from Petersburg Green squad proposed to look for objects that can be FSC-certificated in Northwest Russia and recommend them first for certification.





         5. A. Grigoryev from Socio-Environmental Union of Russia expressed his opinion that there were certain obstacles for implementing the voluntary certification, the main one is rigid lobbying of the compulsory certification by State Forestry Committee of Russia.





         The attendees of the round-table discussion appealed to the editorial group with proposals to the resolution.





	        Composed by A. Ptichnikov


