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INTEGRATED APPROACH FOR CERTIFYING FORESTS, NON-WOOD FOREST PRODUCTSAND
FOREST BASED TOURISM, SOME EXAMPLES FROM FINLAND AND THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

The article deals with the current issues, the forest certification, the non-timber forest product, and sustainable eco-
logical tourism. The authors advocates the strengthening of the process through the complex approach, taking into
account the principles of the sustainable development of natural parks and use of the techniques of the ecological
footprint as an assessment of the impact of human activities, including tourism. The examples from the Finnish and
Russian experience are given.

Aaxosipeu I1., Anxosipsu T., lemnaoa H. KommiekcHblii moaxoa k cepTu(HKALNY J1ecOB, HePpeBeCHbIX JeCHbIX NMPOAYK-
TOB U IKOTYPHU3Ma, HEKOTOPbIe NPUMepPbl U3 (PUHCKON U POCCUIICKOIT MPAKTHK

B cratee paccMaTpuBalOTCS aKTyaJIbHbIE BONIPOCHI CepPTH()UKANNK JIECOB, HEAPEBECHBIX JIECHBIX MPOIYKTOB U YCTONYMBOTO KO-
JIOTUYECKOT0 TYpU3Ma. ABTOPHI BHICTYNAIOT 338 AKTHBU3ALUIO JAHHOTO MPOIecca Ha OCHOBE MPHMEHEHHSI KOMIITIEKCHOTO OAXO0/1a,
C Y4ETOM INPHHLUIOB YCTOMYMBOIO pa3BUTUS NMPUPOAHBIX MAapKOB M UCIOJL30BAHUS METOAUKU «IKOJOIMYECKOro Cllela» Kak
OLICHKH BIIMSHUS aHTPONIOT€HHON JIEITENBHOCTH, B T.4. Typu3Ma. [IpuBoIsITCS MpUMEpH! 13 (HHCKOTO U POCCHICKOTO OIIBITA.

Certification of forests

The main methods for forest certification both in Finland and in Russia are the Pan-European Forest Certifi-
cation (PEFC) and the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC). The Finnish Forest Certification Scheme is designed to
follow the principles and methods of conformity of PEFC, and the recently approved Russian National Forest Certifi-
cation System is complying with it. FSC has been used in the Russian Federation for roughly 10 years and the num-
ber of FSC certified forests has increased there remarkably in recent years due to well-designed and detailed standard.
In Finland FSC has been applied only to limited extent so far, but the current updating process of the existing FSC
standard is expected to be finalized in 2010 aiming at designing a more comprehensive and acceptable FSC standard
in Finland.

Chain-of-Custody (CoC) is the system that provides verification that all the parts of various production
chains from the forests to the end-use markets are being certified. This production chain may comprise, for instance,
forest management and transportation, sawmilling, importer of sawn wood and other raw materials, furniture manu-
facturer, wholesaler and the retailer follow the same principles of sustainability. The main criteria for industrial pro-
duction concepts are described in relevant 1SO standards. If the full production chain follows the principles in prac-
tice assessed through verification, appropriate logo (PEFC or FSC) can be used in the wholesale- or retail marketing.

There are certification organizations, typically private companies that are eligible to certify and validate the
production chains in PEFC and/or FSC systems and accredited organs that also acknowledge the certifiers monitor
these processes.

Certification of NWFP

In Non-wood Forest Products certification methods vary to large extent, depending on the products dis-
cussed. In Russia the proof of sanitary control has been the most usually used certificate so far. The main issues to be
dealt with these certificates have comprised pesticides, lead content, and the probable radioactive contamination. All
these factors have had to be analyzed before getting certificate for exports of berries or mushrooms, for instance. The
western wholesalers and retail networks of organic food have also inquired these types of certificates, for instance.

If NWFP are food products, they should follow the food standards of Codex Alimentarius monitored a com-
mission within an international system created by Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAQ)
and the World Health Organisation (WHO). It is the global reference point for consumers, food producers, and proc-
essors, national food control agencies and international food trade. The Codex general standards for food additives,
contaminants, and toxins in foods contain both general and commodity-specific requirements. As standards relate to
product characteristics, they can be applied wherever the products are traded. Production, processing, manufacturing,
transport, and storage practices for individual foods are defined by the codex codes of practice, which include codes
of hygienic practice. They are considered important to ensure the safety and suitability of food for consumption.

The Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point System (HACCP) principles and guidelines for their application
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are integrated in the Codex Alimentarius. The HACCP is used to identify specific hazards and its preventive meas-
ures to ensure the safety of food. As well as improving food safety, it can promote better use of resources and a more
timely response to problems and assist inspection by regulatory authorities. It is the most effective for food business
to ensure consumer protection. The HACCP System is a safety system and no quality system. The HACCP System is
the most important system used to enforce the legislation on the hygiene foodstuff and is becoming an international
method.

Sometimes, but still very seldom, NWFP certification is combined or integrated into forest certification.
However, this need is increasing and tendencies for verification of full production chains of NWFP will become in-
creasingly common. In principle, both systems, PEFC and FSC, can provide a solid basis for CoC of NWFP. This
process has been so far mostly used by some NGOs, for instance, in Far-East Russia in marketing honey products
from FSC certified forests to Asian markets.

The recent efforts in developing markets for health products such as Seabuckthorn products, have remarka-
bly broadened the approached and systems to be used also within NWFP. Various potential systems to be applied
comprise, for instance, the Global Food Safety Initiative standard, selected I1SO standards, such as ISO 22000, or-
ganic standards for different markets etc. All these activities strengthen the need for more integrated approaches of
NWFP and forest certification.

Certification of tourism

The Russian national standard for tourism dates back to 2000 and it deals with tourist operators, hotels and
other forms of accommodation. The concept is rather limited and lack, for instance, the linkages with natural re-
sources to be used in the context of tourism. Green DQN and Green DMN are international quality assurance certifi-
cates that Finnish entrepreneurs aim at for verifying their operations in tourism sector.

The main international systems Finnish tourism service providers regarding nature-based tourism in national
parks are 1) the PAN Parks approach (www.panparks.org) which applies very strict criteria and has provided certifi-
cate so far for two Finnish national parks (Oulanka and Saaristomeri) and 2) the European Charter for Sustainable
Tourism (www.europarc.org/what-we-do/european-charter) (certified for Sydte and Koli national parks in Finland).
PAN parks system is converted partly from the FSC forest certificate criteria, with the help of WWF expertise, and
the second system has clear linkages with forest certification. In addition, there are two cross-border national park
systems that are verified by their management systems, namely Oulanka (Finland)-Paanajarvi (Karelia Republic) and
Pasvik-Inari concept involving Finland, Norway and Murmansk region. These concepts should build a more solid
basis for improving the services provided in and marketing of tourism.

In addition, the World Heritage areas may have their own status which then can be used in verifying the sus-
tainability of tourist operations applied in these areas.

Currently there are numerous development processes in developing criteria for sustainable and eco-tourism. One ex-
ample, which is recommended to be followed, is Eco-Destinet-process which provides relevant information and training
through its web-site (http:/Mwww.ecoroute.eu/destinet/en/project.php?id=1) regarding development of a European Quality label
for ecotourism. This process has concentrated purely on protected areas and their relationship with tourism.

Needs for integrated approaches

The main concerns between forests and nature-based tourism deal with forests with recreational and com-
mercial uses, without conservation status. Evidently, this is an area where rapid development is needed and even re-
quired if the quality of nature-based tourism is to be improved and quality management systems developed. In
Finland, this development could take place, for instance, in integrating forest certification into organic production of
food products and NWFP and tourist services provided by the private farms and their networks. In Russia, some in-
teresting pilots have been studied and even practiced to some extent in Model Forests such as in the one in Komi Re-
public managed by Taiga Foundation dealing with commercial forestry, NWFP and increasingly nature-based tourism
in FSC certified forests. This type of approach could be examined, tested, and practiced increasingly in present and
future pilot or model forests all over the country. The fastest experiments could be designed and results achieved in
model forests in Khabarovsk Kray, Murmansk and Pskov oblasts. This could be an interesting topic to be jointly de-
veloped in the borderline forest and nature areas of Finland and the Republic of Karelia as well.

Tourist ecological footprint

As described above there is an increasing need to certify and verify all the forest related production and ser-
vice chains. Logically it is important to further develop and apply other methodologies regarding sustainable devel-
opment simultaneously. Ecological footprint is a method to assess how large effects man-made activities create in
various activities.

As tourism has become more global, so have its environmental effects. The notion of ‘ecotourism' often con-
centrates on minimising local environmental impacts caused by tourism and building locally sustainable tourist sys-
tems. However, a more global perspective is needed to establish a picture of the real ecological sustainability of a
certain tourist attraction.

One promising tool enabling stronger environmental assessment of (eco) tourism is the ecological footprint
(EF). Developed to assess biological productivity and the burden posed by human consumption to nature, the EF is
now being extended to new sector-specific uses, including tourism. The EF combines different environmental bur-
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dens into a commensurable spatial indicator (global hectares), which shows how much land is required to sustain a
certain human practice for a certain time.

Although not being a sharp indicator to analyse local environmental impacts, the EF gives an estimate of the
global environmental impacts of a certain eco-tourist destination. In theory, leisure activities, accommodation, and
transport can all be analysed with the EF, giving an estimate of the total impacts of the tourism activity at issue.
Combined with local ecological indicators, the tourist EF could provide a broader perspective for analysing the envi-
ronmental impacts of tourism — leaning on a more globally oriented definition of ecological sustainability. However,
an EF assessment must be based on extensive statistical information about the tourists and their holidays, and the
tourist EF is still in phase of development and academic discussion.

If we discuss the concepts and contents between nature-based and eco-tourism, it is evident that we should
use the terminology very carefully as very seldom eco-tourism can meet the principles of ecological sustainability
minimizing the EF, for instance, yet it could be a successful example of nature-based tourism.
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BOJIOTA KAPEJINU KAK OBFBEKTbBI OKOJIOI'HMYECKOI'O TYPU3MA

B pabote mpuBeneHsl cBeAEHHs, MOKa3bIBaloNMe pa3HooOpasue 6osor Kapennu. MHOTHEe M3 HUX WMEIOT BBICOKHH TYPUCTCKHIA
MOTEHLHAJI, HO M3-3a OTCYTCTBUS PEKOMEH/IALIHH 110 X UCIIONB30BAHUIO, HE SBISIOTCS BOCTPEOOBAaHHBIMU OOBEKTAMH KOJIOTHYE-
CKOTO TypH3Ma. BBIIBHHYTO NMpeiokKeHUe 0 1e1ecoo0pa3HOCTH MPOBEJCHHS UCCIIEI0BaH!|, HAlIPaBICHHBIX HA BBISBICHHE U OX-
pany 00JI0T Kak 00BEKTOB SKOTypHU3Ma.

Antipin V.K. Bogs of Karelia asthe Sites of the Ecological Tourism

There is an information concerning a variety of bogs in Karelia in the article. Many of them have the high tourist potential but
because of an absence of recommendations to their usage, they have not been the sites demanded by the ecological tourism. There
is a proposal about the practicability of organization of researches directed to revelation and protection of bogs as the sites of the
ecological tourism.

BbonoTo — 310 0COOBIN THIT MPUPOAHBIX SKOCHCTEM, CIOKCHHBIX MHOTOJETHUMH PACTEHHSIMH, CIIOCOOHBIMH
MPOM3PACTaTh B YCIOBUSIX OOMIIBHOTO YBIIQYKHEHUS IIPOTOYHBIMH WITH 3aCTOWHBIMH BOIAMH ¥ cl1aboi aspaimu cybcrpa-
Ta. OcOOBIM CBOHCTBOM OOJIOTHBIX KOCHCTEM, BO MHOTOM ONPEIEISIONIAM YCIOBHSA KI3HUA PACTEHUI Ha O0NoTaX, SB-
nsrotest TopoobdpazoBanue u HakoruieHHe Topda. C 00J0TaMu CBS3aHBI HAIIK OOBIYHBIE MPEACTABICHUS 00 0COOOM
MHpE pacTeHui 00I0T — c(parHOBBIX MXaX, OCOKAX, MOPOIIIKe, KITIOKBe. BHenrHe 6010Ta MOTyT OBITh OYEHBb Pa3IHYHbI-
MH — OT 00JIECEHHBIX OOJIOTHBIX MaCCHBOB JI0 OTKPBITHIX MPOCTPAHCTB, TJI€ TOCIOJICTBYIOT CarHOBbIE MXH.

B Kapenuu 6osiota 1 3a005104€HHBIE 3eMIIH SIBIISIOTCS OJJHUM M3 HEOTHEMJIEMBIX KOMIOHEHTOB JIaHmad-
ToB. OHM 3aHumatot 6osiee 30 % Teppuropun — 5,4 MIIH ra, U3 HUX OTKPBITHIE U c1a00 obseceHHble 00I0Ta COCTaB-
nstoT 3,6 MUTH Ta, a Ha JIeCHBIe 00JI0Ta u 3a00JI0UeHHbIE Jieca npuxoautcs 1,8 MitH ra. BoapIuHCTBO 60JI0T Hava M
¢dopmupoBatecst 8-9 ThIC. JeT Ha3aj, Hocie Jerpagauuu Bannaiickoro senHuKoBoro nokposa. O0pazoBanue 600t
MPOUCXOUIIO B KOTJIOBUHAX ITyTeM 3a00JIauMBaHUs CyXOI0JIOB U BOJIOEMOB.

bonoTa urpatoT BakHyI0 poJib B TIOJICPKAHUHU SKOJIOTHYECKOTr0 paBHOBECHS, TPpU 3ToM B Kapenuu oHu exe-
TOJIHO AKKYMYJIHPYIOT B TOP( M BRIBOAAT U3 aTMocheps! Ha miuTebHbiii nepuon 10 200 Thic. T yruepona’. B ecrect-
BEHHOM COCTOSIHMHM 00JI0Ta SIBIISIOTCS MecTaMH cOopa SIrOAHBIX M JISKAPCTBEHHBIX pacTeHHi. OcylieHHble 60I0Ta Uc-
MOJIB3YIOTCS B CETIBCKOM U JIECHOM XO3SHCTBE U JJ1s 3arOTOBKHU TOpda.

BonoTa xapakTepus3yroTcsi BBICOKMM pa3HOOOpa3sHeM Ha paslIMYHbIX YPOBHSAX MX OPraHU3aLiM — OT (JIOpHI
JI0 TUIIOB OOJIOTHBIX MaccHBOB. Ha Gostorax mpouspacraror okos10 500 BUZOB COCYAUCTBIX PACTEHHUH, MXOB U JIHMIIAii-
unkoB’. U3 uux Gonee 20 BuaoB BHecens! B Kpacuyio kuury Pecry6mukn Kapenus®.

B pacTUTeIbHOM TOKPOBE KapellbCKUX OOJIOT BBIACIECHO 57 THUIIOB PACTHTENBHBIX COODINECTB (accolmariyii),
KOTOPbIE€ OTHOCATCA K YETBIPEM KjlacCaM paCTl/ITeJ'Il)HOCTl/I4. B Kapem/m, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT CTPYKTYPbI paCTUTCILHOI'O
MIOKPOBa M PeXXMMa BOJHO-MHUHEPAILHOTO MUTAHMs, BCTpevaroTcesi 6onora 13 TunoB u3 28, npencraBieHHbBIX B €BpOMNei-
ckoii yactu Pocenn®. Cpesnt HUX HaubosIee MHUPOKO PACHPOCTPAHEHbI OTHIOTPOBHbIE CAarHOBBIE TPSIOBO-MOUAKHH-
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