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Proposal for procedures to progress an FSC Irish Standard for Sustainable Forest Management

October 2007

In Ireland the Irish Forestry Certification Initiative has the responsibility to develop a FSC accredited Irish Standard for Sustainable Forest Management.  To facilitate an open, inclusive and timely process procedures and timeframes will be established.  Environmental Stakeholders propose the following measures for inclusion into the procedures.

Procedures are to be established for the following processes

[as outlined by email by Hubert de Bonafos of Accreditation Services International to the Steering Committee  on 14 September 2007 after his visit here]:

1. National Initiative internal structures and membership (e.g.: members and representation of members, elections, TOR of steering committee, independent facilitator, minutes of meetings, code of conduct, conflict of interest, financial management, etc).
2. Decision making procedures (e.g. Elections and Terms Of Reference (TOR) of steering committee, definition of consensus, etc). 
3. Grievance and dispute resolution procedures (e.g.: Transparency, timelines, dispute resolution committee, reporting and communication, etc).
4. Communication procedures (e.g.: information to members, website, minutes of meetings, etc).
5. Standard development procedures (e.g.: FSC requirements, first draft, comments, publication, approbation, strict timelines, 
This proposal is based around these processes and gives clear guidance on the development of procedures that at least provide for a balanced and open approach.
It should be noted that many of these procedures are already in place but are included here so that this is a comprehensive guidance document.
1 National Initiative internal structures and membership
Membership

Membership and clarity over chamber affiliation needs to be kept in mind with clear guidelines. To help decisions relating to chamber affiliation, if the (proposed) member is a group or organisation, they must have their main aims and objectives set out in writing.  Where the (proposed) member is an individual, they should set out the reason for the preferred chamber, if requested to do so by the Steering Committee. 
Steering Committee

The IFCI Steering Committee consists of three chambers representing the interests of social, environmental and economic stakeholders. A maximum of twelve Steering Committee (SC) members are elected from the IFCI membership four for each chamber. 

Elections for SC representatives must be allowed by e-mail which may necessitate further revision of the Memorandum and Articles of Association. (this has already been agreed at Committee level). The SC must represent IFCI members and other stakeholders from their chamber.

Adequate consultation within each chamber must be undertaken by SC representatives.  It is very important that each chamber can reach an agreed position and all efforts must be made to do so.  If timeframes do not allow consensus to be reached majority vote from within each chamber is allowed. In order for adequate progression of the process clear procedures and timeframes will be necessary.  

Members feel strongly on issues they should be consulted by SC members BEFORE a decision is imminent at SC meetings. Where Members feel strongly about an issue they can request that they are further consulted if their chambers proposal is rejected at SC level. However this provision should not be abused or used to unduly delay decision making and if this appears to be the case such abuse should be addressed through the dispute resolution procedure.
I feel the SC has to discharge its responsibilities re its role and if This will result in speedier decision making.

I think decision making is not a question of speed but a matter of bringing people along – of course in a timely manner and a provision is made to prevent undue delaying tactics.
To facilitate adequate consultation clear and timely agendas are essential.  

Any code of conduct must not restrict freedom of speech and shall be based on guidance from FSC. 
Meeting procedures.

To ensure the best use of meeting time each meeting must have a clear agenda with a brief summary of the agenda items The agenda should be circulated at least 14 days before a meeting to allow for comment and input, and requests for further information.  Issues on the agenda that are up for decision should be flagged so that SC members can consult their constituencies in advance.Urgent matters can be dealt with under Any Other Business but decision on any such matters may be deferred to allow for consultation.

Very vague, the amount of detail could run to many pages! 

I have tried to make this less vague see brown text above
The Secretary A person must be named as is responsible for co-coordinating the agenda. 
This is always the Secretary.

Minutes must be clear and motions must be proposed and seconded; Actions decided upon must have named persons responsible for carrying them out, together with timescales for doing so.
Stakeholder Involvement

One of the main priorities of the process is to involve key stakeholders including ENGOs and social groups. 

Unfortunately, for a number of reasons, a number of key stakeholders have not participated in the standard development process. It is now vital that the main objectives of the procedures are established that allow for their meaningful inclusion.  
Very  vague. Some people would not participate in the past because of the 4 chamber structure and because of Coillte’s certification. IFCI have addressed the former; the latter is not within the compass of IFCI. Therefore it is up to NGOs to participate if they so wish. There is nothing in our M&MoA or procedures that excluded participation. Please be specific as to what procedures you have in mind.
Timescale
The standard must be developed within given realistic timeframes which are to be realistically drafted at the Bonn meeting and agreed at the next SC meeting.  Failure to agree the proposed timeframe at next SG meeting after Bonn and / or failure to abide by the timeframe and will result in disbanding of IFCI.  
Agreed though if progress thereafter is good and we need more time =beyonfd the agreed deadline we might consider being flexible on this. If on the other hand it is apparent that we are bogged down we should fold.
I have altered text – the thing is to have realistic timeframes in the first place and then we should be able to stick to them   
2  Decision making procedures 
Training  hour workshop on consensus processes should be arranged for all the SG so that we shall all be more aware of the principles of consensus.  This should be given by a relevant and respected academic / practitioner acceptable to all chambers.
Fine, though this requires resources.  

Decisions must be made in a timely fashion however care must be taken to ensure that everyone can at least live with the decision taken. 
This implies hedging. Some people will not be able to live with decisions therefore one must have the courage of one’s convictions, especially at SC level to abide by decisions taken. If there is adequate consultation amongst the relevant groups then surely the SC member is in a position to stand over whatever the majority wish!
No I don’t agree and this approach will continue the current disputes. We have to try to ensure that everyone can at least live with a decision and I think you will find this is not impossible.
At present decisions are made by SC members who can attend SC meetings usually held in Dublin on a week day.  E-mail input to these meetings is not taken on board. IFCI members are only contacted for the AGM and are not included in any decision making procedures.  To overcome these deficiencies it is proposed that: 
SC members can at present send their sub to SC meetings. E-mail correspondence is wholly unsatisfactory as the person sending it cannot argue the case for its content in person and if there is disagreement on its content it will not be taken on board. This puts the proposer of e-mails at a serious disadvantage and may lead them to think that they are being dismissed which is not the case.
To summarise, its for representatives to liaise with the organisations who nominated them. With regard to the wider chamber, it is a good idea to have someone who initiates contact.  So I would propose the following:
· To ensure adequate consultation with IFCI members and other interested stakeholders One person from each chamber acts as contact person for that chamber, and will arrange for comments and observations to be sought from the wider chamber membership, and be collated, in consultation with the other representatives in their chamber;

· one person from each chamber acts as communications person for that chamber;
On re-reading this, I’m not clear as to what this means.  Where an organisation is represented at the SC level, its for that person to consult with their organisation. Is this proposing that the communications person works with those not directly represented, or that they also work liaise with the organisations that do have a representative? The latter seems inappropriate to me, and to suggest that represtentatives are not required.

I have used you text but deleted the final point as this is the role of the SC 
See above, the SC member should consult his/her constituency before meetings where important decisions are being made.
· This person will be responsible for ensuring the agenda can be circulated to the chamber in advance of meetings and representatives can have input back from chamber members;

Again, as per my previous comments, I’m not clear as to what this means.  It seems be suggesting that representatives are bypassed, which would beg the question why have four representatives, why not just the one.

We have four representatives so that a range of skills are available to forward the chambers position
· Agendas are circulated to chamber members  at least 14 days ahead of each meeting;

· All comments on the agenda are noted and discussed if necessary; 
· The chamber’s view is represented at committee level by the chamber representative(s) present. 

What if the chamber doesn’t have a view? I asked this of Hubert de Bonafos, and was told we had try to arrive at a consensus. I don’t think FSC have worked this one out for themselves, and at the NI meeting I was at, those there were representing who had nominted them.  I’m still now clear how this can be worked in practice. What if the IPCC had a view that for example FIE were fundamentally opposed to? I think the best that can be done is to try to arrive at a consensus and if not possible, then a vote, based on the views that you carry by way of representative, which seems to be covered below anyway.  

Well if a chamber doesn’t have a view then there wouldn’t be a debate so I don’t understand your point. However it is the role of the representatives to try and take any input from stakeholders on board and in a case where 2 NGOs were at loggerheads then it would be up to the representatives to come up with a solution. Where there are fundamental differences these must be resolved then yes go to a vote if time or patience run out! This is what is says in the next point. 
Is up to SC members to consult with their members on the agenda rather than IFCI to consult with all members. It is usual for any organisation to consult all its members in the event of an EGM or Agm and not for every SC meeting.
Well I don’t think that this is sufficient and will lead to a continuation of the difficulties / Although this approach may seem excessive it will go a long way to prevent disputes being raised further down the road 
· Decisions should be reached wherever possible by consensus by all SC members.  Where a decision cannot be reached within an agreed timeframe a vote is taken. SC members and, where applicable, ordinary members can vote by proxy or by e-mail.
· Al SC meetings are held in public, allowing anyone to attend.  This encourages participation by all IFCI members as speaking observers, and allows for inputs from a wider knowledge base.
There is the facility to invite observers so why is it necessary to open it to the public. What if there is insufficient space to cater for a big crowd who turn up? The AGM is a better place for this proposal. Because this is what it recommends in the NI Manual and people should not have to be invited but just be allowed to attend 
· The timing and location of meetings is agreed by all the members of the SC.  The location is rotated to facilitate attendance as speaking observers by the wider IFCI membership.
The SC already does agree the time/date of next meeting unless time runs out at a meeting. Locations can be rotated.

3  Communication Procedures. 

To facilitate an open and inclusive process FIE propose that an information dissemination policy is implemented which includes the following conditions:

· All information relating to the proceedings of meetings and the standard development must be made readily available on request and on the website within a specified timeframe.  This would include minutes of meetings and updates of progress on the standard development. 

No problem – secretarial support should ensure this on an ongoing basis and can be put into contract.

· Relevant and up to date FSC documents must be readily available via links form the IFCI website
This is usually available on their website bwhich a link can be made to re relevant docs.

· In order to inform members and stakeholders of FSC processes and requirements, SC members should familiarise themselves with relevant FSC documents on an ongoing basis. 

· All communications must be made in a pleasant, inclusive manner and responses to requests made within a defined timeframe. 
As soon as is feasible. If there is a fulltime secretary then this can be done speedily. 

we still need a defined timeframe then it is all clear
· The web site must be unbiased and informative with a section to submit comments.  It is important to keep it up to date. This will require constant website management.
This should be discussed further as it’s a good idea but will require constant website management

· To ensure adequate communications a member of the Steering Committee responsible for this role must be specified. 
· All SC members must commit to the work of the committee. The tasks should be divided as evenly as possible .
Secretarial support is vital here as SC members generally have other jobs – IFCOI is a part of their job only. 

I think that SC members must ALL commit to helping with this process. The tasks should be divided. This is a recommendation of the NI Manual see new bullet point above.
4 Grievance and dispute resolution procedures
When a dispute is made it indicates that a stakeholder is having difficulties with an aspect of the process. It is vital that friendly, clear, transparent and workable procedures are developed to help resolve the issues raised by the stakeholder. To facilitate this and to reduce frustrations such procedures should include:
Given mandatory timeframes for a substantive reply, e.g. one month and one month for a right of reply. FSC has set out timeframes within its own grievance procedures, which should be adopted
If more time is needed the reason why must be stated and agreement sought. 
Fine, I would seek advice from FSC on this

FSC themselves already have a procedure set out with timeframes, I’d suggest we adopt something similar. I would propose” Included above
· A constructive, friendly manner at all times in trying to resolve the dispute;

· A record of all correspondence and minutes of meeting(s) are to be kept and made available to the aggrieved party on request.

I’m not sure why this has been included as this happens already.  It just serves to give the impression that its not done. Keeping records of correspondence is standard, and a given, spelling it out gives the wrong impression.  

It is not to give the impression it is not done. This document is trying to outline procedures that we all sign up to and work from.  Therefore even where a thing is being done already it is important to write it down. This gives clarity to the procedures and process
· Keeping the stakeholder informed of the progress of the grievance process.
· Allowing correspondence to be conducted in the medium chosen by the stakeholder. 

What is intended by this, as grievances are already made by email. Are there other media beyond email and post? (no-one has to date submitted a grievance by phone, which is why I ask)

I would also propose:  “Grievances are intended to be a means of redress for those stakeholders who do not have direct representation.  Grievances from members which are based on decisions of the Steering Committee in the instance where the member is directly represented, and agreed at the time of the decision, are in appropriate and should not initiate the grievance procedure”. 

I do not think this fits in with FSC grievance procedures and could be open to misinterpretation. 
5 Standard Development Procedures

This has been divided into two sections general management and finances, and procedures for standard development.  This is because without an adequate management plan it is unlikely that any meaningful progress will be made in the development of an acceptable standard.

5.1 General management & finances

There are serious concerns over financial and general management.  Continuously providing  funding and holding meetings without any concomitant progress is pointless. To facilitate standard development a proper and professional management plan must be developed and implemented. 

I’m a bit puzzled by this. The accounts are audited, the funders receive reports, so what is meant by “serious concerns over financial….management”. I ask, because making such statements are not frivolous and should not be made without being backed up. What was intended by this? I would propose that the first sentence be deleted. Have done this see above I agree with this comment entirely as no financial mismanagement has occurred. Its already been deleted!!!!!
In the light of the history of this process in Ireland, the use of independent facilitators (probably more that one) leading the whole process from the outset is essential.  The facilitators will need to be independent of IFCI, and with an agreed budget and work plan at the outset.
Depends on our resources but I agree that facilitation is required.

Management Plan

This plan must include a full description of achievable, measurable objectives that can be validated in terms of specific achievable targets, be that production of a document fulfilling certain requirements, completion of a given task at a given date, etc. 

Risks

It will also need to define very clearly all the risks involved such as imbalance in influence within chambers, lack of participation by certain sectors and sub-sectors, failure to accept past problems for what they are and find a new way to go forward, the ever-present personality issue, funding difficulties, communications failures, lack of trust etc and, crucially, will need to define mitigating measures for EACH of these key risks and have an independent monitoring system to keep tabs on the risks, etc.   Adequate funding is an essential element of the process.  

It should be noted that in 2006 Coillte Teoranta made a retained profit of €22, 464,000.  FSC Certification is an integral element of Coillte’s timber sales. 

Coillte do indeed require certification. However if you look at their accounts you will note that the forestry side of operations just about breaks even. They could argue that certification does not give them a marketing advantage even though they need it to trade on an equal footing with their competitors. Yes but if they couldn’t sell it what then?
I would add 

“unrealistic expectations, not recognising limitations of resources, particularly if funding is not received which would allow the implementation of the full set of procedures”. We can’t go on without the procedures and they are meaningless if they are not implemented so I don’t see how this would work.
inter alia. There is also a considerable risk in raising expectations around what can be achieved, and not having the funding to do it, which bedevilled the process  in the past.  These are real risks and should be acknowledged and noted.  Well FSC would probably say that the SC members/Directors should take on a commitment to giving enough time to the process. IF SC members do not have the time then perhaps they should not really be SC members. If no-one in Ireland has the time then I guess there should not be a process in Ireland
As far as I know the FSC process in other countries was progressed by people who did so as part of their jobs. Why can’t we? 
I don’t understand what you are trying to say here?? The reason given for lack of progress here is because people don’t have time.
Resources 

The plan will also have to include a definition of the available resources in terms of work hours, available funding, communications systems, experience and so on, and take account of all these when developing a workable timeline for progress and allocation of workload. A complete rethink of the internal processes of IFCI will probably be necessary as outlined under points 1 to 4. and the plan will have to cover this. 

This is a bit vague, please elaborate.

Communication 

The plan will also have to deal with processes to either engage or at least facilitate communications and consultation on an ongoing basis with external groups currently not directly represented as outlined under point 4. 
What measures do you have in mind?

Timeframes
It will also need to include a detailed and summary timeline for the whole process with dates identified for each objective, resources attached to each task, responsibility for each deliverable properly defined, and take account of realistic slippage ranges based on resource availability and identified risks. A regularly updated gantt chart to describe the overall process and show ongoing achievement will probably be a useful tool, as will several workflow charts - certainly one for the process rebuild for IFCI and one for redevelopment of the standard, possibly more, and one master chart addressing the main deliverables and ensuring a clear picture of lines of accountability linked to the gantt chart.

  This was done in the funding proposal to the Forest Service earlier this year. Gannt chart would need updating but by who?
By Whoever is managing the project
Finances

On the basis of this Management Plan, funding for one year for a professional facilitator and a part time professional project manager/administration will be required.  If at the end of one year the process is fulfilling its objectives and meeting its timeframes further funding could be sought to complete the process.  This will require substantial funding and therefore be contingent on necessary funding being provided”. 
but would be money well spent and is essential.  Sources of funding include the forest service and forest industry sector both of which are more likely to support a process with a comprehensive management plan with a strict timeframe for completion. 
Agreed, but entirely contingent on funding being made available. So would propose: See above
Comment

If a management plan as outlined above can be designed, and accepted by IFCI as a whole, there will be an infrastructure within which the likes of Multi Criteria Analysis (outlined below) can operate properly. Without an adequate management plan IFCI will be wasting their time and resources. 
I agree (though MCA may not be necessary).

I’m not sure I could go along with statement about IFCI wasting their time without MCA, it seems a bit excessive. I’ve seen difficult groups manage without any structure of this kind, where the will was there to work and to  compromise.  So I would propose deleting the last sentence. The final sentence refers to the management plan not specifically to the MCA . However I think an MCDA would analyse the few highly contentious issues in the standard in a totally objective way and is essential. The SC would focus on the MCA instead of differences between each other. It would be a learning tool for ALL of us
5.2 Standard development

It is essential that all SC members ensure they are up to date with FSC requirements.

Documentation for circulation

The following documents are to be circulated to the SC 

· All submissions and comments made to the third draft;

· The summary documents that are being prepared that separate the submissions according to Principles and Criteria.
· The FSC Structure And Content Of Forest Stewardship Standards FSC-STD-20-002 (Version 2-1) EN
· FSC National Initiatives Manual 
· FSC Accredited standards from other countries (in particular the German, Finnish and Swedish standard).

A draft standard/template based on a current FSC accredited standard which meets FSC structures and contents requirements must be agreed upon.  [It should be noted at this point that the German standard is the preferred option of the excluded stakeholders and would be the most acceptable base point document].
Any objection to the UK standard format? 
I am stating what the preferred option would be for the excluded NGOs ( Mr de Bonafos suggested this to FIE)
Submission assessment and standard development:

The submissions received are assessed and incorporated into the relevant section of the agreed draft. The assessment should be undertaken by all members of the Steering Committee (SC) and not through a separate Technical Working Group.  
I think this could perhaps be unwieldy, would need consideration. So I would suggest this be discussed. When and by whom 
The following procedures are proposed for submission assessment and standard development:

Initial submission assessment

· All meetings are properly convened with adequate agendas and notice

· The SC divides into four groups with each group comprising of three members i.e one member from each chamber.  
Do you mean three groups here? No it says four groups 
· Each group incorporates the submission into the appropriate section through discussion. Every attempt must be made to include submissions and reach a consensus decision within given timeframes.  

· To enable IFCI to meet potential deadlines while fulfilling its stakeholder obligations preliminary discussions should take place by e-mail. E-mail discussions are useful as they will highlight the issues of contention and enable group members to provide supporting documentation and to consult with their organisations.  A mechanism would be essential to identify when further email any type of discussion was not going to be fruitful, in order to ensure that it does not descend into a negative spiral where fundamental disagreements exist. 
As per my previous email. I think we need more than this, we also need an agreed mechanism for recognising when the attempt to agree by email is exhausted. So I would propose the above See above
Not sure if e-mail will work here save when informing stakeholders of the issues. We can at least try
· The results from each group are them discussed by the SC.  To allow for full participation phone conferencing should be used to enable participation by all key people.  If the SC cannot agree the groups can be paired off and the process repeated within the larger groups. Where agreement cannot be reached within a given timeframe to further inform the process the submissions in question should go through a Multi-criteria analysis (MCA)  or similar process with independent expertise.    
As per my e-mail last week on the agenda I think the Ifacilitator should address the outrstanding issues by having (desktop) research carried out which can be used to inform the SC and suggest a solution on this basis. I have no idea what you mean.?? Surely the solution is to put proper agreed procedures/plans/timeframes in place and then focus on the issues.
Use of multi-criteria analysis (see appendix one for further information)

· MCA involves weighting of relative values which will inevitably be coloured by the agenda of each individual, and the ultimate decision will, unless the outcome is clear-cut, still come down to a vote. The danger is that it will provide the semblance of objectivity and little more. The only way to overcome this is via independent facilitators (probably more than one) leading the whole process from the outset. The facilitators will need to be strong-willed and independent of IFCI , have a clear understanding of FSC, some knowledge of the internal IFCI politics and a decent background in facilitation and/or conflict resolution. 

As per my previous email, I think independence is the key characteristic, knowledge of FSC may not be necessary, and I think in fact to have knowledge of FSC and IFCI internal politics will mean that they are not independent, given how small Ireland is.  Any facilitator would have to familiarise themselves with the process in order to assess its limitations and expectations. (also I’m not clear why more than one is needed).  Someone from outside Ireland familiar with FSC might work, anyone within Ireland who knows about FSC is probably not independent of IFCI.  So I would propose (proposal accepted)
· “The facilitator(s) should be independent of IFCI, and have a background in facilitation and preferably also conflict resolution”. 

Record keeping & consultation

· Proper records will be kept of all decisions made and the rational behind them. This information will be made available on an ongoing basis on the website to all stakeholders along with an opportunity for comment and input.  The person responsible for communications as specified in 3 above will have a particular role here.

Final Decision Procedures
· The final decision on the content of the draft standard  will be made preferably through consensus by the Steering Committee.  Where a consensus decision cannot be made within a given timeframe decisions are taken using IFCI’s voting procedures.  E-mail and proxy voting must be allowed.
Fine
For meetings of members the Memos and Arts will need to be amended, as they contain contradictions.  In theory the Memos and Arts already allow for email and postal voting (for some items), but on examination this year it was clearly stymied by these contradictions. 
For the Steering Committee meetings I would suggest proxy voting rather than email voting. Email voting could preclude consensus, the preferred option, as the vote is made in advance of a meeting and can’t be changed. It might often be the case that on discussion, there might be a compromise reached which everyone can live with, and which is then a consensus decision. With a proxy vote, the proxy person could then make  a judgement as to how they should vote on behalf of their proxy vote, which may still allow consensus (in the sense of that set out in the FSC National Initiative manual 

“FSC recommends that all National Initiatives take decisions through consensus. A

consensus decision may be reached when no party involved has registered a

persistent or serious objection, i.e. all parties are willing to live with the decision.”

I would be concerned that email just gives up on consensus “I send in my vote, and that’s that”. I don’t agree it just gives people a voice even if they cannot attend a meeting. We have to be positive about this process if it is going to work and this over defensive approach will not help develop open procedures
Interesting debate here which perhaps FSC might advise. But you said fine above !!
· The agreed standards document then goes to FSC for initial approval to ensure it meets the structure and content requirements.

· This draft standards document is used when considering and including the recent submissions; 
· The revised draft then goes to consultation and any further submissions made are incorporated where ever possible.  
· The draft standard is then approved by the SC and once agreed is submitted to FSC for accreditation and field testing.
A bit vague, do you mean it goes to public consultation and submissions are made again? If so this is overkill! The standard will require field testing to ensure it is applicable. I hope I have clarified this above
Appendix 1
Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA)

There are a range of MCA techniques but the following outline explains the basic approach. 

· Description. MCA describes any structured approach used to determine overall preferences among alternative options, where the options accomplish several objectives. In MCA, desirable objectives are specified and corresponding attributes or indicators are identified. The actual measurement of indicators need not be in monetary terms, but are often based on the quantitative analysis (through scoring, ranking and weighting) of a wide range of qualitative impact categories and criteria. Different environmental and social indicators may be developed side by side with economic costs and benefits. Explicit recognition is given to the fact that a variety of both monetary and nonmonetary objectives may influence policy decisions. MCA provides techniques for comparing and ranking different outcomes, even though a variety of indictors are used. 

· Appropriate Use.   Multicriteria analysis or multiobjective decision making is a type of decision analysis tool that is particularly applicable to cases where a single-criterion approach (such as cost-benefit analysis) falls short, especially where significant environmental and social impacts cannot be assigned monetary values. MCA allows decision makers to include a full range of social, environmental, technical, economic, and financial criteria.

· Scope. All regions, all sectors.

· Key Output. A single most preferred option, ranked options, short list of options for further appraisal, or characterization of acceptable or unacceptable possibilities.

· Ease of Use. Depends on the particular MCA tool employed. All rely on the exercise of some expert judgment.

· Training Required. Choice and application of appropriate MCA technique require some expertise, but can be acquired fairly easily.

· Computer Requirements. Personal computer.

· Cost. Depends on particular MCA tool applied, but in general is inexpensive.

Benefits of using MCA include:

· The MCA approach is easily applied to forestry standard development situations.

· Recent research shows that a group representing a wide range of views can produce judgements that are better than those achieved by individuals working separately. 

· By working together participants often discover interconnections between areas of separate expertise.  

· Each person sees the larger picture and this larger view can affect individual contributions as their own area is put into perspective.  

Facilitation

· Facilitated workshops are a recommended approach.   

· The facilitator must be impartial ensure that all participants are heard , protects minority points of view, attempts to understand what is going on in the group rather than to appraise or refute, attends to relationships between participants, is sensitive to the effects of group processes and intervenes to forward the work of the group . 

· To use this method it will be vital for IFCI to find a facilitator with skills in MCA who will lead the process. 

Further Reading:

Multicriteria Analysis (MCA)
http://unfccc.int/files/adaptation/methodologies_for/vulnerability_and_adaptation/application/pdf/multicriteria_analysis__mca_pdf.pdf
Potentials and limitations of multi-criteria analysis methods in assessing sustainable forest management  B. Wolfslehner 
Department of Forest and Soil Sciences, Institute of Silviculture, University of Natural Resources and Applied Life Sciences, Peter-Jordanstr. 82, A-1190 Vienna, Austria.  e-mail: bernhard.wolfslehner@boku.ac.at
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr688/papers/IM&IT/session4/wolfslehner.pdf
[image: image1][image: image2.png]


[image: image3][image: image4][image: image5][image: image6][image: image7][image: image8][image: image9]
PAGE  
3

