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FOREWORD

The Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions for Use by Various
Stakeholders was held in Rome from 17 to 19 January 2005 and attended by 56 external experts and
14 FAO staff members. It was a follow-up to two previous Expert Meetings held in 2002. It also
responded to the UNFF resolution of May 2004, which aptly expressed the objectives of the
meeting:

“..invites the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, other
partnership members and countries to enhance efforts to harmonize forest-related
definitions in order to facilitate national progress towards sustainable forest
management, clarify reporting requests, minimize inconsistencies in information
provided and reduce reporting burdens, and urges Member States to support that work,
including by convening expert consultations.”

Harmonization identifies not only differences, incompatibilities and inconsistencies, but also
common elements between existing definitions of related terms. It recognizes and respects the
different objectives underlying the varying uses of a given term, and establishes linkages, as well as
qualitative and quantitative relationships.

The key terms discussed at the meeting were natural forest, planted forest, forest plantation, trees
outside forests, as well as managed and unmanaged forest. Going further than just harmonizing
definitions, general agreement was also reached on the working definitions of some terms, such as
natural forest, forest plantation and managed forest. Due to the complex nature of the underlying
issues, and the differing objectives of the international processes that are underway, further
discussion and continued efforts will be necessary. In addition to discussing the core terms as
above, work on multilingual aspects was started at the meeting and is expected to continue.

I take this opportunity to express my appreciation to CIFOR, IPCC, ITTO, IUFRO and UNEP for
their partnership and solid support in organizing the meeting. The harmonization process falls under
the umbrella of the Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF) and I was delighted to welcome
participants from other CPF members, such as UNFCCC, CBD and UNFF. I also wish to thank all
the participants very much for their enthusiastic engagement in the discussions. The meeting itself
can be seen as a process; it provided us all with a better understanding of the issues involved. Let us
build up on this and on the previous two meetings in order to further the process on harmonizing
forest-related terms for the benefit of forestry and forests worldwide.

(o

Wulf Killmann
Chairperson, Interdepartmental Working Group on Climate Change
Director, Forest Products and Economics Division
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INTRODUCTION

Background

The Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions for Use by Various Stakeholders
was organized by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQO) in collaboration
with the Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC), the International Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO), the International
Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) at
FAO Headquarters in Rome, from 17 to 19 January 2005. The meeting was a follow-up to the Second
Meeting, organized by the same bodies in Rome from 11 to 13 September 2002.

The meeting was organized as a response to the resolution made by the United Nations Forum on
Forests (UNFF) at its Fourth Session in May 2004, which stated:

“Invites the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, other
partnership members and countries to enhance efforts to harmonize forest-
related definitions in order to facilitate national progress towards sustainable
forest management, clarify reporting requests, minimize inconsistencies in
information provided and reduce reporting burdens, and urges member States
to support that work, including by convening expert consultations”

Objective

The overall objective of the meeting was to contribute to improved communication and information on
forest-related issues. Specifically, the objectives of the meeting were (i) to take stock of developments
in forest-related reporting processes since the Second Expert Meeting, and (ii) to contribute to
harmonization of definitions related to biophysical constitutions of forest resources and human
interventions to manage forests for various purposes. The key terms discussed in the Meeting were:
natural forests, planted forests, forest plantations, trees outside forests as well as managed
forests and human interventions in forests which may take into consideration definitions of
rotected areas and various designated functions of forests.

It was recognized that harmonization is a process which identifies differences, incompatibilities,
and inconsistencies, but also common elements between existing definitions of related terms.
Harmonization recognizes and respects the different objectives underlying the varying uses of a
given term, and establishes linkages as well as qualitative and quantitative relationships.

Documentation

The background document “Definitions Related to Classification of Forests and their Management
Status” was prepared and shared with the participants before the meeting. A number of technical
documents were distributed to the participants during the meeting which are included in Annex VI

Participants and Agenda

The participants (Annex [) included a total of 70 experts, resource persons and observers. The experts
were selected on the basis of their specialized knowledge and familiarity with the ongoing work on
forest-related definitions in various international forums, including UNFCCC, CBD, ITTO, UNCCD
and UNFF. Participants served in their personal capacity and not as representatives of their
governments or organizations. In addition, resource people from each of the co-sponsoring and
collaborating agencies attended the meeting.

The Meeting agenda is shown as Annex II.
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Opening

On behalf of Mr M. Hosny El-Lakany, Assistant Director-General of the FAO Forestry Department,
Mr Wulf Killmann, Director of the Forest Products and Economics Division, opened the meeting. Mr
Peter Mayer of IUFRO, Ms Thelma Krug of IPCC; Mr Markku Kanninen of CIFOR, Mr Alastair
Sarre of ITTO and Mr Jinhua Zhang of UNEP made statements on behalf of the partner Organizations
on the relevance of the Meeting’s work to their organizations and action taken to implement the
recommendations of the Second Meeting as shown in Annex III.

Organization of Work

The meeting was chaired by Mr Wulf Killmann and moderated by Mr Markku Simula. Most of the
meeting was conducted in the form of group sessions.

Initially, four groups focused their work on ways and means to harmonize the core terms and
definitions related to forest origin and composition of forests, and managed and unmanaged forests.
The first two groups, which dealt with issues related to forest origin and composition were chaired by
Mr Ewald Rametsteiner and Mr Thang Hooi Chiew while Mr Brian Haddon and Ms Saskia Ozinga
acted as rapporteurs. The two groups working on the definitions related to managed and unmanaged
forests were chaired by Mr Ralph Ridder/Mr Alastair Sarre and Mr Aquiles Neuenschwander, and Mr
Peter Csoka acted as rapporteur. These four groups were merged into two during the third day to
achieve coherence and consistency of outputs.

During the third day, five smaller working groups were established to analyze problems related to the
multilingual aspects of forest-related definitions (French, Spanish, Arabic, Russian and Chinese). The
groups were chaired by Mr Claude Vidal, Mr Carlos Bahamondez, Mr Talat Abdel-Hamid Omran, Mr
Anatoly Shvidenko and Mr Jinhua Zhang, respectively. A sixth group, chaired by Mr Majid
Seyfollahian, worked on the term “Trees outside Forests” (ToF).

After the opening statements, Mr Peter Holmgren, FAO Forest Resources Division, gave a
presentation on the progress in terms and definitions among the Forest Resources Assessment (FRA)
stakeholders since the previous meeting, including multilingual aspects. The moderator then
summarized the main achievements of the previous Expert Meetings and presented the highlights of
the background paper. The work was broken down into groups and two plenary sessions were held
during the second day to take stock of progress and to create interaction between groups. Group work
involved elaboration of a comparative analytical framework for the core terms and preparation of
proposed options for harmonization including action to be taken by stakeholders. In the afternoon of
the second day, Ms Renate Priiller, IUFRO, gave a brief overview presentation on multilingual
aspects. It served as a starting point for the subsequent group discussions in the morning sessions of
the third day. The results of the working groups were presented and discussed in two plenary sessions
on the third day.

After the meeting, a draft report was distributed to the participants, whose comments were taken into
account in the preparation of this final report.

The presentations made in the workshop are reproduced in Annex IV and the reports of Group Work
in Annex V.

Closing

In his closing remarks the Chairman recalled the mandate of the Meeting which had been given by the
UNFF. While the harmonization process on forest-related definitions is targeted at facilitating
reporting by countries to various international processes, it is also aimed at facilitating better
understanding of forestry issues by all stakeholder groups. The CPF and their governing bodies will be
informed of the results and they will decide on the follow-up of the harmonization process.
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STOCK-TAKING OF ACHIEVEMENTS

Many of the recommendations of the Second Expert Meeting have been implemented by the involved
parties. The Task Force on Inventory of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) has recently completed the Good
Practice Guidance for Land-Use, Land-Use Change in Forestry (LULUCF) and a report on approaches
to address forest degradation and devegetation of other vegetation types, which were adopted by IPCC
in 2003. The Task Force is presently conducting a review of the IPCC Guidelines for GHG
Inventories, which cover sources and removals by sinks and changes in carbon stocks associated with
forestry and other land uses. The UNFCCC process is starting to discuss its post-2012 arrangements
where several current definitions are likely to be reviewed. In this context, one task will be to consider
biome-based definitions related to forests which were discussed in the First Expert Meeting. The
results of the international harmonization work are duly considered in these processes.

Both FAO’s Forest Resource Assessment (FRA) and ITTO reported that they have already
implemented most of the relevant recommendations regarding their own definitions. The FRA 2005,
due to be completed by the end of the year, serves policy decisions which ultimately concern all forest
benefits and beneficiaries. Reliable information on trends is therefore vital. Efforts have been made to
improve harmonization with the IPCC Good Practice Guidance, the UN Millennium Development
Goal Indicators, the FAO/UNECE/Eurostat/ITTO Joint Questionnaire, the IUCN Protected Areas
Categories and Redbook, the nine regional C&I processes, the work of ILO and the UN Statistics
Division, and the CPF initiative to streamline reporting. Multilingual aspects are necessary for
implementation of FRA as the focus is on collecting and using data at country level. Data availability
and documentation have proved to be more critical than global definitions and consistency over time
more important than consistency among countries.

ITTO has recently revised its Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Management of Natural Tropical
Forests and is in the process of revising its Guidelines on the Conservation of Biological Diversity in
Tropical Production Forests. Harmonization of definitions is also related to ITTO’s on-going work on
reporting on the status of tropical forest management.

IUFRO has continued its work on multilingual forest terminology (SilvaVoc project) including and a
web-based glossary on forest-related carbon terminology available from the SilvaVoc website.

It was noted that the CPF has presently three closely linked initiatives: harmonization of forest-related
definitions, streamlining reporting and global forest information service.

CONCLUSIONS

Objectives of Harmonization

The meeting reiterated the need for harmonization for various purposes. The overall goal is to improve
communication and understanding of forests among stakeholders and to foster unambiguous use of
definitions in various international processes. Improved definitions will help countries in rationalizing
their reporting efforts. The purpose of the harmonization process is therefore to identify opportunities
and provide options for better consistency and compatibility of international and country level
definitions. In spite of the positive developments mentioned above, inconsistencies and
incompatibilities continue to prevail, which unnecessarily increases the reporting burden of countries.

There is a particular need to improve communication on the role and potential of forests to contribute
to poverty alleviation and sustainable development, and the clarity and consistency of terms and
definitions is important in these efforts. There is also a need to obtain comprehensive information on
the environmental services of forests.
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Forests and related issues are viewed and perceived differently by various stakeholders who have
different objectives. The terms and definitions used are targeted at these purposes. Therefore, the same
terms and definitions will in some cases continue to be used for different purposes. The harmonization
process can make these differences transparent, thereby improving understanding and facilitating
reporting and other uses of definitions while respecting the legitimacy of the objectives of various
stakeholders.

Harmonization is not standardization, i.e. the purpose is not necessarily to achieve common definitions
but to improve consistency, compatibility and comparability. In improving the definitions, their
rationale should be made clear. It is necessary to understand the context and objectives in order to
avoid misinterpretation of forest-related definitions, as many of them are context specific.

Definitions, which are outcomes of international policy processes, are difficult to change and their
modification can take time. Definitions that are scientific and technical by nature are easier to
improve. The scope and approaches needed for improving these different types of definitions are
likely to be different.

Forest-related Definitions of the Climate Change Negotiations

Under the UNFCCC, there are two levels of reporting: national reporting on greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions under the Convention proper, and on activities defined by the Kyoto Protocol (KP).
Common to both levels is that all the changes in carbon stocks to be reported have to be anthropogenic
by nature. In the national GHG reporting, the UNFCCC encourages countries to use the same
definition of forest that they have applied in their reporting to FRA.

Under the Climate Change Regime, there are two reporting obligations: National Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Inventories and National Communications to be prepared under the UNFCCC proper, and
supplementary reporting of information on activities, definitions, methods and parameters under
articles 3.3, 3.4, 6 and 12 of the Kyoto Protocol (KP). In both reporting procedures, carbon stocks to
be reported should be predominantly human-induced.

% <c

For national GHG Inventories, the Convention does not define “forest”, “managed forest”, or “forest
management”. However, the 2003 IPCC Good Practice Guidance (GPG) cites recommendations of the
Second Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions (FAO 2003) and states that “a
managed forest is a forest subject to forest management. Forest management is the process of planning
and implementing practices for stewardship and use of forests aimed at fulfilling relevant ecological,
economic and social functions of the forest.”(IPCC 2003:3.13). If any activity or change in carbon
stocks occurs on “managed” land, including forest, it has to be reported. “Unmanaged “forests (e.g.
some primary forests) are left out of the reporting system. For the purpose of reporting under the
Convention, countries will therefore have to split their forest lands into “managed” and “unmanaged”.

Under the KP, article 3.3 obliges Parties to report on and account for carbon stock changes due to
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation, terms defined in the Marakech Accords. These accords
also provide definitions for “forest management”, “cropland management”, ‘“grazing land
management” and “revegetation”, should a country choose to account for these eligible activities
under article 3.4.

In our context, countries that elect “forest management” have to report which lands are subject to
“forest management”. These areas are not necessarily identical to the country’s “managed forests”, as
reported under the UNFCCC. Lands subject to “forest management” could conceivably be larger than,
identical, or only a subset of “managed forests”, as reported under the UNFCCC. However, the 2003
IPCC GPG considers it good practice to define the national criteria for the identification of land
subject to “forest management” so that there is broad agreement between the area of “managed forest”
as reported under the UNFCCC and the area of forest subject to “forest management”.
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Under the KP, all changes in the carbon stock on lands subject to forest management have to be
reported, even if they are not strictly “human- induced” (wildfire, windthrow, etc.). However, if those
changes occur on “unmanaged” land, or on areas not subject to “forest management”, no reporting is
required under the applicable agreement.

The definitions of the UNFCCC and KP are highly context specific, and have been devised to serve
their respective objectives, i.e., to avoid anthropogenic interference with the climate system, or to
relate to a set of provisions and mechanisms to the implementation of the Convention.

Biophysical Characteristics of Forests

There are several criteria governing how biophysical characteristics can be used to classify forests.
These include the degree of naturalness, which encompasses a whole range of dimensions such as
method of stand establishment, origin of tree species, the structure of the forest, and various ecosystem
functions and the characteristics that maintain those functions. Practices and intensity of forest
management have an influence on these characteristics and therefore the respective definitions are
closely interrelated.

The comparison of the definitions of various international processes revealed important similarities: (i)
all apply a continuum in a three or four class structure, (ii) all have a category separating
“primary/undisturbed” from the rest of “natural” forest, and (iii) all include plantations (except
UNFCCC and ITTO). On the other hand, they differ in emphasis on human intervention rather than
origin of tree species. In addition, UNFCCC has an entirely different classification, due to the specific
objectives of the definitions of the Convention.

Various dimensions can be applied to describe forest characteristics and a hierarchy between them
may be developed. In addition, management objective (intensity) is often associated with various
forest characteristics but it was considered a lower level concept than, for example, those related to
naturalness.

The definitions refer to stand level, which was considered appropriate. The origin of species is
classified into native and non-native or exotic. “Native” was deemed more appropriate a term than its
synonym “indigenous” which is usually associated with the concept of indigenous people.

Information on the various characteristics of forest is used by FRA to assess how much forest is in
primary state and what kind of wood supply can be expected from the world’s forests. For this
purpose, forests have been classified into five groups which have not, however, been tied with the
concepts of secondary and planted forests due to difficulties in reporting on these categories. As an
example, modified_natural forest is an important group for tropical countries, to differentiate it from

primary forest.

Flexibility is necessary for interpretation of the reported data, as classification practices between
countries tend to differ. However, other users of information than FRA can have different priorities,
making full harmonization impractical. There may, therefore, be no need for a strict hierarchy between
classification criteria, such as establishment method, origin of tree species, primary/other state of the
forest, etc.

Natural and Planted Forests

The meeting agreed upon the following working definition (by which to guide further harmonization
work of stakeholders) of natural forest:

e Natural forest: forest stands composed predominantly of native tree species established
naturally. This can include assisted natural regemeration, excluding stands that are visibly
offspring/descendants of planted trees.
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In regional and national contexts, different terms are often used for possible subcategories of natural
forests such as modified natural forest and semi-natural forest. These concepts may involve different
intensities of management. Further work would be needed to define what “predominantly” means in
varying forest situations.

The meeting used the following interim working definition of planted forest:

o Planted forest: Forest stand in which trees have predominantly been established by planting,
deliberate seeding or coppicing, where the coppicing is of previously planted trees.

Explanatory note: includes all stands established by planting or seeding of both native and non-
native species.

Planted forest can be divided into forest plantation and other planted forest. There was agreement on a
working definition for forest plantation, which is

e  Forest Plantation: Forest stand in which trees have been established by planting or/and
deliberate seeding or coppicing (where the coppicing is of previously planted trees) with either
native species or non-native species that meet all the following criteria:

- oneor two or a few species;
- even-aged,
- regular spacing.

The term plantation forest, which in essence denotes the same as forest plantation, should preferably
be replaced by the term forest plantation.

It was recognized that some forest stands can show features of both natural forest and planted forest,
or do not match any of these two categories, e.g. self-sown forests of invasive tree species. In the same
vein, it was discussed whether planted forest should be a main category, with forest plantation being a
sub-category, juxtaposed against natural forest. A possibility and appropriateness of creating a third
category between natural forest and planted forest was touched upon but time was not sufficient to
discuss this issue fully. Further work would be needed to harmonize the intermediate class(es)
between natural forest and planted forest based on forest biophysical characteristics.

Forest Management and Managed Forests

Forest management is a broadly used term in different contexts, which influences how it is defined.
Forest management is part of human interventions in the forest, and this has implications for
definitions by some international processes. It was noted that human intervention and forest use are
often difficult to separate but they are different concepts.

Forest management has several dimensions, which have implications for harmonization. These include
degree of human intervention and levels of intervention and impacts. Human interventions vary from
taking an intentional decision on the objectives or designation of a forest for a particular use (which
may not necessarily include any action on the ground) to forests which are managed with high
intensity. Many protected or inaccessible areas typically fall into the first category while planted
forests with exotic species are often highly intensively managed. Different objectives and intensities of
forest management tend to be reflected in changes in forest dynamics, composition and structure.

The meeting agreed on the following working definition for forest management :

o Forest Management is the formal or informal process of planning and implementing practices
aimed at fulfilling relevant environmental, economic, social and/or cultural functions of the
forest and meeting defined objectives
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Explanatory note: Further detailed definitions, such as those in terms of time-frame, intensity,
impacts, management level and resource requirements can be applied, depending on the
purposes, such as reporting, forest resources assessment, policy formulation or resource
allocation.

Forest management practices are a subset of those human interactions with, or interventions in,
forest that can impact on forest functions, structure or services.

Further work would be needed on the definition to clarify what informal process means in practice.
This is important for community and small-scale forest owners who do not often have formal planning
and implementation procedures. These ownership groups are significant, including in the tropics, and
their importance is increasing.

Practices of forest management cover information and data gathering and planning, and a whole range
of interventions on the ground, including stand establishment (by different methods) silvicultural,
conservation and protection measures, and those related to multiple uses of forests.

The meeting discussed a tentative inexhaustive list of forest management practices which can be used
as a reference for further work. In this connection, it was noted that the forestry community has
traditionally used the terms afforestation and reforestation in a broader way than how they are defined
by Article 3.3 of the Kyoto Protocol. This inconsistency appears difficult to reconcile without
changing terms and it remains a potential cause of confusion among users. The definitions of
afforestation and reforestation were analyzed in the First and Second Expert Meetings on Harmonizing
Forest-related Definitions, which also discussed ‘“natural expansion of forest” and “forest
improvement”.

Another issue is that, compared to the broad use of the term “forest management” by the forestry
community, the UNFCCC definition only refers to forest lands defined by countries as “managed”

(seep.5).

Common thresholds for individual practices are difficult or impossible to identify due to the
heterogeneity of forests. It was also recognized that “doing nothing” on the ground can be considered
a forest management practice if it was conceived through a process as defined above.

In applying the working definition of forest management, due consideration should be given to the
level of management, which can be (i) normative (ii) strategic, (iii) tactical or (iv) operational. Typical
interventions, geographic scope, actors and impacts on forests can be different on different levels.
These factors, in addition to management intensity and time horizon, affect interpretation of the
working definition agreed by the Meeting in different contexts.

The meeting agreed on the following working definition of managed forest:

e Managed forest is a forest subject to forest management

The above working definitions of forest management and managed forest are closely interrelated and
should be used in conjunction with each other to avoid misunderstanding.

The meeting agreed that the definition of unmanaged forest can consequently be forest which is not
subject to forest management. Nonetheless, since unmanaged forest covers a wide range of situations,
there may be a need to explore later a definition commonly applicable to them.

As regards designation of forest functions (production, protection, etc.), the definitions of FRA 2005
were acknowledged as adequate. It is important to recognize the various levels of forest management
within which designated functions are defined. Designation itself is not necessarily part of
management.
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Quality and impacts of forest management are important aspects, as information on the outcomes in
the forest is increasingly needed for policy making and other purposes. Quality is closely linked with
the objectives of forest management (e.g., sustainability). Further work would be needed to elaborate
appropriate definitions, which could be elaborated within the framework of C&I.

Established ownership does not mean that a forest is managed although tenure is closely linked to
management objectives.

Trees outside Forests

Trees outside Forests (ToF) is a relatively new concept applied in FRA. It is used to assess tree-based
resources outside forest and other woodland (i.e., on “other land”). FRA provides a good basic
definition for ToF: “Trees on land not defined as forest and other wooded land”. These lands include
built-on areas, agricultural land, and barren lands. TOF includes isolated and grouped trees; they can
be found in rural and urban areas. ToF involves a range of concepts such as tree systems, trees and
shrubs, and forest and fruit trees. These resources are managed under a diversity of systems.

Problems related to the ToF definition are linked to how forest, forest land and other wooded land are
defined. Problem areas include forest fallows, shelterbelts, fruit trees, and structures of various tree
systems (isolated trees, linear tree lines, etc.). At a national level, sectoral responsibilities for the
management for ToF resources are often unclear and improved intersectoral coordination is needed.
ToF should also be better addressed in policy-making, building technical capacity in assessment and
management, training and information exchange.

With regard to harmonization, the definitions of UNFCCC and other processes have not always duly
considered this category of tree systems. In addition, the CBD refers to “agroforest” only. Further
harmonization efforts should involve representatives from the agriculture and other relevant sectors.

Multilingual Aspects of Forest Definitions

As data collection and reporting for international processes take place at country level, multilingual
aspects are important for correct use and interpretation of agreed definitions. There are a number of
problems, which could be addressed through collaborative actions at international and country levels.
Within the same language, there are regional/national differences in the use of some terms. There are
different interpretations of some concepts in various languages. There may not be any equivalent term
in the local language or the local term may only partly cover the internationally used term (or vice
versa). If definitions are used without a proper description of the context, their interpretation is
difficult. Other problems include quality of translations and shortage of reference documents in some
languages. Proliferation of terms is an additional challenge. The reports of the four Working Groups
are shown in Annex V.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The meeting made the following recommendations:

CPF

e CPF should continue to provide the framework for the process of harmonizing forest-related terms
and definitions.

UNFCCC/KP

e For the KP, consider adopting a different terminology to reduce confusion (e.g. forest subject to
forest management under the KP) for the second commitment period.

e For the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for the UNFCCC, consider including clearer descriptions of forest-
related definitions, taking into account the general definition for forest management as agreed to
by the meeting.

CBD

e Apply the current definition for “plantation forest” to “forest plantation” and use the latter term
only.

FAO

e In FRA, for the term “planted forest” include provision for deliberate seeding.
e Together with IUFRO, carry out follow-up work to improve multilingual harmonization of
definitions used at international, regional and national levels.

ITTO

e In the definition of “planted forest” consider removing reference to enrichment planting at this
level of definition as it is too prescriptive.

IUFRO

e Consider bringing its definition of “forest management” in line with the one proposed by the
meeting.

All Stakeholders

e Invite governing bodies to take note of outputs from relevant expert level meetings in their efforts
towards harmonization and synergies.

e Use the term “forest plantation” instead of “plantation forest” as they are synonyms.

e Facilitate the use and interpretation of international definitions in various languages through the
following actions.

> use English in this process as the reference basis for international definitions
» avoid creating new terms and using unnecessary synonyms
» use the existing terms whenever possible
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YV V VVVY

use the existing terms whenever possible

keep definitions simple and easily understandable

provide explanations

use “indigenous” as synonymous with “native” (reference to Spanish language working
group)

when interpreting definitions in local contexts (often involving reclassifying national data),
avoid bias in the reported information

involve national experts in validating translations and involve multidisciplinary teams in the
work.

The updated matrix of action recommendations by parties for core terms is given below.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS
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UNESCO
UNFCCC
UNFF
UNEP-WCMC
WWF

22

Convention on Biological Diversity

Center for International Forestry Research

Committee on Forestry (of the FAO)

European Environmental Agency

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
Forest Resources Assessment

Forest Stewardship Council

Intergovernmental Forum on Forests

International Institute for Environment and Development
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Intergovernmental Panel on Forests

International Tropical Timber Organization

World Conservation Union

International Union of Forest Research Organizations
Kyoto Protocol

Low Forest Cover Countries

Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry

Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe
Other Wooded Land

Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(of the UNFCCC)

Temperate and Boreal Forest Resources Assessment

Trees Outside Forests

United Nations Environment Programme

United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
United Nations Forum on Forests

World Conservation and Monitoring Centre

World Wide Fund for Nature



Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 17-19 January 2005

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

There is currently heightened awareness of the need to harmonize forest-related definitions.

Harmonization facilitates comparisons between existing definitions of related terms. It collects existing definitions,
establishes linkages, identifies common elements, differences, incompatibilities and inconsistencies, as well as qualitative
and, if possible, quantitative relationships. It may result in recommendations for modifications to one or several definitions
which make them more compatible, consistent or even congruent.

The goals of harmonization consist in fostering unambiguous use of definitions and promoting informed, deliberate choice of
definitions in any new context.

Harmonization of existing definitions occurs ex post. It must not be confused with standardization, which defines a term,
a priori, top down for all subsequent applications.

Several complementary processes are underway including efforts made by the Food and Agricultural
Organization (FAO), the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the Centre for International
Forestry Research (CIFOR), the International Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO) and the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). These processes have improved the understanding of different forest-
related definitions, but further harmonization is needed to facilitate comparability of data across processes and
across international instruments related to forests. The effort should enable minimization of inconsistencies in
information, and reduction of the reporting burden.

In 2002, FAO hosted two Expert Meetings on Harmonizing Forest- related Definitions for Use by Various
Stakeholders, which were jointly organized with IPCC, CIFOR, UNEP and IUFRO. Over 50 experts, some from
these organizations and others from countries, UNESCO, CBD, UNFCCC, the private sector and NGOs, came
together to discuss an analytical framework on forest-related definitions, develop options for harmonizing core
forest-related definitions, and discuss follow-up actions. When presenting the recommendations of the process to
UNFF, SBSTA UNFCCC, CBD and COFO, FAO and its partners were requested to continue the process of
harmonizing forest-related definitions. The recommended next steps included, inter alia, clarifying terms related
to naturalness of forests and planted forests (FAO 2002a).

The need for further work on definitions of planted forests was highlighted in discussions at the United Nations
Forum on Forests Intersessional Experts’ Meeting on the Role of Planted Forests in Sustainable Forest
Management, held in Wellington, New Zealand, from 25 to 27 March 2003. The meeting recognized that lack of
consistent definitions and reliable data has proven problematic in quantifying various natural forests and planted
forest resources in both developed and developing countries (UNFF 2003).

Incomplete, inconsistent and unreliable data on planted forests has proven to be a significant impediment to
analyzing status and trends for outlook studies, policy-making, planning and forecasting impacts on raw material
supplies and other social, environmental and economic values. The Experts’ Meeting encouraged FAO, IPCC,
CIFOR, CBD, IUFRO, UNEP and other relevant stakeholders to urgently build upon the harmonization of
forest-related definitions in particular encompassing planted forests (UNFF 2003).

Harmonization of forest-related definitions was included in the IFF/IPF proposals for action and their
recommendations have been followed up by the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF). The fourth UNFF
session held in Geneva in 2004 gave strong support to further efforts to harmonize forest-related definitions. The
members of the Collaborative Partnership of Forests were urged to contribute to the development of forest
related definitions and to take advantage of the achievements to-date (Box 1.1).
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Box 1.1 UNFF statement on harmonization of forest-related definitions

United Nations Forum on Forests in its fourth session in Geneva, 3-14 May 2004 made a special reference to the need to
continue harmonization of definitions when reviewing the progress in implementation of activities related to monitoring,
assessment and reporting, concepts, terminology and definitions.

The Report of the Secretary-General (UNFF 2004b) stated that the process to harmonize forest-related definitions of the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the Centre for
International Forestry Research, the International Union of Forest Research Organizations and the United Nations
Environment Programme, and work on definitions in the global Forest Resources Assessment process are complementary
and are gathering momentum. Collaborators and stakeholders, including intergovernmental organizations, country experts,
academics, scientists and international non-governmental organizations, are strongly supporting efforts to resolve
difficulties associated with forest-related definitions that have posed difficulties to foresters and planners for decades. Such
work would merit the endorsement of the United Nations Forum on Forests and could serve as a catalyst for Governments
to send consistent messages to different governing bodies on the use of definitions.

The Report proposed that the UNFF would

Urge the Member States and invite Collaborative Partnership on Forests members to support and strengthen the definitions
harmonization process under way under the Collaborative Partnership on Forests;

Urge governing bodies of Collaborative Partnership on Forests members to take note and take advantage of the work being
done on definitions, make wider use of existing definitions, to the extent possible, and to refrain from creating new
definitions unless they are justified and created in a manner that permits adjustments or conversions to be made with ease.

Source. UNFF (2004b)

To respond to these calls FAO, IPCC, IUFRO, CIFOR, ITTO and UNEP will organize a further expert meeting
for the harmonization of forest-related definitions related to natural and managed forests, planted forests and
trees outside of forests in January 2005. The discussions will incorporate the interests of stakeholders such as
forest managers, international bodies working in the fields of biodiversity, climate change and desertification, as
well as non-governmental organizations and the private sector. The work will be undertaken cognizant of, and
drawing on, the above-mentioned processes as well as related activities such as:

- the FAO/ITTO Expert Consultation on Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management,
organized in Cebu City, the Philippines, in March 2004

- Development of plantation typology by CIFOR/World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and World Conservation
Union (IUCN) (CIFOR 2002).

- establishment and maintenance of multilingual terminological database by IUFRO (Silva Term) (IUFRO
2004)

- Establishment and maintenance of multilingual environmental glossary by European Environmental
Agency (EEA 2004)

- FRA Global Meeting in November 2003; and
- the two earlier meetings on harmonizing forest-related definitions

The list above indicates that many organizations are in the process of developing forest-related definitions for
their own purposes. Each stakeholder has its own objectives and the definitions should serve designing and
implementing measures to achieve them and assessing progress made. With the approach of harmonization
instead of standardization, a balance can be struck between the identified needs and priorities of each stakeholder
and possibilities to rationalize data collection and reporting for different purposes with minimum costs.

1.2 Uses of Definitions

The development and refinement of forest-related definitions is a continuous process driven by various needs of
the participating stakeholders. These varying needs also partly explain why definitions differ (cf. Buchwald
2002). Some of the main purposes for which definitions are used include

- Monitoring of and reporting on forest status and trends;

- Assessing effectiveness of forest related policies and forest or conservation management;
- Providing a basis for allocation of resources;

- Providing a common ground for discussions in the international forest dialogue.

24



Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 17-19 January 2005

With respect to monitoring and reporting, definitions are needed to allow for consistency of data. Harmonized
definitions would enable comparison between countries. Consistency is particularly important when monitoring
changes over time. A typical example of a situation where consistent definitions are critically needed is the
discussion on the development of the area of natural forests and plantations.

Forest related policies are also vitally dependent on definitions. Policy-level decision-making and assessment
cannot be effective unless there is a clear agreement on the variables that policies attempt to influence on. Policy
focus and impact are crucially dependent on how these variables are defined. For instance, the policies related to
climate change aim to restrict their scope to human-induced changes in forest. Thus, the definition of human
intervention in forest becomes a key policy ingredient.

Similarly, definitions influence the allocation of resources for various forest-related activities. For instance,
maintaining naturalness of forest has in recent years become a hot policy issue and the need to allocate resources
for maintaining or restoring natural forest status would depend on what definitions of natural and semi-natural
forests are applied.

Most of the existing sets of definitions are used for several purposes but there is some difference in emphasis.
The FAO/FRA, ITTO and WCMC/CIFOR definitions are typically applied to monitoring and reporting. In
addition, the FAO/FRA definitions have also found use in international policy dialogue. The UNFCCC/IPCC
definitions are clearly focused on facilitating policy-making, i.e. guiding actions, related to climate change.
However, at the same time they constitute a basis for monitoring and decisions on resource allocation. For the
latter purpose, the definitions of the Kyoto Protocol are critical. The CBD definitions are applied both to policy-
making and monitoring. The definitions adopted by ITTO, MCPFE and Montreal Process are an integral part of
the tool of criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management developed by these processes. As such they
contribute both to monitoring and policy development.

Harmonization of definitions aims above all to improve communication and dialogue between processes.
Agreement on consistent and comparable definitions would greatly enhance the quality of international policy
development by reducing confusion and providing a common basis for dialogue. Another main purpose of
harmonized definitions is to reduce the reporting burden of individual countries. Substantial cost savings could
be achieved in data collection and reporting were the existing procedures integrated and streamlined to
rationalize data collection for several purposes at the same time.

2. OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH

2.1 Objectives

As a follow-up to the previous work on terms dealing with forest land and related change processes, this
discussion paper addresses definitions of the following terms with the purpose of providing a basis for their
harmonization:

(i) natural forests, planted forests, forest plantations, trees outside forests and related terms addressing the
biophysical constitution of forest resources;

(il) managed forests and related terms, addressing human intervention in forests, which may include or take
into consideration definitions of protected areas, management plans and designated functions of forests;

The discussion paper aims to harmonize the definitions listed above. Again: The aim is not to propose new
formulations, but to analyse, contrast and relate them and where possible, point out practical opportunities for
modifications that enhance consistency, comparability, and transformations.

2.2 Approach

The present discussion paper draws on the analytical framework developed for the second definition meeting (in
FAO 2002a) as well as the results achieved during the earlier phases of the international harmonization process.
The approach can be considered an extension and elaboration of the work made at the UNFF Intersessional
Experts’ Meeting on the Role of Planted Forests in Sustainable Forest Management held in New Zealand in
2003. The meeting concluded that the definitions [for the terms under discussion here] should be based upon
designated forest management objectives (purpose) and characteristics reflected by degree of naturalness
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(intensity of forest management) to describe and report on the continuum from natural forests, modified natural
forests, semi-natural forests and planted forests.

The approach in this study was designed taking into account the Meeting’s observation that it is not always
possible to distinguish a plantation forest from a natural forest, particularly in temperate and boreal regions,
when it is of mixed species, mixed age, or when it consists of endemic species grown in long rotation. The
distinction between plantation forests and natural forests is clearer in plantings of single species, uniform
planting densities, even age classes, and stands with short rotation periods and/or intensive management, as often
found in tropical and subtropical regions (UNFF 2003). While we know that we are dealing with a continuum of
different forest types, there remains the need to capture, characterize and define certain sections along this
continuum. Various existing definitions have achieved this differently.

Unless indicated otherwise the definitions were taken from the following documents:

- FRA 2005 Terms and Definitions (FAO 2004a)

- Report of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Forest Biological Diversity. (UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA
2004)

- IPCC Good Practice Guidance for LULUCF (IPCC 2003)

- ITTO guidelines for the restoration, management and rehabilitation of degraded and secondary tropical
forests (ITTO 2002). Parallel definitions provided in “Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Management
of Natural Tropical Forests Reporting Questionnaire for Indicators at the National Level” (ITTO 2001) and
“ITTO Guidelines for The Establishment and Sustainable Management of Planted Tropical Forests (ITTO
1993) are referred to.

- Relevant Definitions Used - MCPFE Advisory Group Recommendations for Improved Pan-European
Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management (MCPFE 2002)

- The Marrakesh Accords (UNFCCC 2001)

- WCMC-CIFOR terminology included in the Global Overview of Forest Conservation (Iremonger et al.
1997)

- The Montreal Process Glossary of Terms (Montreal Process 2000)

Complementary terms developed under these processes were referred to as necessary. It should be noted that the
MFPFE glossary is drawing heavily on the definitions applied in TBFRA 2000.

The related terms included in IUFRO’s Silva Term database (IUFRO 2004) and European Environmental
Agency’s multilingual environmental glossary (EEA 2004) were reviewed. However, their purpose is to offer a
quick reference to definitions developed by various entities, in addition to presenting comprehensive and
meaningful multilingual terminological information. In fact, many of the definitions included in these data sets
relate and cross-reference to the above-mentioned definition sets.

3. FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

There are various ways to harmonize different classifications. Two main approaches analyzed in this document
are (i) modification of the existing forest categories or classes in various definitions so that the transition points
between them coincide, and (ii) sub-division of relevant definitions to make their relationships explicit and
establish their compatibility.

These approaches are particularly relevant when dealing with a continuum of classes moving along a gradient of
forest characteristics (e.g. with respect to naturalness) (cf. Buchwald 2002). The two options to harmonization of
the provisions of alternative definitions for a single attribute are illustrated in Figure 3.1 in sections II and III.
The first alternative (II) represents a situation where the transition or cut-off points of the two original
classifications have been adjusted so that they have become harmonized. In this illustrative example adjustments
have been made in both classifications. This option standardizes the provisions for the selected attribute present
in various definitions in relation to each other. In the second alternative (III) the original definitions of the two
set of classifications have been decomposed into subclasses to allow their comparability and mutual consistency.
In this illustrative example decomposition was made in both definitions to enable two-way comparisons of data.
In practice, one-way comparison could often be sufficient in which case decomposition in only one of the sets
would be sufficient.
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Figure 3.1 Alternative approaches to harmonizing a continuum of classes

1. ORIGINAL CLASSIFICATIONS
Classification 1 A
Classification 2 D
1I. CLASSIFICATION WITH MODIFIED TRANSITION POINTS BETWEEN CLASSES
Classification 1 A
1I1. SUB-DIVIDED CLASSIFICATIONS
o ) _
Classification 2 D1

The benefit of the first alternative of modifying transition points regarding the selected attribute to be
harmonized is that the degree of detail in existing classifications does not change. The downside is that
adjustment of transition points requires changes in data collection and analytical methods as well as special
procedures to ensure that new data are compatible with older data. With the second alternative of sub-division,
the compatibility of new and old data can be achieved rather easily. The disadvantage is that the number of
classes increases encumbering data collection and processing.

Figure 3.1 deals with the harmonization problem only in a single attribute context. In practice, forest-related
definitions tend to incorporate several qualitative characteristics. This was highlighted in the Discussion Paper
prepared for the Second Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest —Related Definitions for Use by Various
Stakeholders (Puustjarvi & Simula 2002) where the presence of various attributes (parameters) in different
definition sets were analyzed. An example of such an approach is given in Table 3.1 where, for illustrative
purposes of such an approach, two definitions for managed forest (UNFCC and MCPFE) have been analyzed.
Qualitative comparisons over all attributes and how they have been defined would allow full harmonization
between definitions. This would often be an ambitious target and may not even be needed. In this report we have
used the approach where the focus of analysis is a set of key attributes which influence data collection and/or on
which stakeholders have divergent views. Such key attributes are naturalness of the forest related to forest origin
and composition, and type and degree of intervention related to the concepts of managed and unmanaged forest.
A number of additional attributes have, however, been discussed as well.
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Table 3.1 Comparative matrix of the definitions of ‘managed forest’ of

UNFCCC and MCPFE
Attribute UNFCC MCPFE
Land Forest (defined according to the Kyoto | Forest (FAO/FRA definition)
Protocol)
Conceptual framework System of practices Plan (informal or formal)
Implementation Practices implemented Operations carried out
Area unit Forest Stand
Goals of management Stewardship and use fulfilling relevant | (not mentioned)
ecological, economic and social
functions
Scope of management Sustainable forest management (not mentioned)
Time frame (not mentioned) Sufficiently long period (five years or
more)

We are not making recommendations on which approach should be adopted when trying to increase the degree
of consistency and comparability of alternative definitions. The two basic approaches (and their variants) are not
mutually exclusive and even their combination may sometimes be feasible.

In the following sections we explore the targeted terms within the broad concepts of human interventions in
forests (chapter 5), and forest origin and composition (chapter 6). Both are closely interrelated as human
interventions influence forest characteristics while the latter define the frame conditions for eventual
management interventions.

4. HUMAN INTERVENTIONS

Forest management is an act undertaken by humans but not all acts in the forest undertaken by humans are forest
management. The essential feature qualifying an act as forest management measure is that it is purposeful and
that it has an impact on the forest as a whole. A typical example of a purposeful act that cannot be considered
forest management is illegal logging. Extracting logs is a purpose, but since it is pursued without broader
planning or heed to the impact on the forest as a whole it can hardly be considered forest management.

This chapter focuses on the terminology related to purposeful forest management interventions in forests. They
are targeted at one or more explicit objectives and they can be grouped under an overarching concept of forest
management'. Under some definitions the range of interventions is broad comprising all sorts of purposeful
interventions, sometimes “forest management” is used to describe a more restricted subset of intervention. This
circumstance was the basis for bringing terms related to forest management, managed forests, forest
management plans, protected areas and designated forest functions to the 3™ meeting on forest-related
definitions

Forest management is a concept that can be applied to planning, implementation, monitoring and control at the
national, sub-national, forest management unit and stand levels. Table 4.1 below may provide a useful
framework to relate existing terms and definitions to each other.

Related concepts, approaches and even terms used may differ in different parts of the world. They also depend
on the management objective(s), which may include production of wood and/or non-wood forest products,
watershed protection, soil stabilization, recreation and conservation.

The Second Expert Meeting (FAO 2002a) discussed the terms related to forest management. This analysis draws
on their findings but it incorporates also recent development work, especially the efforts undertaken by
FAO/FRA 2005.

! Forest conversion into other land uses may also be a purposeful intervention, but it is not discussed here
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Table 4.1 Conceptual levels of forest management

Forest management
level

Typical interventions

Typical actors

Impact on forest resources

Normative Legislation, policy formulation | Governments Indirect

Strategic Strategic multiple goal Government, Government Indirect
formulations, agencies, major
assessment/monitoring (NFI) stakeholders (industry,
evaluation of options, major organizations)
agreement on strategy,
designation of land

Tactical Translation of strategic goalto | Land owners, local Mainly indirect, but e.g.
local context, communities and demarcations or
assessment/monitoring and stakeholders infrastructure development
evaluation of options at local may have direct impacts
level (management plans),
cross-sectoral planning

Operational Implementation of management | Landowners, usufruct right Direct impact from forest

plan, adjustments for site/time
specific considerations,

owners, general public.

operations (or the protection
from such operations)

realization of forest benefits
(logging, collection, use of
services)

Source: Various research literature and Holmgren (unpublished)):
5. MANAGED AND UNMANAGED FORESTS

5.1 Existing Definitions

The concept of forest management is underpinned by the notion that management is something brought about
by human intervention to achieve a specific goal. Definitions dealing with this aspect include those related to
forest management, management functions and protected areas. There are two key issues where the approaches
of defining forest management differ (i) what is the minimum human intervention that qualifies as forest
management, and (ii) whether the definition should include a reference to a) a management plan and b) the
quality of management (e.g. sustainability) (Box 5.1).

The UNFCCC definition of forest management emphasizes that management actions have to be purposeful and
that management is sustainable. Management actions as such have not been defined in the definition but the
requirement that they should be human-induced is inherent to the Kyoto Protocol. The earlier IPCC definition
was more specific identifying a range of activities: Forest management is the application of biological,
physical, quantitative, managerial, social, and policy principles to the regeneration, tending, utilization, and
conservation of forests to meet specified goals and objectives while maintaining forest productivity.
Management intensity straddles from wilderness set-asides to short-rotation woody cropping systems. Forest
management encompasses the full cycle of regeneration, tending, protection, harvest, utilization, and access
(IPCC 2003).

Forest, as defined by the Marrakesh Accords, relates to the physical characteristics of forests. An area subject
to forest management is subsequently determined as an area upon which particular management practices are
undertaken, consistent with the KP Article 3.4 and the Marrakesh Accords. Forest management lands can
include all managed forests according to the IPCC Guidelines. However, this situation may not always apply,
because (i) countries could use different thresholds for defining forests for Kyoto Protocol as opposed to
UNFCCC reporting, (ii) Article 3.4 as well as the Marrakesh Accords require that the activity took place since
1990, and (iii) the Marrakesh Accord’s definition of forest management contains additional criteria in
stewardship. Land subject to “forest management” as defined by the Marrakesh Accords is not therefore
necessarily the same area as “managed forest” in the context of the IPCC Guidelines used for UNFCCC
reporting. The latter includes all forests under direct human influence, including forests that may not meet the
requirements of the Marrakesh Accords. Most of the forest area that is subject to forest management under the
KP Article 3.4 would also be included in the area of “managed forests” of a party (IPCCC2003). The specific
purposes of the terms under UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol explain why their definitions differ from the other
processes.
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The definition of managed forests adopted by MCPFE stresses the existence of a formal and informal
management plan and the regularity of interventions over a sufficiently long period.

The reference to operations in individual forest stands implies “active” management even though no qualifier
for these operations is given. Nor is there any minimum requirement with respect to the quality of
management.

The ITTO definition of managed primary forest is the one that most explicitly requires “active” management.
Managed forests are those where harvesting has changed the forest structure and species composition from the
original primary forest. They also have to be managed sustainably.

The IPCC’s reference to natural, unmanaged forests is strict in the sense that it excludes any human activity in

<

the forest. Even if human activities are not purposeful (e.g. based on “plans”, “systems”, “functions” etc.), a
forest affected by human activities can be considered managed.

The FAO/FRA system of definitions has recently been revised and there is no explicit reference to forest
management in FRA 2005. Instead, there is a definition for intensive forest management as well as forests with
designated management functions. The definition for intensive forest management, which refers to semi-natural
forests, is similar to the ITTO definition in that it refers to “active” management; forest management defines
the composition and structure of the forest (as opposed to natural processes). Similarly to the MCPFE
definition, the existence of a formal or informal forest management plan is mentioned.

The designated management functions in the FAO/FRA 2005 set of definitions include production,
conservation, protection of soil and water and provision of social services or combination of these (multiple
purpose forests). Forests with no designated function are also defined as a separate category. The only
management “activity”, however, is the designation of a function.

Box 5.1 Definitions related to managed forests

Managed forest

UNFCCC
Forest management is a system of practices for stewardship and use of forest land aimed at fulfilling relevant ecological
(including biological diversity), economic and social functions of the forest in a sustainable manner.

IPCC

Managed forest. All forests subject to some kind of human interaction (notable commercial management, harvest of industrial
round-wood (logs) and fuelwood, production and use of wood commodities, and forest managed for amenity value or
environmental protection if specified by the country), with defined geographical boundaries.(IPCC 2004).

Natural, unmanaged (for wood products) forests are not considered to be either an anthropogenic source or sink, and are excluded
from calculations. They can be excluded from woody biomass stocks accounting only, if there is no significant current interaction
with these forests. If they are being used as a source of fuelwood, or are being affected in other ways by ongoing human activities,
they should be accounted for. (IPCC 1996)

IUFRO

Forest management is a practical application of biological, physical, quantitative, managerial, economic, social and policy
principles to the regeneration, utilization, and conservation of forests to meet specified goals and objectives (while maintaining the
productivity of the forest). The Dictionary of Forestry by SAF (Society of American Foresters) adds in a note that: ...forest
management includes management for aesthetics, fish, recreation, urban values, water, wilderness, wildlife, wood products, and
forest resource values.

MCPFE

Managed forest/other wood land: Forest and other wooded land which is managed in accordance with a formal or an informal plan
applied regularly over a sufficiently long period (five years or more). The management operations include the tasks to be
accomplished in individual forest stands (e.g. compartments) during the given period (TBFRA 2000).

ITTO

Managed primary forest: primary forest in which sustainable wood and non-wood harvesting (e.g. through integrated harvesting
and silvicultural treatments), wildlife management and other uses have changed the forest structure and species composition from
the original primary forest. All major goods and services are maintained;
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Box 5.1 (cont’d)

FAO/FRA 2005

Intensive forest management

Definition: A regime of forest management, where silvicultural practices define the structure and composition of forest
stands. Formal or informal forest management plan exists.

Explanatory note

A forest is not under intensive management, if mainly natural ecological processes define the structure and composition of stands.
(FAO 2004a)

Management functions

FAO/FRA 2005
Production Forest/ Other Wooded Land
Definition: Forest/Other wooded land designated for production and extraction of forest goods, including both wood and

non-wood forest products.
Conservation Forest/Other Wooded Land

Definition: Forest/Other wooded land designated for conservation of biological diversity.

Protection of Soil and Water (Designated Function of Forest/Other Wooded Land)

Definition: Forest/Other wooded land designated for protection of soil and water.

Social Service Forest/Other Wooded Land

Definition: Forest/Other wooded land designated for the provision of social services.

Multiple Purpose Forest/Other Wooded Land

Definition: Forest/Other wooded land designated to any combination of: production of goods, protection of soil and

water, conservation of biodiversity and provision of social services and where none of these alone can be considered as being
significantly more important than the others.

No or Unknown Function (of Forest/Other Wooded Land)

Definition: Forest/Other wooded land for which a specific function has not been designated or where designated function
is unknown.

Designated Function (of Forest and Other Wooded Land)

Definition: Designated function refers to the function or purpose assigned to a piece of land either by legal prescriptions
or by decision of the land owner/manager. It applies on land classified as “Forest” and “Other wooded land” and relates to the
common thematic areas of the Criteria and Indicator processes that has been adopted as a reporting framework for FRA.

Protected areas

CBD
Protected area: a geographically defined area which is designated or regulated and managed to achieve specific conservation
objectives. (Source: CBD 2004)

4th World Congress on National Parks and Protected Areas

Protected area: areas of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of
natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective means. (Source: CBD 2004)

The Global Biodiversity Strategy
Protected area: a legally established land or water area under either public or private ownership that is regulated and managed to
achieve specific conservation goals. (Source: CBD 2004)

5.2 Opportunities for Harmonization

The five definitions related to managed forests are rather diverse, although some common elements can be
identified. All but the IPCC definition are based on the approach that management comprises purposeful actions
with the goal of fulfilling specific objectives or functions. The IPCC definition for unmanaged forest implies that
any human interaction with forests would be considered management. It is worth noting that this interaction can
be indirect. For instance, boundary demarcation may affect the degree of interaction and management decisions
made outside an area may also impact on it (e.g. clearing of forest in watershed area may change the water
balance). The ITTO definition of primary managed forests and the FAO/FRA 2005 definition of intensive forest
management are based on the notion that forests are managed in a way which generally results in changes in
forest structure and species composition. The UNFCCC and MCPFE definitions do not make any assumptions in
this regard but they imply that a conscious decision regarding management objectives should have been made.
The UNFCCC definition makes an additional reference to sustainability of forest management.
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The ITTO definition of primary managed forest and FAO/FRA 2005 definition of intensive forest management
have been designed for specific purposes, and the need for harmonization appears limited. The ITTO definition
has been formulated to identify forest status or the quality of outcome of forest management, not on whether the
forest is managed or not. Similarly, the FAO/FRA 2005 definition aims to distinguish between degrees of
management intensity, not between managed or unmanaged forests.

Other definitions show more potential for harmonization. The UNFCCC definition was formulated to identify
forests that are managed and whether that management is sustainable. Both features derive from the special
character of the UNFCCC. While its interest is limited to human-induced activities, it is also necessary to
identify areas where forest management is sustainable owing to the fact that only sustainable activities are
credited.

Developing a more detailed definition of sustainability of forest management is a broader question, which cannot
be dealt with here. Suffice to say that it is usually not assessed based on a single definition but applying a
broader set of criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management such as the criteria and indicators
developed at national or regional level (see e.g. IIED 2003) or certification standards such as the FSC.

The MCPFE definition serves to identify any managed forests, be their management sustainable or not. There is
a reference to a management plan but having a plan is, of course, not a sufficient indicator for the sustainability
of forest management. Adding an explicit reference to sustainability in the MCPFE definition would make it
more compatible with the UNFCCC definitions but it is unclear whether this is necessary considering the
purposes for which this definition has been designed.

The FAO/FRA definitions regarding forests with designated functions (production, conservation, soil protection,
provision of social services) do not directly deal with forest management. The common point with the UNFCCC
and MCPFE definitions is the question whether designation of a function can be considered forest management.
Similarly, the various definitions for protected areas do not explicitly deal with the issue of management; the
wordings only imply what is considered management.

Based on the above, if harmonization should be attempted, the area where common ground could be found is the
definitions for managed and unmanaged forests (or forest management). The issue has relevance with respect to
the UNFCCC and MCPFE definitions, the FAO/FRA definitions of forests with designated functions and the
various definitions of protected areas. The available opportunities for harmonization will be analyzed in more
detail in the following chapter.

5.3 Harmonization of Definitions of Managed Forests

The Second Expert Meeting stated that the term “unmanaged forest” can have different meanings, but generally
relates to the concept that neither any management decision nor any management planning or management
interventions have been implemented. The term "unmanaged" may not be needed at all, since it has been
argued that there are hardly any forests left that are not affected in one way or another by human intervention
or where humans have made a deliberate decision not to intervene with natural processes, except in some
remote, inaccessible areas. Lack of formal management does not necessarily mean that a forest is unmanaged
or dealt with in an unsustainable manner (FAO 2002).

This interpretation is rather broad. Accordingly, forests managed based on any type of management objectives
would qualify as managed. Even limited interventions, such as boundary demarcation or fire protection would be
part of management. In fact, a mere decision not to intervene in an area could be considered forest management,
i.e. making a conscious choice would be the key element of forest management. Unmanaged forests would be
restricted to inaccessible areas, where “active” management is not an option, no management can be practiced
and, consequently, no choices can be made. De facto open access areas could also be included.

This approach would be in line with the FAO/FRA 2005 concept of forests with designated functions. Forests for
which a designated function has been assigned would be considered managed and forests with no or unknown
function would be considered unmanaged.

On the other hand, the definitions of protected areas differentiate “designation”, “dedication” and “legal
establishment” from management. In other words, a mere decision to declare an area as protected would not be
regarded as management. The MCPFE and UNFCCC definitions are less clear on this aspect but the wording can
be interpreted in a similar manner (except for the qualifier on sustainability in the UNFCCC definition). Still, the
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notion of forest management underlying the MCPFE and UNFCCC definitions appears more “active” than a
mere decision to manage or not to manage. This is, however, not clearly spelt out.

This aspect of the UNFCCC definition, in particular, has significance for two countries, Russia and Canada,
which have vast areas outside formal management. The size of the managed forest that Canada reports to the
UNFCC will significantly affect the carbon stock calculations. Canada’s 2000 SBSTA submission defines the
managed forest as the accessible managed forest lands of Canada or approximately 134 million ha. Including
inaccessible forests could increase the land base to more than 243 million ha. The inaccessible forests are
typically younger as they are in remote northern areas where wildfires are a common occurrence and little is
done to control the spread of these fires. Being relatively young these forests can be a net sink with a recent
reference year like 1990 even in the absence of any physical management (cf. Burnham & Redhead, undated).
The question is whether a decision to designate them (or similar areas anywhere) a management function (e.g.
declaring them protected) would make them managed, and if not, what minimum measures (e.g. formal or
informal management plan, minimum intervention) would be required to have them qualify as managed.

The question whether designation of a function can be considered management is particularly relevant in
protected areas where management is often of low intensity. The available definitions tend to differentiate
between these concepts. In the CBD definition (1992) a protected area is a geographically defined area which is
designated or regulated and managed. The MCPFE applies also this definition. The definition of the 4th World
Congress on National Parks and Protected Areas (1992) states that they are areas of land and/or sea especially
dedicated to biodiversity conservation and managed. The Global Biodiversity Strategy defines a protected area
as a legally established land or water area that is regulated and managed (Box 5.1). In other words, designation
and management of protected areas are intimately intertwined, but a mere declaration of a protected area would
not qualify as management according to these definitions. This definition has been adopted by IUCN as well.

Finding a generic definition of forest management may be difficult, were it to cover all possible situations and
purposes. Regarding production forest and most protected areas, it would probably be relatively easy to agree on
a definition that goes beyond the designation of a function. The minimum physical interventions required for
management could be tailored according to the management objective.

In some protected areas, however, allowing the forest evolve in natural succession may indeed be the desired
course of development. Any physical intervention would be in conflict with the management objective and the
only management intervention needed would be to designate them as protected areas. However, since such areas
are rather limited in size, it is questionable whether the basic concept should be based on such a specific case.

6. FOREST ORIGIN AND COMPOSITION

6.1 Underlying Concepts

This chapter focuses on the origin of forest, how it was established, and the degree of human intervention. These
three elements are reflected in such aspects as composition of tree species, structure of stands in terms of age and
size of trees, and method of stand establishment.

Most existing sets of definitions are more or less directly based on the concept of a continuum in the degree of
naturalness (cf. Buchwald 2002). The New Webster Dictionary (1965) defines naturalness as the state of being
natural, conformity to nature. In the case of forests, naturalness encompasses a whole range of dimensions,
which go beyond species composition, stand structure or type, or method of regeneration. These include various
ecosystem functions and thereby the characteristics of a forest area that maintain those functions. This represents
an additional complexity as the assessment of ecosystem functions cannot be limited to stand level as some of
them are created and maintained in a larger geographical context (forest landscape).

In practice, a simplified approach has been necessary as typical indicators for naturalness applied in the various
definition sets include the method of stand (re-) establishment, species composition, and degree of human
intervention. Naturalness is seen as a function of divergence of stand characteristics from those of a stand
developed under entirely natural conditions, including even serious natural disturbances on the same forest site.
These concepts are underpinning variations of the terms “natural forest”, “planted forests” and “plantations”.

With respect to the method of stand establishment the different classes of naturalness from high to low include
(1) natural regeneration, (ii) assisted natural regeneration, (iii) enrichment planting, (iv) direct seeding, and (iv)

planting. Coppicing has not been distinguished as a separate class but it could fall under (i) or (ii) depending on
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the case (whether unassisted or assisted) like many other natural regeneration methods which can be assisted to
improve their effectiveness.

Regarding species, naturalness shifts from high to low if the stands consist of (i) native ecosystem or site specific
species, or (ii) introduced species. In some cases, a mixture of native and introduced species can be found.
Native species can also be considered ‘artificial’ if it is planted on wrong’ sites or monocultures y using them
are created which are not occurring naturally, but the existing definitions do not consider such cases.

Authenticity is a concept related to naturalness. However, measuring the various components of authenticity
presents a considerable challenge. What is understood by “a balanced ecology” and “a full range of species”
would need further definition in order to make this term operational. The complexity of the concept makes is
difficult to use it when developing definitions, which for practical reasons have to be relatively simple (Box 6.1)

Box 6.1 Concept of forest authenticity

Authenticity reflects the extent to which an existing forest has a balanced ecology and a full range of species. A definition
of a fully authentic forest is a forest in which all the expected ecosystem functions can continue to operate indefinitely. The
following general components of authenticity have been identified

©) Composition: of species, ecosystems and genetic variability,

(i1) Pattern: variation of trees with respect to age and size,

(iii) Functioning: continuity, proportion and type of dead timber etc.,
@iv) Process: disturbance patterns, life cycles,

V) Area: size, connection to other ecosystems, and

Resilience: health of the ecosystem, presence of invasive species, pollution etc.

Source: IUCN and WWF International 1999

6.2 Existing Definitions

Relevant definitions have been developed by FAO/FRA, CBD, ITTO, MCPFE, UNFCCC/ IPCC,
WCMC/CIFOR and the Montreal Process. The classifications applied under various definition sets are presented
schematically in Table 6.1. All sets are based on a continuum in the degree of “naturalness” of forest. The
FAO/FRA, WCMC/CIFOR and UNFCCC/IPCC definitions comprise four classes, those under the Montreal
process only one (implicitly two) while the rest have three classes.

Table 6.1 Sets of definitions used to describe the continuum of forest origin and composition in the
different processes

FAO/FRA Primary forest — Modified natural forest — Seminatural forest — Plantation

CBD Primary forest — Secondary forest — Plantation forest

ITTO Primary forest — Modified natural forest — Planted forest

Montreal process Plantation forest

MCPFE Forest undisturbed by man — Seminatural forest — Plantation

UNFCCC/IPCC Forest land (unmanaged) — Forest land (managed) — Forest land (afforested/reforested)

WCMC/CIFOR Natural undisturbed forest — Disturbed natural forest — Native species plantation — Exotic species
plantation

6.3 Forests With Limited Human Intervention

The definitions for primary forest under FAO/FRA, CBD, and ITTO (2002)” classifications as well as forest
undisturbed by man defined by MCPFE and WCMC-CIFOR are largely compatible with each other. Absence of
all human disturbances is not assumed; areas with restricted human intervention such as limited collection of
non-wood products and removal or a few trees qualify under these definitions. It is also important to note that
e.g. protected areas can be under considerable human “intervention” in the form of protective measures but still
fall in the “primary/undisturbed” category. (Box 6.2).

The attributes defining restricted human intervention include “no clearly visible signs” (FAO/FRA),
“inconsequential” (CBD), “not exceeding the elastic capacity of the ecosystem™ (ITTO), and “shows natural

2 ITTO has three related definitions (ITTO 1993, 2001 and 2002) but the available documentation does not indicate which one is
currently valid. In this analysis the most recent definitions from the year 2002 are used as the main reference. It may be noted
that the two definitions of primary forest from 1993 and 2002 differ only marginally, but the definition of natural forest (ITTO
2001) is a broader concept covering all forests that are not planted.
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forest dynamics” (MCPFE). While all of these are subject to interpretation, ITTO’s reference to “elasticity” is
broadest’. However, no definition of elasticity was offered but it can be taken to denote capacity to recover from
damage. Tropical (and many other) forests are often robust and possess high degree of elasticity, resistance and
resilience and have a high restoration capacity (ITTO 2002). The degree of human disturbance tolerated with the
ITTO definition may therefore exceed the degree defined under the other definitions.

In addition, the CBD definition makes a reference to Europe making it depart from the general globally
applicable framework. In Europe in certain cases planted forests, i.e. forests established through human
intervention, may also qualify as primary forest. This is an anomaly and an overlap with other definitions and it
is difficult to make it compatible with the other definitions; the definition itself mentions the possibility that in
Europe secondary forests may also be considered primary.

The UNFCCC does not have definitions related to naturally regenerated areas as they fall outside the concept of
afforestation and reforestation.

6.4 Forests Significantly Affected by Human Intervention

Nearly all sets of definitions have a distinct class for forests where the degree of naturalness ranges between
those where no human intervention has occurred in the recent past and those which are referred to as plantations
or planted forests. CBD, ITTO, MCPFE, WCMC-CIFOR have a single class (secondary, modified, semi-natural,
natural forest disturbed by humans) for this “middle” class forests, while FRA/FAO has two (modified and semi-
natural).

As indicated in chapter 5, the various definitions for forests where no human intervention has occurred are rather
similar and clear, and distinguishing them is rather easy. However, the point where this “middle” class changes
to plantations or planted forests is set differently in each set of definitions which may give rise to confusion (Box
6.3).

The CBD definition for secondary forests* includes forests that have been logged and which have regenerated
either naturally or through planting. Some stands established through planting go under this definition but the
borderline with plantations is not clearly defined. The transition point where planted secondary forest changes
into plantations is somewhere along a gradient towards “less natural” forest but there is no definition of this
point.

? Elasticity was introduced in the definition of primary forest from year 2002. The definition from 1993 did not have a reference to it.
* There are many other definitions of secondary forests but since they do not belong to the definition sets analyzed in this report they
are not discussed here
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Box 6.2 Definitions related to forest with limited human intervention

FAO/FRA 2005

Primary Forest/Other wooded land

Definition: Forest/Other wooded land of native species, where there are no clearly visible indications of human activities and the
ecological processes are not significantly disturbed.

Explanatory note

Includes areas where collection of non-wood forest products occurs, provided the human impact is small. Some trees may have
been removed.

CBD

Primary forest: A primary forest is a forest that has never been logged and has developed following natural disturbances and
under natural processes, regardless of its age. It is referred to "direct human disturbance" as the intentional clearing of forest by any
means (including fire) to manage or alter them for human use. Also included as primary, are forests that are used inconsequentially
by indigenous and local communities living traditional lifestyles relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biological
diversity. In much of Europe, primary forest has a different connotation and refers to an area of forest land which has probably
been continuously wooded at least throughout historical times (e.g., the last thousand years). It has not been completely cleared or
converted to another land use for any period of time. However traditional human disturbances such as patch felling for shifting
cultivation, coppicing, burning and also, more recently, selective/partial logging may have occurred, as well as natural
disturbances. The present cover is normally relatively close to the natural composition and has arisen (predominantly) through
natural regeneration, but planted stands can also be found. However, the suggested definition above would include other forests,
such as secondary forests

ITTO (2002)

Primary Forest: Forest which has never been subject to human disturbance, or has been so little affected by hunting, gathering and
tree-cutting that its natural structure, functions and dynamics have not undergone any changes that exceed the elastic capacity of
the ecosystem.

ITTO (2001)
Natural Forest: Forest land composed of indigenous trees, not planted by man, which is further classified using the criteria of
forest formation (or type), degree of human disturbance or modification, and human interference.

ITTO (1993)

Primary Forest (synonyms pristine, virgin, or old growth forest). In this category, the forest has never been subject to human
disturbance, or has been so little affected by hunting and gathering that its natural structure, functions and dynamics are not
significantly altered.

MCPFE

Forest/other wooded land undisturbed by man: Forest/other wooded land which shows natural forest dynamics, such as natural
tree composition, occurrence of dead wood, natural age structure and natural regeneration processes, the area of which is large
enough to maintain its natural characteristics and where there has been no known significant human intervention or where the last
significant human intervention was long enough ago to have allowed the natural species composition and processes to have become
re-established (TBFRA 2000).

WCMC-CIFOR
Natural undisturbed forest: All categories of forest except exotic species plantations, native species plantations and disturbed
natural forest.
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Box 6.3 Definitions related to forests significantly affected by human intervention

FAO/FRA 2005

Modified natural Forest/Other wooded land

Definition:

Forest/Other wooded land of naturally regenerated native species where there are clearly visible indications of human activities.
Explanatory notes

Includes, but is not limited to: Selectively logged-over areas, areas regenerating following agricultural land use, areas recovering
from human-induced fires, etc.

Includes areas where it is not possible to distinguish whether the regeneration has been natural or assisted.

Semi-natural Forest/Other wooded land

Definition:

Forest/Other wooded land of native species, established through planting, seeding or assisted natural regeneration.
Explanatory notes

Includes areas under intensive management where native species are used.

Naturally regenerated trees from other species than those planted/seeded may be present.

May include areas with naturally regenerated trees of introduced species.

Intensive forest management

Definition:

A regime of forest management, where silvicultural practices define the structure and composition of forest stands. Formal or
informal forest management plan exists.

Explanatory note
A forest is not under intensive management, if mainly natural ecological processes define the structure and composition of stands.

Assisted natural regeneration

Definition: The natural regeneration with human assistance through removal of external pressures, such as weeds and biotic
interference and sometimes application of controlled disturbances to trigger germination of native species such as mosaic and or
ecological burns or preparation of the germination site, enables the inherent resilience of the site to naturally regenerate the native
species.

CBD

Secondary forest: A secondary forest is a forest that has been logged and has recovered naturally or artificially. Not all secondary
forests provide the same value to sustaining biological diversity, or goods and services, as did primary forest in the same location.
In Europe, secondary forest is forest land where there has been a period of complete clearance by humans with or without a period
of conversion to another land use. Forest cover has regenerated naturally or artificially through planting.

ITTO (2002)

Modified Natural Forest: Primary forests managed or exploited for wood and/or non-wood forest products, wildlife or other
purposes. The more intensive the use, the more the structure and composition is altered from that of primary forests. Ecologically,
the alteration often represents a shift to an earlier successional stage.

ITTO (1993)

Modified Forest (part syn. logged-over forest, manipulated forest): the forest cover has been retained but has been affected by
uncontrolled timber exploitations or controlled timber harvesting (creaming, selective logging, selective-silvicultural management
and other systems), or by such intensity of harvesting of non-timber products (tapping of latex, collecting of cane, fruits etc.
including elimination, reduction or introduction of tree and other useful species) that its structure, functions and dynamics are
noticeably altered.

Secondary Forest (syn. pioneer forest): Forest which has developed by secondary succession on deforested land, such as land
abandoned after shifting or settled agriculture, or after pasture.

MCPFE
Semi-natural forest/other wooded land: Forest/other wooded land which is neither “forest/other wooded land undisturbed by
man” nor “plantation” as defined separately (TBFRA 2000).

WCMC-CIFOR
Disturbed natural forest: Any [natural] forest type that has in its interior significant areas of disturbance by people, including
clearing, felling for wood extraction, anthropogenic fires, road construction, etc.
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The ITTO definition for modified natural forests’ refers to forests, which are managed or exploited for
production of a wide range of forest products or services. The reference to primary forests may imply that the
definition includes only naturally regenerated forests but it is unclear since the “Guidelines on the Restoration,
Management and Rehabilitation of Degraded and Secondary Tropical Forests” define enrichment planting as
“planting of desired tree species in modified natural forests or secondary forests or woodland”. The Guidelines
also define secondary forest as “woody vegetation regrowing on land that was largely cleared of its original
forest cover”. Secondary forests commonly develop naturally on land abandoned after shifting cultivation,
settled agriculture, pasture, or failed tree plantations.

The MCPFE concept of semi-natural forests is defined through other concepts. Semi-natural forest is neither
forest/other wooded land undisturbed by man nor plantation. In practice, the forests falling between these two
definitions are rather close to the CBD definition of secondary forests. However, MCPFE has a more detailed
definition for plantations (Box 6.4), which makes the distinction to plantations less ambiguous than in the CBD
set of definitions.

The FAO/FRA 2005 concepts include modified natural forest and semi-natural forest. FAO (2002) has also an
agreed definition of secondary forest which is not a FRA definition per se at this point but the FRA definitions
have taken it into consideration. Combined, the FRA’s modified natural and seminatural forests are close to
CBD’s definition of secondary forests. Forests under these definitions are essentially forests which are
regenerated either naturally (modified natural forest) or through planting, seeding, or assisted regeneration (semi-
natural forests). If it is not possible to distinguish whether regeneration has been natural or artificial, the concept
of modified natural forest applies.

The definition of modified natural forest of FAO/FRA comprises only naturally regenerated forests. Forests
established through planting and seeding are semi-natural. However, there is one exception. If the species with
which natural regeneration takes place is introduced, the forest is classified as semi-natural. Other definitions do
not make this distinction.

The explanatory note of the FAO/FRA definition of semi-natural forests mentions that it includes even
intensively managed stands, if they consist of native species. Intensively managed stands are those where
silvicultural practices and not ecological processes define the structure and composition of the stand.

The UNFCCC definitions applicable to describing degrees of naturalness (i.e. those related to methods of stand
establishment) apply only to forests that have been engendered through human intervention. This is due to the
logic underpinning of the Convention; only human-induced activities are credited. Apart from planting and
seeding, assisted natural regeneration (promotion of regeneration from natural seed sources) is considered a
human-induced activity. This approach is in line with the FAO/FRA’s definition of semi-natural forests.
However, since the degree of naturalness in the forest is not of great interest to the Convention, more fine-tuned
definitions are lacking.

The WCMC-CIFOR definition of natural forest disturbed by humans refers to significant human influence. The
term natural is not clearly defined but since the WCMC-CIFOR definition of plantations (Box 6.4) considers
only stands that have been established through planting, natural forest could also include stands that have been
established through assisted natural regeneration, enrichment planting or seeding.

6.5 Planted Forests and Plantations

The span of definitions related to planted forests and plantations is wide, and highly differing interpretations are
applied. Differences relate to treatment of native/introduced species, stand structure and type of regeneration
(Box 6.4).

The FAO/FRA 2005 definition of productive and protective plantations includes forests which have been
established through planting or seeding. They have also been established for specific purposes such as
production of wood and non-wood goods or provision of services.

> The definition referred to here is the one from year 2002 (ITTO 2002). Modified natural forest was also included in earlier
definitions (ITTO 1993) where it was a sub-class of natural forest. Natural forest, however, does not exist in the classification
from 2002. The earlier set included also a definition of secondary forests, which were a sub-class under forests created as a result
of human activities at the same level with modified natural forest. The definitions from year 2002 have a definition of secondary
forests as well but in this set they are considered a sub-class of modified natural forest.
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Box 6.4 Definitions of planted forests and plantations

FAO/FRA 2005
Productive plantation (in Forest/Other wooded land)
Definition: Forest/Other wooded land of introduced species, and in some cases native species, established through planting

or seeding mainly for production of wood or non wood goods.

Explanatory notes

Includes all stands of introduced species established for production of wood or non-wood goods.

May include areas of native species characterized by few species, straight tree lines and/or even-aged stands.

Protective plantation (in Forest/Other wooded land)

Definition: Forest/Other wooded land of native or introduced species, established through planting or seeding mainly for
provision of services.

Explanatory note

Includes all stands of introduced species established for provision of services, such as soil and water protection, pest control and
conservation of (habitat) biological diversity.

Includes areas of native species characterized by few species, straight tree lines and even-aged stands

CBD

Plantation forest: A plantation forest may be afforested land or a secondary forest established by planting or direct seeding. A
gradient exists among plantation forests from even-aged, single species monocultures of exotic species with a fibre production
objective to mixed species, native to the site with both fibre and biodiversity objectives. This gradient will probably also reflect the
capability of the plantation forest to maintain "normal" local biological diversity.

ITTO (2002)

Planted Forest: A forest stand that has been established by planting or seeding [including afforestation, reforestation and enrichment
planting]:

Enrichment planting (assisted regeneration, complementary regeneration): the planting of desired tree species in a modified natural
forest or secondary forest or woodland with the objective of creating a high forest dominated by desirable (ie local and/or high-value)
species.

ITTO (2001)

Plantation Forest: Forest stands established by planting or/and seeding in the process of afforestation or reforestation which are either
of introduced species (all planted stands) or intensively managed stands of indigenous species, which meet all the following criteria:
one or two species, even aged, regular spacing.

ITTO (1993)
Planted Forests have been established by planting or sowing on (i) barren land, (ii) grassland, (iii) land cleared of secondary forest or
scrub, or (iv) land cleared of primary or modified forest.

MONTREAL PROCESS

Plantation Forest: Forest stands established by planting, or deliberately sowing seed. Additional considerations in classifying a
stand as a plantation may include, but are not necessarily limited to purpose of the planting or seeding, site preparation, intensity of
management. Forests that fall outside this classification are not necessarily natural forests.

MCPFE

Plantation(s): Forest stands established by planting or/and seeding in the process of afforestation or reforestation. They are either:

- of introduced species (all planted stands), or

- intensively managed stands of indigenous species which meet all the following criteria: one or two species at plantation, even age
class, regular spacing.

Excludes: Stands which were established as plantations but which have been without intensive management for a significant period
of time. These should be considered semi-natural (TBFRA 2000).

WCMC-CIFOR

Exotic species plantation: Intensively managed forests with > 30% canopy cover, which have been planted by people with species
not naturally occurring in that country.

Native species plantation: Intensively managed forests with > 30% canopy cover, which have been planted by people with species
that occur naturally in that country.

Compared to semi-natural stands there is a clear distinction with respect to introduced species; all stands
established by planting or seeding of introduced species are considered plantations (NB! if natural regeneration
takes place with introduced species, the forest may be considered semi-natural under this definition). Plantations
may, however, also include specified areas of native species or a mixture of native and introduced species if the
stands are characterized by one or two species, straight tree lines and/or even-aged structure.

39




Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 17-19 January 2005

The FAO/FRA 2005 distinction between protective and productive plantations is justified to facilitate
classification under the various situations of reporting that exist in responding countries. From the strict
viewpoint, however, the management objective is secondary in this context. The references to protection and
production are related to management objectives and do not necessarily imply a difference in naturalness
although there might be differences in terms of the number of species used, age structure, degree of undergrowth
and presence of other indigenous plant and animal species. Management of protective plantations may be similar
to that of productive plantations; high management intensities may be applied in both cases.

The CBD definition of plantations is also a broad concept. It is restricted to forests that have been established
through planting or seeding but it covers a wide range of stand characteristics from even-aged, single species
monocultures of exotic species with a fibre production objective to mixed species, to species native to the site
with multiple objectives. The transition from plantations to secondary forests is fluid in the sense that at one end
of the range the resemblance to secondary forest is high. In some cases, making a distinction between these two
classes may be difficult.

The ITTO definition of planted forests is among the broadest concepts®. It comprises all forests established by
planting or direct seeding. Compared to the FAO/FRA and CBD definitions, it covers both plantations as well as
part of semi-natural forests and secondary forests.

The FAO/FRA 2005 definition of plantations excludes those with assisted natural regeneration but they are
included in the ITTO definition of planted forest, as part of the definition of enrichment planting.

The ITTO definition of planted forests includes also stands where enrichment planting has taken place. It is also
referred to as assisted regeneration or complementary regeneration. According to the definition enrichment
planting takes place in modified natural forest. However, the definition is placed under planted forests which
implies that enrichment planting transforms modified natural forest into planted forests, although no cut-off limit
is given. Other definition sets do not define or refer to enrichment planting. The FAO/FRA set does not have a
definition for enrichment planting or assisted regeneration but there is a definition of assisted natural
regeneration (see Box 6.3). There is no overlap, however, since the FAO/FRA definition implies that enrichment
planting is excluded.

The WCMC-CIFOR definitions of plantations distinguish between native and exotic species plantations. By
setting the minimum canopy cover at 30 per cent it also differs from other definitions. The other sets do not
define this threshold but it is implied that they apply the FAO minimum canopy cover of 10 per cent.

The definition adopted by the Montreal Process for plantation forests includes only stands that have been
established by planting or by deliberately sowing seed. It is essentially the same as ITTO’s concept of planted
forest and differs from the FAO/FRA 2005 definition of planted forests only for native species.

In addition to those definitions referred to above, several other organizations have also proposed definitions for

planted forest and plantations. These tend to be associated with specific objectives to which the definitions are
related’.

6.6 Introduced or Native Species

The concepts of introduced and native species are often central to the definitions of natural forest and plantations
as they indicate the degree of naturalness. Relevant definitions are provided by the FAO/FRA, CBD, MCPFE,
and Montreal Process (Box 6.5).

® The definition referred to here is the one from year 2002 (ITTO 2002). The definition from year 1993 differs only marginally from this definition,
but the definition of plantation forest from year 2001 is a more narrow concept comprising only intensively managed forests (Box 6.4).

7 E.g., the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) as a certification scheme has defined plantations as forest areas lacking most of the
principal characteristics and key elements of native ecosystems as defined by FSC-approved national and regional standards of forest
stewardship, which result from the human activities of either planting, sowing or intensive silvicultural treatments. This is the
broadest concept of plantations being highly similar to ITTO’s definition of planted forests. However, while FSC's plantation
principle applies mainly to forests that have been established by artificial regeneration (seeds, seedlings or cuttings), the definition
can include naturally regenerating forests that have been simplified or degraded by silviculture, losing the key elements of the native
forest ecosystem (FSC 2003). This is a major difference to any other set of definitions. The distinctive feature of FSC’s definition is
that the main indicator is the degree of intervention. All stands where the key elements of native ecosystems have been lost are
classified as plantations even if they may have been regenerated naturally.
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Box 6.5 Definitions of introduced and native species

FAO/FRA

Native species

Definition:

A species known to have existed at a given location, or in a particular ecosystem, prior to the influence of humans.

Introduced species
Definition:
A species introduced outside of its normal past and current distribution.

Explanatory note
Its synonyms are "alien species" and "exotic species".

CBD

Native species: A native species is one which naturally exists at a given location or in a particular ecosystem, i.e. it has not been
moved there by humans.

Endemic species: An endemic species is a native species restricted to a particular geographic region owing to factors such as
isolation or in response to soil or climatic conditions

Alien species: An alien species is a species, sub-species or member of a lower taxon that has been introduced outside its normal
past and present distribution; the definition includes the gametes, seeds, eggs, propagules or any other part of such species that
might survive and subsequently reproduce.

MONTREAL PROCESS
Exotic species: Any species growing or living outside its natural range of occurrence. Normally this refers to species purposely or
accidentally introduced into countries or regions where they do not historically occur.

MCPFE

Indigenous tree species (synonyms: native species, autochthonous species): Tree species which have evolved in the same area,
region or biotope where the forest stand is growing and are adapted to the specific ecological conditions predominant at the time of
the establishment of the stand (TBFRA 2000).

Introduced tree species (synonyms: non-indigenous species, exotic species): Tree species occurring outside their natural
vegetation zone, area or region. Includes: Hybrids (TBFRA 2000).

The concept of introduced species is paralleled by other concepts such as exotic species, alien species and non-
indigenous species. Similarly, the concept of native species is close to indigenous species and autochtonous
species. These concepts are often used as synonyms and interchangeably. Still, some minor differences can be
identified.

The CBD definition refers to native species as ones that naturally occur in a region or in a particular ecosystem.
The wording suggests that naturally occurring species are those found in a particular location or at least would be
found if human influence had not made them disappear. On the other hand, to qualify as “native”, a species
cannot have been moved to a

location through human intervention. The MCPFE definition of indigenous species is essentially the same;
evolution of the particular species in the region and adaptation to the ecological conditions at the time of stand
establishment are the key criteria. The FAO/FRA definition refers to species that are known to have existed at a
given location or in a particular ecosystem. This, in principle could mean that species that have naturally become
extinct in a given location could still be considered native species, if re-introduced. In practice, however, this
difference may have limited relevance.

The same observations apply to definitions of introduced species. The MCPFE definition refers to species
outside their natural vegetation zone while FAO/FRA, CBD and Montreal Process emphasize occurrence outside
the normal past and present distribution area. Essentially, these definitions are the same. It may be noted,
however, that past occurrence is probably intended to refer to species that have disappeared because of human
influence. It could also comprise species that have become naturally extinct, e.g. because of climatic changes. If
such species were re-introduced to the area, they would not be considered introduced species, which may not be
the intention of the definition. Again, such an inconsistency may have little significance in practice.

CBD defines endemic species as different of native species using it as an additional qualifier for naturally
occurring species. The difference in that endemic species is restricted to a particular geographic region owing to
factors such as isolation or in response to soil or climatic conditions while native species are not. Such a
restriction is probably unnecessary when defining the degree of naturalness in tree stands and the present
practice of referring to natural occurrence rather than endemic appears appropriate.
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The FAO/IUFRO multilingual glossary of forest genetic resources also includes relevant definitions on native
and introduced species.

6.7 Opportunities for Harmonization

From the above sections, a number of conclusions can be drawn:

- The range of terms from Primary forest to Plantations is similar in all cases, with only choice of words that
differ. The terms express mainly degrees of naturalness, and (in some cases) additionally degree of forest
production potential.

- Tree species origin (native or introduced) is an important classifier in most cases

- The stand establishment method is used to separate classes, however with larger differences between the
processes compared to species origin

- FAO/FRA, CBD and IPCC are the sets that attempt a global coverage, whereas the other focus on
application within their respective regions.

The main opportunity for harmonization lies in subdivision of terms in cases where a finer distinction is used by
other processes, e.g. for CBD secondary forests or MCPFE semi-natural forests. It should be noted that in most
cases compatibility through decomposition remains approximate. If full harmonization between different
systems is considered necessary and desirable, some adjustment of the wordings in the definitions of the various
systems would be necessary.

The term enrichment planting would become more applicable, if the definition were more precise. ITTO has a
definition but it does not clearly distinguish between enrichment planting and other planting. The IUFRO
SivaTerm includes a definition on enrichment planting: the improvement of the percentage of desirable species
or genotypes or increasing biodiversity in a forest by interplanting. An approach where the cut-off point would
be defined as ratio between planted seedlings and existing naturally regenerated seedlings or planted area or total
area could be considered.

Coppicing is a form of regeneration that few of the definition sets explicitly include or define. While coppice
regeneration is natural in the sense that it is unassisted, coppices sprout from trees that often have distinct
characters of plantations (e.g. straight tree lines). The IUFRO SilvaTerm includes a definition on coppice forest:
woodland which has been regenerated from shoots formed at the stumps of the previous crop trees, root suckers,
or both, i.e., by vegetative means, normally grown in a short rotation for small material, but sometimes, e.g.,
some eucalypt species, to a substantial size.

7. TREES OUTSIDE FORESTS

The Second Expert Meeting made the statement that Trees outside Forests (TOF) play a large and significant
role particularly in low forest cover conditions. Therefore, special attention should be given to the inclusion of
them in national forest inventories and assessments. Failing to do so would give an incomplete picture of the
importance of woody vegetation in terms of energy, biological diversity, carbon sequestration, contribution to
sustainable livelihoods, etc. (FAO 2002).

The relationship between the terms TOF applied by FAO/FRA and revegetation used by UNFCCC was
discussed at length in the background document to the Second Expert Meeting (Puustjérvi and Simula 2002).
The following analysis focuses on the internal consistency of the FAO/FRA definitions with respect to TOF and
other related terms as well as their relationship with the definition of agroforestry applied by the CBD (Box 7.1).

The FAO/FRA definition of ToF refers to all trees outside the two land classes Forest and Other Wooded Land
(OWL), i.e. trees on land classified as “other land”. Thus Forests, OWL and ToF encompasses all trees in a
given area in a mutually exclusive manner (each tree is accounted for once). Further, the use of the term “forest
resources” in FRA includes Forests, OWL and ToF. This generic construction is used as a framework to all-
inclusive attempts to forest resources assessments at different scale levels.

According to the FAO/FRA definition, ToF can be planted or have regenerated naturally. They can appear
scattered in the landscape, in narrow strips, stands that are smaller than the forest classification threshold (0.5
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ha). Consistently with the FAO/FRA definitions of forest and OWL, trees occurring in areas where agricultural
or urban land use predominate, are always ToF even if the stand size and crown cover are above the forest
threshold.

In the FRA 2005 reporting, ToF are not explicitly included, however an area category for “Other land with tree
cover” has been introduced. These refer to areas where the tree cover is above the size, density and height
thresholds for forests, but where other land uses are predominant. The purpose is to better describe the overall
tree cover in countries, however as the parameter is new, the response rate from countries may not be high.

The CBD definition of agroforest takes land use as the basis for its definition. Where treed areas occur in land
that is broadly characterized as agricultural or as an agro-ecosystem, they are considered agroforests. The
definition does not set limits related to size of area, canopy cover or tree height. Therefore, in principle all
FAO/FRA definitions that related to land predominantly under agricultural or urban land use are covered by the
CBD definition (see above). If deemed necessary, a more detailed classification including sub-classes of
agroforest could be introduced to CBD.
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Box 7.1 Definitions of trees outside forest and related terms

FAO/FRA 2005

Trees outside forests

Definition: Trees outside forests are trees and tree environments on land not defined as forest or other wooded land.

Explanatory note:
Trees outside forests (ToF) include: (a) groups of trees covering an area of less than 0.5 ha, including lines and shelterbelts along

infrastructure features and agricultural fields; (b) scattered trees in agricultural landscapes; (c) tree plantations mainly for other
purposes than wood, such as fruit orchards and palm plantations; and (d) trees in parks and gardens and around buildings. ToF are
not assigned an area in the overall land use classification, but occurs inside Other wooded land and Other land. Although the
definition of ToF is based on the trees, the concept includes also the site and other vegetation at the location. (FAO 2004b)

Tree
Definition: A woody perennial with a single stem, or in the case of coppice with several stems, having more or less
definite crown.

Other land with tree cover

Definition: Land classified as “Other land”, spanning more than 0.5 hectares with a canopy cover of more than 10 percent
of trees able to reach a height of 5 meters at maturity.

Explanatory notes

Includes groups of trees and scattered trees in agricultural landscapes, parks, gardens and around buildings, provided that the
canopy cover criteria is met.

Other land

Definition: All land that is not classified as “Forest” or “Other Wooded Land”.

Explanatory notes

Includes agricultural land, meadows and pastures, build-on areas, barren land, etc.

If a country has areas with meadows and pastures that are difficult to classify whether they should belong to “Forest”/’Other
wooded land” or to “Other land”, the country should explain the criteria used and how this classification is done.

Includes areas classified under the sub-category “Other land with tree cover”.

Other wooded land

Definition: Land not classified as “Forest”, spanning more than 0.5 hectares; with trees higher than 5 meters and a canopy
cover of 5-10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ; or with a combined cover of shrubs, bushes and trees above 10
percent. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use.

Forest

Definition: Land spanning more than 0.5 hectares with trees higher than 5 meters and a canopy cover of more than 10
percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban
land use.

Explanatory notes

Forest is determined both by the presence of trees and the absence of other predominant land uses. The trees should be able to
reach a minimum height of 5 meters in situ. Areas under reforestation that have not yet but are expected to reach a canopy cover of
10 percent and tree height of 5 m are included, as are temporarily unstocked areas, resulting from human intervention or natural
causes that are expected to regenerate.

Includes areas with bamboo and palms provided that height and canopy cover criteria are reached.

Includes forest roads, firebreaks and other small open areas; forest in national parks, nature reserves and other protected areas such
as those of specific scientific, historical, cultural or spiritual interest.

Includes windbreaks, shelterbelts and corridors of trees with an area of more than 0.5 ha and width of more than 20 m.

Includes plantations primarily used for forestry or protection purposes, such as rubber-wood plantations and cork oak stands.

Excludes tree stands in agricultural production systems, for example in fruit plantations and agroforestry systems. The term also
excludes trees in urban parks and gardens.

CBD
Agroforest: An agro-forest is a complex of treed areas within an area that is broadly characterised as agricultural or as an agro-
ecosystem.

44



Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 17-19 January 2005

8. CONCLUSIONS

The previous analysis of the degree of naturalness and human intervention has been summarized in Table 8.1 in
the context of the concepts applied by different international classifications. Classifications of the degree of
human intervention are highly varied but for analytical purposes, the following generic classes were identified
and applied when compiling the above-mentioned table:

(1) no intervention where stands show natural forest dynamics with respect to species composition, age
structure, etc.

(i1) low-intensity interventions where stands retain certain characteristics of the natural dynamics

(1ii) high-intensity intervention where stands have lost the key elements of natural dynamics and may be

characterized by a limited number of species or monocultures, straight tree lines and even-aged
stands.

Introducing the degree of human intervention to the two naturalness indicators (stand establishment method and
origin of species) allows us to capture the key elements appearing in different classifications (cf. Buchwald
2002). It is recognized, however, that Table 8.1 is an interpretation subject to validation by the respective
institutions. Classifications can be established in various ways; an alternative approach is presented in annex 1.

Table 8.1 Definitions related to naturalness and human intervention

Degree of Stand Species FAO/FRA CBD ITTO Montreal MCPFE UNFCCC/ WCMC-
human establishment Process IPCC CIFOR
intervention
No intervention Natural Native Primary Primary forest Primary N/A Forest Forest land Natural
regeneration forest forest undisturbed (unmanaged) undisturbed
by man forest
Low-intensity Natural Native Modified Secondary Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land Disturbed
intervention regeneration primary natural forest forest (managed) natural forest
forest
Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land Disturbed
forest forest natural forest forest (managed) natural forest
Assisted nat. Native Semi-natural | Secondary Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land/ Disturbed
regeneration or forest forest natural forest forest afforested/ natural forest
enrichment reforested
planting Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land/ Disturbed
forest forest natural forest forest afforested/ natural forest
reforested
Planting or Native Semi-natural | Secondary Planted Plantation Semi-natural | Forest land/ Native
seeding forest forest forest forest forest afforested/ species
reforested plantation
Introduced Production/ Secondary Planted Plantation Plantation Forest land/ Exotic
Protective forest forest forest afforested/ species
Plantation reforested plantation
High-intensity Natural Native (Modified (Secondary (Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land Disturbed
intervention regeneration natural forest) natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest) forest)
Introduced Semi-natural | (Secondary (Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land Disturbed
forest forest) natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest)
Assisted nat. Native Semi-natural | (Secondary (Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land/ Disturbed
regeneration or forest forest) natural forest afforested/ natural forest
enrichment forest) reforested
planting Introduced Semi-natural | (Secondary (Modified N/A Semi-natural | Forest land/ Disturbed
forest forest) natural forest afforested/ natural forest
forest) reforested
Planting or Native Production/ Plantation Planted Plantation Plantation Forest land/ Native
seeding Protective forest forest forest afforested/ species
Plantation reforested plantation
Introduced Production/P | Plantation Planted Plantation Plantation Forest land/ Exotic
rotective forest forest forest afforested/ species
Plantation reforested plantation

Most definition sets involving terms natural forest, planted forest, plantations etc. consist of a continuum of
definitions attempting to capture various degrees of naturalness of forest. The main differences between the sets
are the number of classes and the transition points between classes. There is also some divergence with respect to
the attributes present in different definitions and the value or degree of detail in parameters. However, the
differences are not insurmountable and there is good potential to move towards further harmonization of various
sets whenever it is considered desirable.

One potential approach is to adjust transition points between existing classes in various sets so that they
coincide. In some cases this would require changes in the current data collection and analytical methods.
Another possibility is to create sub-classes. In this case, the existing transition points between classes can be
maintained; harmonization is achieved by splitting the larger classes into sub-classes so that the respective
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transition points coincide. This same strategy was proposed for harmonization of definitions of afforestation and
reforestation (FAO 2002). The present methods of data collection and analysis could be maintained but increased
level of detail could increase the workload.

In practice, a combination of these approaches could be considered. By creating sub-classes the original
objectives and functions of each definition set can be secured. However, development of sub-classes entails a
cost, against which the benefit has to be weighed. Some of the existing definitions could probably be re-
formulated without compromising the original objectives or causing significant loss of information. When this
seems to be the case, the applicability of an alternative approach, adjustment of transition, points could be
explored.

With respect to degree of human intervention (managed forests, unmanaged forests, forest management etc.),
there are three main points where existing definitions differ (i) minimum level of action qualifying as forest
management, (ii) existence of a management plan, and (iii) inclusion/exclusion of a parameter regarding the
quality of forest management, usually in terms of sustainability. The latter issue appears too broad to be captured
by a single definition, and highly conflicting views are likely to emerge. The greatest potential for harmonization
is therefore seen in agreeing on the definition of minimum activities required of forest management. In the
existing definitions the main difference is whether mere designation of a management objective (normative or
strategic decision) can be considered management, or whether some more “active” measures are required. This
will be particularly important for assessment of carbon pools under the Kyoto Protocol.

The definitions of trees outside forest and related terms involved in FAO/FRA system of definition are largely
consistent and logical; some minor adjustment may be needed to ensure full coverage of various situations. The
CBD has a related definition on agroforestry. There are no major problems with compatibility but the CBD
definition is rather broad and harmonization could be attempted by creating a number of sub-classes
corresponding to respective classes in the FAO/FRA system.

Another approach targeted at comprehensive harmonization between definitions would be to use the analytical
matrix approach (cf. Table 3.1). All the definitions would be systematically compared in terms of all their
elements (attributes), both qualitative and quantitative, and necessary adjustments would then be made. This
would raise the issue of hierarchical dependence between individual terms in different definition sets (e.g.
harmonizing ‘managed’ would also need harmonizing ‘forest’). Such an approach would therefore probably have
to be comprehensive addressing at the same time all the terms which are related to each other.

9. ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

For further action it is recommended that the Third Expert Meeting scheduled for January 2005 takes up the key
points referred to above and attempts to forge a broad consensus with respect to the harmonization approach
(options 1 or 2, their combination or another approach). The key question is whether the existing definitions can
be modified so that they better match with each other or whether the differences should be dealt with by creating
new sub-classes in each definition set.

There are also a number of detailed issues which merit further discussion:

Natural forests, planted forests, plantations

- agree on the approach to be adopted in harmonization (modification of definitions vs. decomposition of
classes);

- review the need for harmonization by each set of definitions for which harmonization is considered
desirable;

- agree on the approach to defining enrichment planting and the approach to distinguishing it from other
methods of regeneration;

- agree on classifying coppicing as a stand establishment method.

Managed/unmanaged forests

- agree on the basic concept of forest management assessing in particular the option that would include a
minimum level of “active” measures to be undertaken for a specific purpose and/or the existence of a
management plan
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- apply the basic concept to adjustment and harmonization of the UNFCCC and MPFCE definitions

- consider developing a separate definition of forest management for the FAO/FRA set of definitions (i.e.
other than “intensive forest management” which has been designed for different purpose). The definitions
of forests with designated functions are useful in their own right, but may not adequately capture the
concept of forest management.

- review the various definitions of protected areas to assess whether they should be adjusted to cover
circumstances where no active management is required or should be undertaken.

Trees outside forest

- consider dividing the CBD definition of agroforest into sub-classes in order to increase comparability with
related FAO/FRA terms
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Alternative classification of various definitions related to naturalness of forest

Annex 1

The table below provides an approximate comparison of terms using the common classifiers forest disturbance,

stand establishment, time since site was forested and species origin.

Stand Time Species FAO/FRA CBD ITTO Montreal MCPFE UNFCCC/ WCMC-
establishment since  site Process IPCC CIFOR
forested
Forests without disturbances
Natural > 50 Native Primary Primary forest Primary N/A Forest Forest Natural
regeneration years forest forest undisturbed by | (unmanaged) undisturbed
man forest
<50yrs Native Primary Primary forest Primary N/A Forest Forest Natural
and forest forest undisturbed by | (unmanaged) undisturbed
>10 yrs man forest
<10 Native Primary Primary forest Primary N/A Forest Forest Natural
years forest forest undisturbed by | (unmanaged) undisturbed
man forest
Forests with disturbances
Natural > 50 Native Modified Secondary Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
regeneration years natural forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
<50yrs Native Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
and forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
>10 yrs forest
<10 Native Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
> 50 Mixed Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
<50yrs Mixed Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
and forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
>10 yrs forest
<10 Mixed Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
> 50 Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
> 50 yrs Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
and forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
<10 yrs forest
<10 Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
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Stand Time Species FAO/FRA CBD ITTO Montreal MCPFE UNFCCC/ WCMC-
establishment since  site Process IPCC CIFOR
forested
Assisted nat. > 50 Native Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
regeneration or years forest natural forest afforested natural forest
enrichment forest
planting
<50yrs Native Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
and forest natural forest reforested natural forest
>10 yrs forest
<10 Native Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
> 50 Mixed Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest afforested natural forest
forest
<50yrs Mixed Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
and forest natural forest reforested natural forest
>10 yrs forest
<10 Mixed Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
> 50 Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest afforested natural forest
forest
<50yrs Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
and forest natural forest reforested natural forest
>10 yrs forest
<10 Introduced Semi-natural | Secondary forest Modified N/A Semi-natural Forest Disturbed
years forest natural forest (managed) natural forest
forest
Planting or > 50 Native Semi-natural | Secondary Planted Plantation Semi-natural Forest Native species
seeding years forest' forest/plantation forest forest forest afforested plantation
forest
<50yrs Native Semi-natural | Secondary Planted Plantation Semi-natural Forest Native species
and forest' forest/plantation forest forest forest reforested plantation
<10 yrs forest
<10 Native Semi-natural | Secondary Planted Plantation Semi-natural Forest Native species
years forest' forest/plantation forest forest forest (managed) plantation
forest
> 50 Mixed Plantation Secondary forest Planted Plantation Plantation Forest Exotic species
years forest forest afforested plantation
<50yrs Mixed Plantation Secondary forest Planted Plantation Plantation Forest Exotic species
and forest forest reforested plantation
>10 yrs
<10 Mixed Plantation Secondary forest Planted Plantation Plantation Forest Exotic species
years forest forest (managed) plantation
> 50 Introduced Plantation Secondary forest Planted Plantation Plantation Forest Exotic species
years forest forest afforested plantation
<50yrs Introduced Plantation Secondary forest Planted Plantation Plantation Forest Exotic species
and forest forest reforested plantation
>10 yrs
<10 Introduced Plantation Secondary forest Planted Plantation Plantation Forest Exotic species
years forest forest (managed) plantation
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Meeting Agenda

08.00 - 09.00
09.00 - 09.30

9.30-9.50

9.50-10.20

10.20 - 10.40
10.40 - 10.50
11.00 - 12.00
12.00 - 13.30
13.30 - 15.00
15.00 - 15.30
15.30-17.30

08.00 - 09.00
09:00 - 10.00
10.00 - 10.30
10.30 - 12.00
12.00 - 13.30
13.30 - 15.00
15.00 - 15.30
15.30-17.30

20.00

Registration of participants

Welcome, Objectives, scope, expected results of meeting ~ Wulf Killmann

and further steps

Short statements on process by
IUFRO Peter Mayer
IPCC Thelma Krug
CIFOR Markku Kanninen
ITTO Alastair Sarre
UNEP Jinhua Zhang

Progress in terms and definitions among FRA stakeholders Peter Holmgren
since the previous meeting, including multilingual aspects

Coffee break
Markku Simula
Markku Simula

Introduction to Draft Analytical Framework.
Explanation on group work

Start of group work 1

Lunch

Group work 1

Coffee break

Group work 1

Review of progress of group work (plenary) Markku Simula
Group work 1

Coffee break

Group work 1

Lunch

Stocktaking and interchange of Group work 1 (plenary)
Coffee break

Overview presentation on multilingual aspects Renate Pruller
Introduction of Group work 2 and 3

Group work 1 continues

Start of group work 2 (Multilingual aspects) and

3 (Trees Outside Forests)

Dinner @ Da Franco ar vicoletto
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08.30 - 10.00 Group work 1, 2, 3
10.00 - 10.30 Coffee break

10.30 - 12.00 Presentation and discussion of group work (Plenary) Markku Simula

12.00 - 13.30 Lunch

13.30 - 15.00 Presentation and discussion of group work (Plenary) Markku Simula

15.00 - 15.30 Coffee break

15.30 - 16.30 Presentation and discussion of group work (Plenary) Markku Simula

16.30 - 17.00 Results and further steps Markku Simula
Closing Wulf Killmann

Group work 1

Group A, B: definitions of terms related to forest origin and composition of forests

Group C, D: definitions of terms related to managed and unmanaged forests

Group work 2 (multilingual aspects)

Short group work on multilingual aspects of terms and definitions. Groups are expected to come up
with conclusions and recommendations on:

a) validity of existing translations of terms;
b) proposals for improving multilingualism in forest-related terms and definitions.

French Working group suggested: S. Gueye, H.F. Maitre, C. Vidal

Spanish Working group suggested: C. Bahamondez, D.C. Cruz, J.A. Prado
Arabic Working group suggested: T.A.H. Omran, A. Abdelkader,

Russian Working group suggested: A. Shvidenko, M. Lobovikov, G. Bondaruk

Group work 3 (Trees Outside Forest)

A small group consisting of interested participants to come up with issues that need to be addressed
and a path forward.

Suggested: M. Seyfollahian (Iran), G. Vildanova, S. Gueye, D. Pattie (UNCCD)
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Wulf Killmann

Director
Forest Products and Economics Division
FAO Forestry Department

Ladies and Gentlemen, Dear Colleagues,

It is a great pleasure to welcome you, on behalf of Mr El-Lakany, the Assistant Director General for
Forestry of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, and on behalf of all my
colleagues in the house, to Rome, to FAO, and to this Third Expert Consultation on Harmonizing
Forest-Related Definitions.

The process of harmonizing forest-related definitions is a joint effort by the Centre for International
Forestry Research (CIFOR), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO),
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the International Tropical Timber
Organization (ITTO), the International Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO) and the
United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). The process falls under the umbrella of the
Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF). We are thus delighted also to welcome today
participants from other CPF members like the UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD and UNFF Secretariats.

A special welcome goes also to the representatives of the private sector and from NGOs such as
WWF and FERN.

Colleagues, what do we understand by ‘“harmonization”?

Harmonization identifies differences, incompatibilities and inconsistencies, but also common
elements between existing definitions of related terms. It recognizes and respects the different
objectives underlying the varying uses of a given term, and establishes linkages, as well as
qualitative and quantitative relationships. Harmonization occurs ex post, and thus differs from
standardization, a process to “fix”” a common meaning for a specific term.

The terms we want to discuss during the next three days are those for natural forests, planted forests,
forest plantations, trees outside forests, and related terms addressing the biophysical constitution of
forest resources. We also want to address managed forests and human interventions in forests,
which may take into consideration definitions of protected areas and designated functions of forests.

In our deliberations we will build upon the background document distributed. This document takes
into account results of the two previous meetings on harmonizing forest- related definitions. There
we addressed core forest-related terms, such as forest, deforestation, reforestation, and also began
discussions on some of the terms we will take up during this meeting.

In this connection, [ am pleased to inform you that the Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF)
is working on a related task, namely streamlining forest-related reporting. Together with our joint
work on harmonizing definitions, this initiative aims at reducing reporting burdens on countries and
making national reporting easier and more effective. The small CPF task force on streamlining
forest reporting met just yesterday and to take the first steps towards developing a joint CPF
information framework for forest reporting. For those interested, further information can be
provided during this meeting.

What do we want to achieve during these three days?

The overall goal is to improve communication and information on natural and planted forests. To
achieve this, we aim to relate the definitions applied for the terms mentioned above and to highlight
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opportunities for enhancing consistency, comparability and simplification. We may at least come up
with a comparative matrix and make proposals for next steps towards harmonization of the
definitions used.

As before, we will work in groups which at intervals report to the plenary. We will have two groups
each working on definitions of terms related to forest origin and composition and on those related
to managed and unmanaged forests.

On the last day, we will have undergroups looking into the term trees outside forest, and into
multilingual aspects. More details on these will be shared with you later.

As in the previous meetings, Mr. Markku Simula will accompany us as moderator. Our Master of
Ceremonies will be Mr. Hiko Katsuhisa, Chief, Forest Products service. For any technical issues,

kindly contact him, or Mrs. Carla Tomalino, his assistant.

Ladies and Gentlemen, once again I would like to thank you for having come to Rome and I wish us
success in our ambitious endeavour.

Thank you.
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Peter Mayer
Executive Secretary
International Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO)

Dear colleagues,
ladies and gentlemen,

It is with great pleasure and satisfaction that I participate in this third Expert Meeting on
Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions for Use by Various Stakeholders.

The International Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO) has been strongly involved in
international processes during the last years - most recently as member of the Collaborative
Partnership on Forests and in leading the joint CPF initiative on the Global Forest Information
Service (GFIS).

Moreover, IUFRO has a tradition in international terminology work. Consequently, [IUFRO has
been not only participating but also a partner in the Process on harmonising forest-related
definitions although it is not among the Conventions or Processes that are in direct need of forest-
related definitions for accounting or reporting purposes. However, IUFRO as a global network of
research organisations and forest scientists is continuously involved in producing and coining terms
and definitions in forestry and related fields.

IUFRO continues to be a partner and taking an active part in this Process of harmonizing forest-
related definitions, because we believe that it fulfils the ambition of ensuring better understanding
of the use of forest-related terms and definitions through harmonisation. This time we will also see
how harmonisation is applied and is valid in a multilingual environment. [UFRO has always
underlined the importance of giving a platform to definitions work also in other languages.
Therefore we are glad to see that this Expert Meeting is taking care also of this important aspect.

In this sense IUFRO’s role is to contribute with its expertise. We see ourselves as facilitator and
promoter through IUFRO‘s network of more than 15,000 scientists in almost 700 Member
Organizations and thanks to our terminology infrastructure as a bridge providing access to the
definitions.

Since the last Expert Meeting [UFRO has contributed to give visibility to this Process on
harmonising forest-related definitions mainly through

e its SilvaVoc Project on Multilingual Forest Terminology,

e its Web site with pertinent information on the outcomes of the past Expert
meetings, and

e by raising awareness of the importance of comparative knowledge on forest
definitions as used by the several Conventions and Processes; and

e in cooperation with experts [IUFRO has produced a multilingual on-line glossary of
forest-related carbon terminology.

Ladies and gentlemen,

In August 2005 IUFRO will celebrate its XXII World Congress in Brisbane, Australia. This is the
occasion for more than 2 000 scientists to meet, present and discuss the most pressing issues in
forestry and to reach out their scientific findings to the international science community and society
at large. I am pleased to inform you that we have made provision for a session on the Added value
of work on forest terminology including information on the work and the outcomes of this joint
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process. It will be a great pleasure for [IUFRO to welcome many of you at our World Congress in
Brisbane.

In concluding, I would like to thank FAO for being our host and Markku Simula and his
collaborators for drafting the background document for this Expert Meeting. It will give us an
excellent basis for the discussions. [ wish this Expert Meeting success and fruitful discussions.
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Markku Kanninen
Director, Environmental Services and Sustainable use of forests
Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, colleagues

CIFOR, jointly with CPF partners FAO, IPCC, UNEP and IUFRO, has organized expert meetings
on Harmonizing Forest- related Definitions for Use by Various Stakeholders since 2002.

Since the beginning of this process, CIFOR has been committed to achieving the goals of this
process, i.e. in fostering unambiguous use of definitions and promoting informed, deliberate choice
of definitions in any new context. To facilitate the process, CIFOR, jointly with World Wildlife
Fund (WWF) and World Conservation Union (IUCN) developed a typology of planted forests in
2002.

The clarity of concepts and definitions is a cornerstone of the scientific work carried out by CIFOR
and many other research organizations. This is also important for many international, regional and
national processes dealing with trees, forests and forest resources.

In CIFOR, we feel that it is very important for all the actors of the processes mentioned above to be
able to communicate the importance of forests in the context of the Millennium Development Goals
and to alleviating poverty, and to demonstrate the potential that good management of forests can
offer in achieving these goals. Unambiguous use of definitions and promoting informed, deliberate
choice of definitions is part of this strategy.

Thank you very much.
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Alastair Sarre
Editor and Communications Manager
International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO)

It is a pleasure to be representing ITTO at this meeting, in which our Organization has a keen
interest.

ITTO has developed numerous definitions in the course of its policy work. Most of these are
contained in a series of policy documents, of which there are now 14. These include guidelines on
the restoration, rehabilitation and management of degraded and secondary tropical forests, guidelines
on the sustainable management of natural tropical forests, criteria and indicators for the sustainable
management of natural tropical forests, guidelines on the conservation of biological diversity in
tropical forests, and so on.

One of the recommendations of the previous meeting on the harmonization of forest definitions was
that ITTO should ensure that the definitions used in its guidelines on restoration were harmonized
with other definitions developed here. I'm pleased to report that we did so in producing the
guidelines.

ITTO is now undertaking three new policy initiatives that may have some bearing on this meeting,
or vice versa. One is a decision taken by our Council last December to review and revise the ITTO
guidelines on the conservation of biological diversity in production forests. This process will take
place this year in collaboration with our partner organizations.

Also last December, the Council adopted a revised edition of the ITTO Criteria and Indicators for
the Sustainable Management of Natural Tropical Forests. This new edition should be published
within a couple of months.

And this year we will be publishing a ‘status of tropical forest management report’, a comprehensive
assessment of progress towards sustainable forest management in tropical production and protection
forests.

In addition to these initiatives, ITTO is starting to fund projects aimed at making use of the CDM
and other carbon credit schemes, where the definitions to be discussed this week will play an
important role.

So ITTO has a critical interest in the process of forest-related definitions and in the harmonization of
these definitions, particularly to reduce the reporting burden on countries, which is already quite
large. We are very keen to work with our partner organizations in the Collaborative Partnership on
Forests as well as other institutions and I’'m looking forward to the discussions that will take place
this week and the perspectives that I’ll be able to take back to the ITTO Executive Director and,
through him, to the ITTO membership.

In concluding I’d like to thank FAO for hosting this meeting, and Markku Simula and his co-author
for the clear background paper, which certainly helped me to prepare for this meeting.

Thank you.
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Jinhua Zhang
Regional Coordinator, DEWA-Asia/Pacific
UNEP - Asian Institute of Technology

Good morning, Ladies and Gentlemen,

On behalf of UNEP, I would like to welcome you to the Third Expert Meeting on
harmonizing forest related definitions for use by various stakeholders.

Sustainable forest management has been an integral part of UNEP’s programme of work, as
witnessed by the partnership with FAO on the 1980 Tropical Forest Resource Assessment,
a milestone in quantifying the status of tropical forest resources, to the contribution to the
collaborative partnership on forests to support IPF/IFF/UNFF.

To have common understanding of definitions and terms related to forests will greatly
facilitate
¢ The international policy dialogue on forests and sustainable forest management; and
e The exchange knowledge, experience and information on sustainable forest
management; and
e The comprehension of the environmental goods and services forest ecosystems
provide to the human society.
In this context, I would like to mention that there are preliminary reports and
observations that mangrove forest ecosystems along the Indian Ocean coast absorbed
the impacts of the recent Tsunami and energy of waves in some areas in several Asian
countries, thus saved lives and properties.

Finally, I would like to thank Mr. Wulf Killmann and other FAO colleagues for the
excellent preparation and organization of this meeting, and Mr. Markku Smula for your

continued intellectual contribution to this noble process since the very beginning.

Ladies and gentlemen, UNEP looks forward to your recommendations what should be the
next step jointly by partners in this process.

Thank you.
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ANNEX 1V
PRESENTATIONS

“Progress in terms and definitions among
FRA stakeholders since the previous
meeting, including multilingual aspects”
(Peter Holmgren, FAO)

“Setting the Scene”
(Markku Simula, FAO consultant)

“Multilingual Aspects: Points for discussion,
a few answers and suggestions”
(Renate Pruler, IUFRO)






Progress in terms and definitions among FRA stakeholders since the
previous meeting, including multilingual aspects
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< Terms and Definitions developme

& Conclusions and Issues

The FRA Process

FRA history
Since 1947
Originally timber supply
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* FRA'’s support policy decisions;

< All benefits and beneficiaries;

* Policies are concerned with trends;

* Cross-sectoral context, e.g.:
— UN Millenium Development Goals
— Role of forest sector in economy

The FRA Process
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FRA 2005 Harmonization effdrt

¢ |IPCC Good Practice Guidance
e UN Millennium Development Indicators

« FAO/UNECE/Eurostat/ITTO Joint
Questionnaire

¢ |ILO and UN Statistics Division

« |[UCN Protected Areas Categories and
Redbook

e The 9 C&l processes on SFM
» CPF initiative to streamline reporting

™
FRA 2005 Terms and Definition's

Close collaboration with stakeholders

Stability over time
e Adjustments to fit SFM framework
* Inputs from eg Definitions meetings

Multilingual
e Focus on delivery
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FRA 2005 pillars
Kotka IV expert consultation 2002
FAO Committee on Forestry 2003
FRA Advisory group 2002->
National correspondents (171 today)

Links to C&I and other international
processes and bodies

Country reporting

FAO specialists and infrastructure

o

FRA 2005 timetable

Nov 2003: Global meeting of
correspondents

2004: regional work meetings on
national reports

TODAY: 110 national reports submitted
2005: validation of national reports

2nd half of 2005: FRA 2005 report

L4
15 Global Tables 4

Forest extent Tree species diversity

Ownership Tree species compositio
Designation Wood removal
Forest characteristics Value of wood removal
Growing stock NWFP removal
Biomass Value of NWFP removal
Carbon stock Employment

Disturbances
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FRA history
- Since 1947
- Originally timber supply
- Broader coverage over time

- Deforestation in 1980

The FRA Process

History — continued

- FRA 1990 — more advanced
- FRA 2000 - back to basics
- Reduced deforestation (?)
- Information gaps

- What was the question?
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The FRA Process '
(Re)defining FRA:
 FRA’s support policy decisions;

+ All benefits and beneficiaries;

* Policies are concerned with trends;

» Cross-sectoral context, e.g.:
— UN Millenium Development Goals
— Role of forest sector in economy

The FRA Process

So, FRA'’s should look into:
— All Forest Benefits,
— For all Beneficiaries,
— Over Time,
— For agiven Area

U=2.2.2 s Vo

B P T

77



Conclusions - process

Feedback and Utility at country
level in focus;

Direct country involvement
necessary;

Multilinguality necessary for any
global reporting process.

L
'

L4
Conclusions - definitions® T

. Data availability and documentatio

more critical than global definition

. Consistency over time more

important than consistency
between countries;

. There will always be

inconsistencies — also with stable
definitions;
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Setting the Scene

3rd Expert Meeting on
Forest-related Definitions

Rome, 17-19 January 2005

Setting the Scene

Markku Simula

Harmonization of Definitions

Harmonization facilitates comparisons between existing definitions
of related terms. It collects existing definitions, establishes
linkages, identifies common elements, differences,
incompatibilities and inconsistencies, as well as qualitative and, if
possible, quantitative relationships. It may result in
recommendations for modifications to one or several definitions
which make them more compatible, consistent or even congruent.

The goals of harmonization consist in fostering unambiguous use
of definitions and promoting informed, deliberate choice of
definitions in any new context.

e e
Meeting Objectives Part |
1. Take stock of developments in forest-related reporting
processes since the 2nd meeting Review of Progress
2. Harmonize definitions related to
# biophysical constitutions of forest resources
¢ human interventions to manage forests for various
purposes.
< <
Progress Achieved - First Meeting Progress Achieved - 2nd Meeting
Desirable characteristics of definitions Forest and change processes between land classes
State and change processes (stgrr\iigzl)ds, parameters, plantations, environmental
eltos 2 'a”d'ste class ) Degradation and change processes within forest
Forest, affprestatlon, reforestation and Managed, unmanaged forests, forest condition
deforestation (natural, primary and planted forests)
Forest degradation Forest classification and international processes
Biome-specific definitions Special needs of LFCC countries
< <
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Recommendations of 2nd Meeting

Countries reporting

International processes and organizations
CBD

FAO and FRA

ITTO

Tehran Process

UNFCCC/IPCC

&>

Key Points

Disaggregated data collection to allow compilation
for different purposes

Original country data to be used
Common first order forest classification system

Common use of key terms (forest, forest land,
forested land)

Planted forests to be clarified as a separate
category

Further work needed on biomass and carbon
related terms

&>

Follow-up of Recommendations

No assessment made on action taken

Parties are invited to comment on
follow-up in the Meeting

UNFF-4 Qutcome

Urge the Member States and invite CPF members
to support and strengthen the definitions
harmonization process under way under the CPF

Urge governing bodies of CPF members to take
note and take advantage of the work being done
on definitions, make wider use of existing
definitions, to the extent possible, and to refrain
from creating new definitions unless they are
justified and created in a manner that permits
adjustments or conversions to be made with ease.

<> <>
Methodological Approach
Part Il
Harmonization is seen as a process to improve
comparablity, compatibility and consistency
between definitions and establishment and Highlights of the
description of linkages and relationships Background Paper on
Matrix where definitions of terms are described, o .
compared and related to different uses Classifications of Forests
# presence or absence of elements or parameters and Their Man agement
+ quantified threshold parameters Status
Core terms as the focus
<> <>
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Uses of Definitions

Monitoring of and reporting on forest status
and trends;

Assessing effectiveness of forest related
policies and forest or conservation
management;

Providing a basis for allocation of resources;

Providing a common ground for discussions in
the international forest dialogue

&>

Objectives of the Background Paper

Explore options for harmonizing definitions for
natural forests, planted forests, forest
plantations, trees outside forests and related
terms addressing the biophysical constitution
of forest resources;
managed forests and related terms,
addressing human intervention in forests,
which may include or take into consideration
definitions of protected areas, management
plans and designated functions of forests;

&>

Focal Aspects of Analysis

Human interventions
(managed/unmanaged forests, degree and
nature of interventions)

Forest origin and composition

Methodology

Analytical framework developed for the 2nd
Meeting

Focus on forest management objectives,
characteristics related to the degree of
naturalness

Continuum of natural forests, modified natural
forest, semi-natural forest and planted forests
Main material of comparison: FRA,
UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA, IPCC, ITTO, MCPFE,
UNFCCC, WCMC-CIFOR, Montreal Process

@ @
Alternative Approaches to Harmonization Exam ple of Attribute-based
- omparison
Clasitication 2 D - © ‘ Attribute UNFCC MCPFE
IL  CLASSIFICATION WITH MODIFIED TRANSITION POINTS BETWEEN Land Forest (defined according to the | Forest (FAO/FRA definition)
CLASSES Kyoto Protocol)
- - Conceptual framework System of practices Plan (informal or formal
Classifieation 1 A c
Implementation Practices implemented Operations carried out
Classification 2
Goals of ip and use fulfilling (not mentioned)
I SUB-DIVIDED CLASSIFICATIONS relevant ecological, economic
and social functions
Clastto: — Scopeof inable forest oo
Time frame (not mentioned) Sufficiently long period (five
years or more)

Classification 2 D1 G2

D ®
2 1

Note: This is a single attribute case

>

>
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Critical Points of Human Intervention

(i) minimum level of action qualifying as forest
management (borderline between managed
and unmanaged forest),

(ii) existence of a management plan, and

(iif) inclusion/exclusion of a parameter
regarding the quality of forest management,
usually in terms of sustainability.

Degree of Human Interventions

(i) no intervention where stands show natural forest
dynamics with respect to species composition, age
structure, etc.

(ii) low-intensity interventions where stands retain certain
characteristics of the natural dynamics (limited
intervention)

(iii) high-intensity intervention where stands have lost the
key elements of natural dynamics and may be
characterized by a limited number of species or
monocultures, straight tree lines and even-aged stands
(significantly affected by human intervention)

> >
Human Interventions and Impacts Forest O“?\I'n and Composition -
Degree of Naturalness
r;?/:i“ Typical infervention: Typical actors Imﬁ:c!:]:;l:;o!usl
Ncrmxl.ivc L:gisla.(icn, policy Governments. Indirect Natura|neSS |S the State Of be|ng natural,
— Formataon, Lo §Jmm:g fdireet conformity to nature (Webster)
"if“’gy;g‘g‘ff Criamamagor In the case of forests, naturalness
Tactical Tra?sla:.mnlofslralegw Tand owners, 1.);;\1 M.'m&ly indirect, but enCOmpaSSGS a Wh0|e range Of dimenSiOnS,
goal to local context, communities an e.g. demarcations or . L.
and evalu.\ltmnlolf ! g_evelo_pmem may have ’speCIes CompOSItlon
?n’éﬁﬁ?;;‘,‘né’.ffp:ﬂ:y et impacts < stand structure or
cross-sectoral planning _ .
S amsgomont i, | iaht v, soneral | forest aperaions for < type or method of regeneration
adjustments for site/time | public. the protection from o .
speific considerations. such operations) & various ecosystem functions and the
Colecton. Sl characteristics of a forest area that maintain
Source: Various rescarcl Tler;:a‘rcuer?and Tolmgren FAO (unpublished)): those functions
<> <>
Harmonization Opportunities Part Il
The range of terms from primary forest to plantations
is similar in all cases, with only choice of words that
differ. The terms express mainly degrees of . )
naturalness, and (in some cases) additionally degree Tentative Conclusions
of forest production potential.
Tree species origin (native or introduced) is an
important classifier in most cases
The stand establishment method is used to separate
classes, however with larger differences between the
processes compared to species origin
<> <>
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Classification Variables

The following parameters can capture all the differing
definitions into a comparative framework:

Stand establishment (natural, assisted natrual,
planting/seeding)

Time since site forested (10/50 years)
Species (native, mixed, introduced)

= degree of human intervention and two naturalness
indicators

&>

Continuum of Definitions

Most sets of definitions rely on the degree of
naturalness

Main differences are in the number of classes
and their transition points

Some divergence in the attributes used

There is good potential for further
harmonization if deemed desirable

&>

Approaches for Harmonization

1. Adjust transition points
2.Create sub-classes
3. Combination of the two

Further analysis could be carried out using
the analytical matrix approach covering
all the relevant attributes (quantitative
and qualitative)

>

Issues for Discussion

Can the present definitions by parties
modified?

Detailed issues to be clarified on

& Natural forests, planted forests, plantations
& Managed/unmanaged forests

& Trees outside forests

>
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Multilingual Aspects: Points for discussion,
a few answers and suggestions

Multilingual Aspects
Points for discussion, a few
answers and suggestions

by Renate Priiller
IUFRO-SilvaVoc Project on
Multilingual Forest Terminology

Harmonization

... [H]armonization facilitates comparisons
between existing definitions of related terms.
It collects existing definitions, establishes
linkages, identifies common elements,
differences, incompatibilities and
inconsistencies, as well as qualitative and, if
possible, quantitative relationships. ....

Why multilingual?

-> mandate: official languages
-> better understanding

-> worldwide communication
-> cultural diversity

-> diversity of thinking

What more than a translation?

ooo O
oo

-> deforestation — déforestation ?
-> no (visible) difference
-> look behind terms

Is there a need to start from
scratch in each language?

-> English = reference language

-> no repetition of work, but
independant work

-> comparison of terms in use
between languages
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Multilingual terminology
work in a nutshell

Concept/ realisation of an
object

sign denoting object / Object
Term

Semiotic triangle (Arntz, Picht,Mayer, 2002)




Multilingual terminology work
in a nutshell
cont'd

-> Equivalence: concepts correspond
completely and exactly in the languages

-> Partial equivalence: concepts in different
languages correspond only partially. It is
essential to determine the extent to which the
term of the English (=source language) can be
rendered by the term in the target language

How to proceed?

-> First step:

determine whether the terms are

« denoting the same concept,

e synonyms in one language and
equivalents to the English term,

e full or partial equivalents to the
English

Multilingual terminology work
in a nutshell
contd

-> No equivalence or terminological gap: do
not try to force a concept into other languages.

-> Collaboration of native-speaker subject
specialists and the use of a corpus of original
texts: the establishment of multilingual
equivalents and their authority strongly relies
on teamwork.

How to proceed?
cont'd

-> Second step:
suitable definitions in the working
languages may be:
e existing translations,
* improved translations or
* newly formulated definitions

How to proceed?
cont'd

Tables -> English key terms and
equivalents in:
< French and < Spanish
compiled from Websites
and documents

Good luck!
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ANNEX V
GROUP WORK RESULTS

Working Group 1A & 1B
Definitions of terms related to forest origin
and composition of forests

Working Group 1C & 1D
Definitions of terms related to managed and
unmanaged forests

Working Group 2
Multilingual aspects

Working Group 3
Trees outside forests






Working Group 1A & 1B

Groups 1A & 1B

Plenary Session
January 19, 2005

Natural Forests

* Forest stands composed predominantly of
native trees established naturally. This can
include assisted natural regeneration,
excluding stands that are visibly
offspring/descendants of planted trees.

Transitional Forest

Forest stands showing features of both natural and
planted forest.

Including inter alia:

— Forest stands of mixed origin either visibly derived
from planted stands/trees by natural regeneration, or

— Non-planted stands predominately of non-native tree
species, or

— A stand with a mixture of planted and naturally
regenerated trees

Planted Forest

Forest stand in which trees have predominantly
been established by planting, deliberate seeding or
coppicing, where the coppicing is of previously
planted trees].

Explanatory note: includes all stands established by
planting or seeding of both native and introduced species

Forest Plantation

Forest stands in which trees have been established
by planting or/and deliberate seeding or coppicing
(where the coppicing is of previously planted

trees) with either native species or non-native
species that meet all the following criteria:

— one or two or a few species;

— even-aged;

— regular spacing.
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Working Group 1C & 1D

Group Work 1, Group C-D, Session 1
»MANAGED AND UNMANAGED FORESTS
Co-Chairs: Aquiles Neuenschwander, Alastair Sarre

* Forest management is the formal or informal
process of planning and implementing practices
aimed at fulfilling relevant environmental,
economic, social and/or cultural functions of
the forest and meeting defined objectives

— Further detailed definitions, such as those in terms of time-
frame, intensity, impacts, management level and resource
requirements can be applied, depending on the purposes,
such as reporting, forest resource assessment, policy
formulation or resource allocation

— Forest management practices are a subset of those human
interactions with or interventions in forest that can impact
on forest functions, structure or services

The meeting agreed on the following:

« Managed forest: forest subject to forest management

* Unmanaged: forest not subject to forest management

* Not necessary to define (deductible from the above two
definitions)

* Designation of functions of forest according to FRA2005 was
acknowledged by the group

The meeting agreed on the following:

* The following indicative list of practices — as elements

of forest management — was compiled::

— Reforestation

— Afforestation

— Rehabilitation of forest

— Harvesting (incl. control of illegal logging)

— Protection of soil and water

— Thinning/pruning/fertilization

- lnfo.rmation/data gathering and research, including mapping and remote

sensing

— Defining and blishing b daries

— Conservation of traditional use

— Fire prevention and use

— Grazing

— Recreation control

— Wildlife (control/protection)

— do nothing on purpose

The meeting agreed on the following:

* The group concluded that further elaboration
of such a list of practices could be useful to
work towards more detailed definitions of
forest management as referred to in the
footnote of the definition.

Globally applicable thresholds are difficult to
set for the elements of the above list — better to
use YES/NO (occurs or not)

* Note: “do nothing” was considered as a valid
practice if it was conceived through forest
management process as defined above.

Elements deemed | UNFCCC | IUFRO | IPCC | MCPFE/ | ITTO | SFM | FRA Forest

useful FRA 2000 (TTO) | 2005 | management
(def group C-

D)

Overall planning

- Objectives * * »« B ¥

- Management plan * * *

- Duration *

- Commitment * * * * *

- Silviculture * * . B w

Quality of management

- Evaluate plan * * « ‘ -
results against

objectives

- Implementation * * * * * .
Attributes

- Naturalness *

_Use * * B * *

- Human intervention * * * . *
- Defined boundaries *

CONVENTIONS, BODIES AND PROCESSES MAY TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS SUGGESTED FOR HARMONIZATION

TERM cep FRA/FAO  [1TTO UNFCCCIPCC WFRO COUNTRIES [ALL
Forest Consider

bringing its

definition in

line with the

definition
proposed by

the group Invites
n " joverniny
consider adopting a go oo ‘og
Forest different term to y
reduce confusion CO"S'(:S;
(e.g. forest subject outputs from
to human relevant e)_(pen
intervention) level meetings
in their effort
Unmanaged towords
Forest harmonisation
and synergies
Human
intervention

Other terms
to be
defined
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Working Group 2
Summary of French Group

3rd Expert Meeting on
Forest-related Definitions

Rome, 17-19 January 2005

Group Work 2 —
Multilingual Aspects

French Group

&>

General Approach

1. Identify the original concept in its context
(forest)

2. Find a "French equivalent” to express this
concept

3. Don’t always use the same “French
equivalent” because a word-to-word
translation is not always the best solution

&>

lllustrative examples

Stewardship

1. Identify the original concept in its context (forest)
Implies responsibility, competency & wise management

2. Find a "French equivalent” to express this concept
“Responsabilite”

3. Don't always use the same "French equivalent” because a
word-to-word translation is not always the best solution

...stewardship & use... = ...gestion responsable...

>

lllustrative examples

Reforestation

1. Identify the original concept in its context (forest)
Creation of a new forest on a former one

2. Find a "French equivalent” to express this concept
“Reboisement”

3. Don't always use the same "French equivalent” because a
word-to-word translation is not always the best solution

>

lllustrative examples

Forest Management

1. Identify the original concept in its context (forest)
Implies planning & implementation
2. Find a "French equivalent” to express this concept
planning = “Aménagement” [strategical]
Implementation = “Gestion” [tactical]

3. Don’t always use the same "French equivalent” because a
word-to-word translation is not always the best solution

<

Other problems

Forest improvement

1. Identify the original concept in its context (forest)
Positive changes inside a forest

2. Find a "French equivalent” to express this concept
“Amélioration forestiére”

3. Don't always use the same "French equivalent” because a
word-to-word translation is not always the best solution

<
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Other problems

Bois

1. Identify the original concept in its context (forest)

Could be wood or a small forest

2. Find a "French equivalent” to express this concept

Recommended to be used only for wood

&>
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Working Group 2
Summary of Spanish Group

Methodological approach:

Rationale: given we are in harmonizing definitions we should take into consideration the terms
related to these several processes definitions.

Practical approach:

Moving around the several processes definitions and checking specifics terms for detecting key
problems on translation.

Contextual issues

In the Latin-American countries there are regional differences and meaning in wording, should
be taken in consideration for translations.

Key Terms

Some key terms related to translation to Spanish are:

1.

9

PN R WD

Management —Ordenacion/Manejo (in the forestry community some people
consider these word as a Synonymous and other do not)

Stewardship.

Sustainability (Sustainable) (Sustentar/Sostenible)

Wilderness (area estado natural)

Commodities (is has been adopted by Spanish language as it is)

Amenity (Esparcimiento)

Function & Designation (function involves designation)

Management function (designated function? Box 5.1)

Indigenous (native)

10. Natural Forest (native forest)
11. Semi-natural (definition)
12. Creaming

Proposal for action

Based on existent English terminology and taken into consideration the IUFRO work performed
on this issues, we do recommend FAO ask from different Ibero-American forest related
institutions to further deliver the Spanish equivalent terms for the English terminology. We do
recommend these task be asked on all the forest related terms and not only for the above listed
terms. Based on the answer given by the above mentioned forest related institutions the sub
regional differences and diversity will be highlighted.
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Working Group 2
Summary of Russian Group

Chaired by Professor Anatoly Z. Shvidenko
Rapporteur: Mr. Alexander V. Korotkov
Members: Mr. Maxim Lobovikov, Mr. Georgy Bondaruk

Objective and Expected Outcome

- To review the validity of existing translations of forest-related terms and definitions;

- To identify key problems related to translation of terms and definitions;

- To come up with proposals for improving (harmonizing) forest-related terms and
definitions in Russian.

Background, Organisation of Discussion

The Russian Working Group (WG2-Rus) discussed the linguistic and other relevant aspects of the
forest-related terms and definitions on the basis of analysis of some existing translations from
English into Russian. The following key FRA 2005 terms (and their definitions) were reviewed,
analysed and commented in details: Forest, Modified natural (Forest/Other wooded land), Semi-
natural (Forest/ Other wooded land), Tree, Other land, Other land with tree cover, Trees outside
forests, Native species, Protective plantation, Assisted natural regeneration, Designated functions
(of Forest and Other wooded land), Unknown function, Conservation of biodiversity. The concept
and systems of definitions used by FRA-2000 and FRA-2005 were discussed as a background of the
entire process of harmonization of forest-related definitions.

The WG2-Rus participants have found the discussion as a very interesting and useful scientific and
professional exercise. The review of translated terms and definitions has highlighted not only
quality of the translation (taking into account that the above terms/definitions were initially
translated by translator(s) who are not professional forestry experts), but presented an interesting
material for discussion of professional meaning, logical consistency and clarity of current Russian
corresponding definitions and classification schemes.

The discussion has allowed to come up not only with a number of practical suggestions for
corrections/ revision/ improvements of the discussed definitions in Russian, but also to identify
some gaps (or disputable formulations) in the original English text of terms and definitions. The
WG pointed out that the permanent character of the current process of harmonization of forest-
related definitions and orientation towards a long-term consistent system, which would allow
constant improvements and “self-education”, are extremely important in order to achieve eventual
goals of the process.

Annex | contains a recommended version of translation of the above terms and definitions.
However, the Group considered as very important further discussions on the problem and related
issues what could help to improve both - Russian and internationally accepted systems of terms and
definitions in order to make the systems more comprehensive, open and transparent and to provide
more effective links of the national level with global forestry and forest sector.

General Remarks and Comments
Multilingual aspects play an important role in achieving almost all major goals of the process of

harmonizing forest related definitions for use by different stakeholders including the most
important: (1) conceptually consistent and correct reporting to international conventions and bodies,
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in particular to global Forest Resource Assessments, and (2) improving national systems of
definitions and classification schemes based on the feedback of this process to the national level.

Conceptual unification, logical consistency and definitions’ clarity of the primary (global) system of
terms and definitions are the most important prerequisites of any success of the entire process. The
impressive progress has been achieved in this field during the last decade. However, the global
system is inevitable based on compromises that sometimes can be hardy compatible with national
specifics and generate some conceptual problems in translation and implementation of globally
accepted definitions. Used by FRA-2000 and FRA-2005, the system of three major definitions —
forest, other wooded land and trees outside forest — presents probably an optimal decision.

However, the recommended consideration of temporarily treeless territories (burnt area, dead
stands, clear-cuts, etc.) as “forest” generates ambiguity in reporting and could lead to wrong
conclusions, in particular for boreal forests including Russia. For example, Russia had in 1961 and
1993 about 50 and 30 million ha of burnt areas (i.e. closed forests killed by fire), respectively. This
process of improvement of Russian forests in 1961-1993 cannot be identified by using the current
definition of “forest”.

In order to present proper dynamics of forests, Russia uses three relevant terms — forest fund (all
territories managed by forest authorities, 1,179 million ha in 2003), forest land (areas designated for
forests, included temporarily treeless areas, 883 million ha), and forested area (areas actually
covered by forests, 776 million ha). Evidently, any reconsideration of major global definitions is not
relevant. However, this example clearly demonstrates the feedback, which national systems of
definitions and classifications have to provide on the system of reporting and analysing global forest
resources’ data.

Another example deals with a new term introduced by FRA-2005 “other land with tree cover”
(FAO 2004). In essence, this definition practically repeats the basic definition of forest. The
difference is only in the reference to “agricultural landscapes”. Goals of introduction of such a
definition are clear and relevant, in particular it allows to distinguish planted forests of temperate
and boreal zones and plantations of tropics. However, from the logical point of view this definition
is a subset of the general definition that can generate ambiguities in reporting the total area of
forests. Probably, another decision could be a simple introduction of a new category as a specific
part of forest.

Finally, some global definitions are not perfective enough. For example, recommended by IPCC
(IPCC 2003) definition of above ground biomass is “All living biomass above the soil including
stem, stump, branches, bark, seeds and foliage” (see also FAO 2004, page 7). However, in all
assessments and applications “all living biomass” completely include stem and bark which (at least
for woody plants) have both — living and dead cells. Thus, a more accurate formulation would be
“Biomass of all /iving plants above the soil...”

The above examples as well as analysis of existing translations of forest related definitions in
Russian allow to conclude that the translation should be provided by forestry professionals, or at
least, with a close involvement of forestry professionals into the translation process. Sometimes,
with the purpose to get the professionally correct translation, the process of “reclassification” of
existing national categories into required internationally classes, could be needed to avoid the
unintentional “insertion of a bias”. Such a reclassification requires availability of formally strict and
as a rule quantitative decision roots.

The qualified forest professionals’ editorial work could substantially improve the quality of existing
translations of Forest- and Forestry-related terms. In particular, this is extremely important for
Russia for which national classifications, terms and definitions are often different from those used
in the global context. It could bring substantial problems and misunderstanding in reporting the

97



Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 11-19 January 2005

data. (e.g., the discussed above specifics of the global definition of “forest”; similar problems can
arise with use of minimal thresholds of some indicators, in particular if one indicator is replaced by
another, e.g., many countries (including Russia) do not use “canopy closure” but “relative stocking”
what is not the same for many forest types.

From a linguistic point of view, there could be a conflict between “accurate” and “beautiful”
interpretation of the text under process of translation (i.e. “beautiful” is not always correct in this
case). The evident preference of “accurate” over “beautiful” has been clearly supported by forest
professionals of the Working Group.

There are some professionally established terms, e.g. like “Assisted natural regeneration” —
“CopelicTBre ecTeCTBEHHOMY B0300HOBIeHMIO’, Which are nationally specific. They could generate
problems for translators, and could bring non-professional equivalents, which are linguistically
correct, but do not correspond to historical practice of professional use. The Group has pointed out
that the process of harmonization of forest-related definitions should avoid any introduction of new
terms at the national level, if appropriate terms still exist.

An important point is the interrelation between terms, which are being used in national and
international scientific/ research publications, and those, which are used in official (legislative)
documents. The latter are usually more stable and conservative, and often do not satisfy new
demands. Harmonization of such “unofficial” definitions supports the international unification of
terms and definitions and might impact the national level in a clearly positive way.

National systems of terms, definitions and classifications are an important component of forest
management and a prerequisite of transition to sustainable forest management. Thus, complete and
operative information about the process of harmonization of forest-related definitions should be
available for forest communities of countries. It seems relevant if translated versions of documents
after reviewing those by independent specialists, were presented to national forest authorities for
information, consideration and possible decision-making.

Specific Remarks and Comments

With respect to the reviewed translation of forest- related terms and definitions, the WG2-Rus noted
the three possible situations:

- terms in Russian are exact equivalents of the English version;

- terms could be translated on the basis of existing terms in Russian;

- there is a need for applying new terms (or notions), sometimes using a different concept.

A thorough analysis of the translated text allows to evaluate carefully the validity of the applied
classification/ system (also in the original language), to identify gaps, etc. It seems very useful to
discuss the translated system of terms and definitions among professionals with a special emphasis
to national linkages and possible consequences at the national level. As an ideal case, such a
discussion would be particularly productive before the global terms/definitions are accepted in the
original language.

The importance and specific role of Explanatory notes was noted and discussed by the Working
Group. The sense (meaning) and essence of some English terms could be accurately translated often
only with the explanation of details. There are many evidences that “word-to-word” translation can
be not a best solution. Sometimes an additional explanation, which is not presented in the English
equivalent, is required. It might make the translated definition less “elegant” and (what is usual for
Russian language) longer, but more accurate in terms of expression of meaning. For example this is
the case with the translation of “Designated functions” (of Forest and Other wooded land). At the
same time, it should be kept in mind that additional explanatory notes in the translated text might
create a new concept, which should be carefully analysed.
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There exist a number of glossaries and dictionaries of the forest- related terms and notions, which
provide a professional translation of corresponding words/terms into Russian (especially from
English equivalents). Still, this quite rich reference material should be used with consciousness, i.e.
taking into account the context and application of the translated text, national specifics and
polysemantic meaning of many words in any language. There are examples when failure of this
brings substantial “biases ” in the real meaning of terms and definitions.

The concept and meaning of the term Stewardship in Russian was briefly discussed. The direct
translation from the English equivalent of the word Stewardship (management - ynpasnenue) does
not provide the real meaning of the Russian term. Fortunately, in the Russian language, there exist
the word, which very closely reflects the concept, sense and the real meaning of the term
Stewardship, namely the word «lloneuynTeabcTBOY.

The correct use of this word could be demonstrated in the translation of the notion FSC (Forest
Stewardship Council), which sounds in Russian as «/lecnoui [loneuumenvckuii Cosemy». Thus, the
WG-2 Rus does not see any problems with using this widely accepted word in international
documents. (By the way, the direct “back” translation of the Russian word «IloneunTenbcTBOY» into
English mean Trusteeship, or Guardianship).

Reference:

FAO. 2004. Terms and Definitions (Final version). Food and Agricultural Organization of
the United Nation. Working Paper 83/E, Rome, 34 pp.

Attachment: Annex I - Review of Existing Russian Translation of some Forest-related Terms and
Definitions.
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Annex |

Review of Existing Russian Translation

of Some Forest-related Terms and Definitions
(Rome, 18-19 January 2005)

Conservation of biodiversity

Forest/Other wooded land designated for
conservation of biological diversity.

Explanatory note
1. Includes, but is not limited to, Protected
Areas.

Unknown function

Forest/Other wooded land for which a specific
function has not been designated or where the
designated function is unknown.

Designated functions (of Forest and Other
Wooded Land)

For the purpose of FRA 2005 the designated
function refers to the function or purpose
assigned to a piece of land either by legal
prescriptions or by decision of the land
owner/manager. It applies to land classified as
“Forest” and as “Other wooded land”.

Modified natural Forest/Other Wooded
Land

Forest/Other wooded land of naturally
regenerated native species where there are
clearly visible indications of human activities.

Explanatory notes

1. Includes, but is not limited to: selectively
logged-over areas, areas naturally
regenerating following agricultural land use,
areas recovering from human-induced fires,
etc.

2. Includes areas where it is not possible to
distinguish whether the regeneration has been
natural or assisted.

CoxpaHeHue 6uopasHoobpasus

Jleca / pyrvie y4acTku 3emMnu, NOKPbITbIE NIECHON
pacTUTENbHOCTbIO, NpefHa3HaqYeHHble A51A COXpaHeHus
Guornormyeckoro pasHoobpasusi.

[MoscHuTENnbHOE NpUMeYaHue:
1. BkntoyaeT, nomumo npoyero, OxpaHsiemble Tepputopum.

PYyHKUUA He onpeaenieHa UM Hen3BecTHa

Jleca / pyrue yyacTkv 3eMnu, NOKpbITble NIECHON
PacTUTENbHOCTbLIO, KOHKPETHasH PYHKLMS KOTOPbIX HE
onpeaerneHa unn Hen3BecTHa.

®dyHKUMOHanbHoe Ha3HauyeHue (Ileca n [pyrux y4yacTkoB
3eMI1, NOKPbITbIX IECHOW PacTUTENLHOCTLIO)

B pamkax OJ1P 2005, TepMuH «DPyHKLUMOHANBHOE Ha3HaYeHne»
(“BbinonHsemas dyHKUMA") o3Ha4aeT Ty PYHKUUIO Unu uenb,
KOTOPYIO TOT UMW MHOWN Y4aCTOK 3EMIN BbIMOSTHAET B
COOTBETCTBMU C 3aKOHOM UMK NO PacnopsbKeHuio Bnagensua
UNW ynpaensioLLLero 3TUM y4actkom 3emnu. OH OTHOCKTCSA K
ydacTkam 3emnu, krnaccuduumpyemoim kak “fleca” n “Opyrue
y4acTKu 3eMNN, MOKPbITblEe NIECHOW PAaCTUTENBHOCTLIO”.

BuponsmeHeHHble ecTecTBeHHbIe Jleca / ,.El,pyme y4acTKu
3eMJIn, NOKpPbITbIe niecHomn pPacTUTeNnbHOCTbLIO

Jleca / ipyrue yyacTkv 3eMnu, NOKpbITbIE JIECHON
pPacTUTENbHOCTLI eCTECTBEHHOIO BO30OGHOBNEHMSI MECTHbIX
nopog, B KOTOPbIX UMEKTCS SABHbIE CBUAETENbLCTBA
YernoBeYveckom AeATeNbHOCTY.

MosicHUTENbHbIE NPUMEYaHUS:

1. BkntoyaeT, NoMUMO ApYyrux, crieayloLlye KaTeropuu:
TEeppUTOpPUM BbIGOPOYHON BbIPYOKM, TEPPUTOPUN HA CTaaun
€CTeCTBEHHOIo BO30GHOBIEHUSI MOCTe
CEeJIbCKOX03MCTBEHHOMO UCMOMb30BAHUS 3eMEefb, TEPPUTOPUU
Ha cTaguW BOCCTAHOBIEHUS MOCTe NOXapoB, BbI3BaHHbIX
YeroBeKkoM, U T.A.

2. Bknovaet TeppUTOpUnN, B OTHOLLEHUN KOTOPbIX HEBO3MOXHO
onpenennTb, ABNAETCA N BO300OHOBNEHNE ECTECTBEHHBIM UMK
OCYLLEeCTBIAETCA Npn y4acTun YesoBeKa.
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Semi-natural Forest/Other wooded land

Forest/Other wooded land of native species,
established through planting, seeding or
assisted natural regeneration.

Explanatory notes

1. Includes areas under intensive management
where native species are used and deliberate
efforts are made to increase/optimize the
proportion of desirable species, thus leading to
changes in the structure and composition of
the forest.

2. Naturally regenerated trees from other
species than those planted/seeded may be
present.

3. May include areas with naturally
regenerated trees of introduced species.

4. Includes areas under intensive management
where deliberate efforts, such as thinning or
fertilizing, are made to improve or optimise
desirable functions of the forest. These efforts
may lead to changes in the structure and
composition of the forest.

MonyectecTBeHHbIe Jleca / [ipyrne y4acTtku 3emnu,
NOKpPbITbI€ JIECHON PacTUTENbHOCTbLIO

Jleca / pyrvie y4acTku 3emMnu, NOKPbITbIE NIECHON
pacTUTENbHOCTLIO MECTHBIX MOPOA, chopmMmpoBaBLUMECH B
pesynbTaTe Co34aHus NecHbIX KynbTyp NOCaAKoW Uy nocesomM
WM mep COAeNCTBUA eCTECTBEHHOMY BO30OHOBMNEHMIO .

MNoacHUTeNbHbIE NpUMeYaHus:

1. BkniovaeT Tepputopumn, aensioumecs obbektamm
WHTEHCUBHOIO XO3ANCTBOBaHUS, B MpoLecce KOTOPOro akTMBHO
NCNOMb3yTCS MECTHBIE BUAbI, U FAe npunararnTcs
npeAHamMepeHHble YCUIus ¢ Lenbio yBenudeHus/ onTuMmnsaumnm
AO0NK XernaeMblx NOPOA, NPUBOAALLME TEM CaMbIM K
N3MEeHEeHUsIM B CTPYKType 1 MOPOAHOM COCTaBe NecoB.

2. MoryT npucyTcTBoBaTh AepeBbs Apyrux noposd,
BO30OHOBMBLUMECS €CTECTBEHHbLIM NMyTEM, TO €CTb HE TeX,
KOTOpble BbInM NOCaXeHbl U NOCESHbI.

3. MoxeT Bkno4aTb TEPPUTOPUU, HA KOTOPbIX
npouspacTtalT AepeBbs MHTPOAYLIMPOBaHHbIX NOpoa,
BO300OHOBNAOLLMECH €CTECTBEHHBIM MyTEM.

4. BkntoyaeT TeppuTopum, aensiowmecs odbekTamm
WMHTEHCMBHOIO NECHOMO XO35IMCTBA, HanpaBfeHHOro Ha
yryudLlleHMe UM ONTUMM3aLMIo XXenaeMblx PYHKUMIA neca,
Hanpumep, nytem pybku yxoaa unv yaobpenuin. 3t yemnus
MOryT NPUBOANTb K U3BMEHEHNAM B CTPYKTYpPE U COCTaBe
(komno3auuun) neca.

Assisted natural regeneration

Natural regeneration of forest/other wooded
land with deliberate human intervention aimed
at enhancing the ability of desired species to
regenerate.

Explanatory notes

1. Interventions may include removal of
external pressures, such as weeds and biotic
interference; the application of controlled
disturbances to trigger germination of native
species such as mosaic and or ecological
burns; or the preparation of the germination
site e.g. through scarification.

2. The source of seed or vegetative
reproduction is limited to the site and its
immediate surroundings and may comprise
both native and introduced species.

CopencrtBme eCTeCTBEHHOMY BO30OHOBIEHUIO

EcTtecTBeHHOE BO30GHOBNEHWE neca / Apyrix y4acTKoB 3eMIu,
MOKPbITHIX NECHOW PaCTUTENBHOCTbLIO C NPEAHaMEPEHHbBIM
BMeLLATENbCTBOM YENOBEKA, HAaNpPaBneHHbIM Ha ycuneHve
CMOCOGHOCTU XXenaembIX Nopos K BO30GHOBMEHMIO.

[NosicHuTenbHbIE NPUMEYaHus:

1. BMmeluaTtenbCTBO YenoBeka MOXET BKITHOYATh 3alUnTy
OT BHELUHUX BO3AENCTBUN, TAKUX KaK COPHSKM U
OroTuveckme BnusioLmMe akTopbl; NPUMEHEHNE
KOHTPONMpyeMbIX BO3OENCTBUN C Lienbio cnocobCcTBoBaTh
npopacTaH1io MECTHbIX NOpos, HanpuMep, B Buae
KOHTPONMPYEMbIX BbPKUraHWUA; UM NOArOTOBKA NOYBbLI AN
npopaLiuBaH1sa CEMsH, Hanpumep NyTemM ee MUHepanmn3aumu.

2. MICTOYHUK CEMEHHOrO UM BEreTaTMBHOro Martepmana
OorpaHuyeH JaHHbIM Y4acTKOM 1 OMM3KO K HEMY MpuneratoLlen
TEPPUTOPUEN, U MOXKET BKINIOYATb KaKk MECTHbIE TaK U
WHTPOOYLMPOBaHHbIE MOPOAbI.
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Protective plantation (in Forest/Other
wooded land)

Forest/Other wooded land of native or
introduced species, established through
planting or seeding mainly for provision of
services.

Explanatory notes

1. Includes all stands of introduced species
established for provision of environmental
services, such as soil and water protection,
pest control and conservation of habitats to
biological diversity.

2. Includes areas of native species
characterized by few species, straight tree
lines and even-aged stands.

3awmTHble necoHacaxaeHus (fleca / Apyrue y4actku
3eMIu, NOKPbITbIE FIECHON PaCTUTENbHOCTLIO)

Jleca / pyrve y4acTkn 3emMnu, NOKpbITbIE FIECHON
pacTUTENbHOCTbIO, KOTOpble BblNM CO3A4aHbl B pesynbTate
nocaakv unv nocesa NPenMyLLeCTBEHHO B LiensX BbINOMHEHUS
SKOMOrMYeCcKnX, CPeAo3alUMTHBIX U coumanbHbIX YHKLNIA
necos.

[MosAcHUTENbHbIE NPUMEYaHUS:

1. BknioyaloT Bce HacaxaeHnst MHTPOAYLMPOBAHHBIX Nopo,
CO3/1aHHble C NPUMPOAO0OXPaHHBIMU LIENSAMU, TaKUMK Kak
3awmTa noysbl 1 BoAbl, 6opbba c BpeaUTensMm 1 coxpaHeHue
apearnoB Gronornyeckoro pasHoobpasus.

2. BknoyaloT ydacTku nponspactaHnsg MeCcTHbIX BUOOB
OEepeBbEeB, XapaKTepu3yoLNecs Hannumem HeCcKoNbKux nopog,
panoBbIM pasMelleHnem aepesbeB, U 0AHOBO3PACTHbIMU
OPEBOCTOSAMM.

Native species

A native species is one which naturally exists
at a given location or in a particular
ecosystem, i.e. it has not been moved there by
humans.

MecTHbIV BUA nopoabl

MecTHasa nopofa aTo Takou BUA, KOTOPLIN CyLLLEeCTBYET B
onpeaeneHHoOn MeCcTHOCTU, NN B HEKOTOPOW 3KocUcTeme, To
€CTb OH He Obin npuBHeceH YyenosekoM. (CM. NHTepHeT, Beb-
cTpaHuuy KonseHuun no bronoroveckomy PaszHoobpasuto:

(CBD web site:
http://www.biodiv.org/programmes/areas/forest | http://www.biodiv.org/programmes/areas/forest/definitions.asp)
[definitions.asp) TepmuH MecTHas nopoga SBNsIETCSs CUHOHMMOM KOPEHHOW

The term Native species is synonymous with
Indigenous species.

nopoasbl.

Trees outside forests

Trees outside forests include all trees found
outside forests and outside other wooded
lands:

stands smaller than 0.5 ha;

tree cover in agricultural land, e.g.
agroforestry systems, homegardens, orchards;

trees in urban environments;

along roads and scattered in the
landscape.

(web: http://www.fao.org/forestry/site/tof/en)

Oepesbs, npouspacTalowme BHe Necos

,D,epeBb‘il npounspacrtarLime BHe N1eCoB BKIMHOYAKT BCE AepeBbA
Haxogdaulnecd 3a npegenamm neca n gpyrux y4actkos 3emMnu,
NOKPbITbIX necHowm PacCTUTENbHOCTbIO, T.€.:

- HacaxaeHus nnowagbio meHbLie 0.5 ra;

- OPEBECHBIN NMOKPOB Ha CEMNbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHbIX
3emIiax, HanpymMep arporecHble CMcTeMbl, NpuycagebHble
cagbl, hpyKTOBbLIE Caabl;

- JepeBbsl B ropoackon cpeae;

- AepeBbs BAOMb A0POr, U pa3bpocaHHble no
naHgwadgrTy.

(Ctpanuua UHTepHeTa: http://www.fao.org/forestry/site/tof/en)
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Tree

A woody perennial with a single main stem, or
in the case of coppice with several stems,
having a more or less definite crown.

Explanatory note
1. Includes bamboos, palms, and other woody
plants meeting the above criteria.

(FAO. 2001. Global Forest Resources
Assessment FRA 2000 — Main report. Rome)

DepeBo

,D,peBeCHOG MHOrorieTHee pacteHne ¢ eAnHbIM MMaBHbIM
CTBOJIOM UIn, B Crtydae NnopocrieBoro nponcxoxaeHus, c
HECKOMNbKMMW CTBOSIaMM1, UMELLMMI Doree unm meHee

BbIP@>XX€HHYH KPDOHY.

[NoacHuTenbHOE NpuMeYaHume:

1. BkntovaeT 6aMByku, nanbmbl, ¥ gpyrve ApeBoBUaHbIE
pacTeHus, oTBeYaloLme ITUM KpUTepusim.

(PAO. 2001. NobanbHasa OueHka JlecHbix Pecypcos FRA
2000 — MNnaBHbIn goknag. Pum)

Other land with tree cover

Land classified as Other land, spanning more
than 0.5 hectares with a canopy cover of
more than 10 percent of trees able to reach a
height of 5 meters at maturity.

Explanatory notes

1. Includes groups of trees and scattered
trees in agricultural landscapes, parks,
gardens and around buildings, provided that
the area, height and canopy cover criteria are
met.

2. Includes tree plantations established
mainly for other purposes than wood, such as
fruit orchards.

Mpoune 3emMnun, NOKPbITbIE APEBECHON PAaCTUTENbHOCTbIO
(aepeBbAMMU)

YyacTku 3emnu, onpegensiemMole kak “[Mpoyne 3eMnun”, OMmKHbI
umeTb nnowanb 6onee 0,5 ra U cOMKHYTOCTb Nosnora 6onee 10
NPOLIEHTOB 4119 AepPEeBbEB, CNOCOOHBIX B 3perioM Bo3pacTe
AOCTUYb BbICOThI 5 METPOB.

[NoscHUTENbHbLIE NPUMEYaHMS:

1. Bknovaet rpynnbl gepesbeB U pacTtyLime otaesibHO
aepeBbd B CEeNbCKOXO035IMCTBEHHbIX naHp,mad)Tax, napkax,
cafax, a TaKkkKe BOKpyr 34aHWIN, ecnn OHN oTBEYalT
KpUTepumam, Kacarownmca necHoro nokposa B 4Yactu njowagu,
BbICOTbI U NMOKpOBa AepeEBbEB.

2. BkntovaeTt nnaHTauum gepeBbeB, BbiICaXXMBaeMble
npenmMmyuiecTtBeHHO aAnsa uene|7|, He CBA3aHHbIX C
NPOM3BOACTBOM APEBECUHbI, HAaNpUMep, Takne Kak pyKToBble
cagpl.

Other land

All land that is not classified as Forest or
Other wooded land.

Explanatory notes

1. Includes agricultural land, meadows and
pastures, built-up areas, barren land, etc.

2. If a country has areas with meadows and
pastures and it is difficult to determine
whether they should be classified as
Forest/Other wooded land or as Other land,
the country should explain the criteria used
and how this classification is done.

3. Includes areas classified under the sub-
category Other land with tree cover.

Mpouwne 3emnu

Bce 3emnun, KOTOpble He OTHECEHbI K kKaTeropmam “fleca” unum
“0pyrne yyacTkm 3eMnu, NOKpbITbIE NTIECHON
pacTUTENLHOCTLIO”.

[NosicHMTENbHbLIE NPUMEeYaHus

1. BKnoyaeT CenbCKoX03sIMCTBEHHbIE 3EMITN, nyraun
nactouvua, 3aCTpO€eHHbIe nnowaau, nycTtown n 1.4.

2. Ecnn B cTpaHe UMeloTcs TeppuTopuK, 3aHATbIe nyramu 1
nactovwamm, No KOTOpbIM TPYAHO CyauUTb, crnegyeTt nu ux
OTHOCUTb K KaTteropum “fleca/[lpyrue y4acTtkm 3emnu,
MOKPbITbIE NECHOM PacCTUTENbHOCTLIO” Unu “Ipyrne yyactkm
3emMnun”, aToN CTpaHe criegyeT pas3bACHUTbL UCNOMNb3yeMbli
KpuTepui 4ns OTHECEHWS COOTBETCTBYIOLLEro y4acTka K TOW
W NHOW KaTeropum.

3. BkntoyaeT Tepputopum, oTHoCSLLMECS K NOAKaTEropumn
“[pyrne y4acTku 3eMnu, NOKpbITble APEBECHON
pacTUTENbHOCTLIO (OepeBbsMin)”.
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Forest

Land spanning more than 0.5 hectares with trees
higher than 5 meters and a canopy cover of more
than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these
thresholds in situ. It does not include land that is
predominantly under agricultural or urban land
use.

Explanatory notes

1. Forest is determined both by the presence of
trees and the absence of other predominant land
uses. The trees should be able to reach a
minimum height of 5 meters in situ. Areas under
reforestation that have not yet reached but are
expected to reach a canopy cover of 10 percent
and a tree height of 5 m are included, as are
temporarily unstocked areas, resulting from human
intervention or natural causes, which are expected
to regenerate.

2. Includes areas with bamboo and palms provided
that height and canopy cover criteria are met.

3. Includes forest roads, firebreaks and other small
open areas; forest in national parks, nature
reserves and other protected areas such as those
of specific scientific, historical, cultural or spiritual
interest.

4. Includes windbreaks, shelterbelts and corridors
of trees with an area of more than 0.5 ha and width
of more than 20 m.

5. Includes plantations primarily used for forestry
or protection purposes, such as rubber-wood
plantations and cork oak stands.

6. Excludes tree stands in agricultural production
systems, for example in fruit plantations and
agroforestry systems. The term also excludes
trees in urban parks and gardens.

Jleca

YyacTku 3emnu nnowagpeto 6onee 0,5 ra ¢ gepeBbaAMuU
BbICOTOM Oonee 5 M 1 € NeCHbIM NOKPOBOM CBbilwe 10
NPOLEHTOB UNu AepeBbAMU, CMNOCOBHBIMU JOCTUYb 3TUX
MOPOroBbIX 3HAYeHWUN in situ. K nx uncny He oTHocATCA
y4acTKu 3eMIu, C NECHOW pacTUTENBLHOCTLIO,
npeaHasHayYeHHble B OCHOBHOM Ansi
CENbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHOIO UMM ropoaCcKOro MCNOMb30BaHWs

[NosgcHUTENbHbIE NPUMEYaHUS

1. Jlec onpepenseTcs Kak Hanuunem AepeBbeB Tak U
OTCYTCTBMEM OPYrMX OCHOBHbIX BUOOB
3emnenosnb3oBaHus. [lepeBbsi 4OMKHbI ObITb CNOCOOHBI
AoCTUraTb MUHMMAasbHOM BbICOTbI 5 M in Situ. YyacTku,
ABnALWMecs 06LEKTOM NECOBOCCTaHOBIIEHUS, NECHON
MOKPOB KOTOPbIX €LLe He AOCTUT, HO AOMKeH AoCTnYb 10
MPOLIEHTOB, C AePEBbAMU BbICOTON 5 M, BKMIOYEHbI, Tak
e KaK 3emnu, BpemeHHo 6esneckle B pesynbTate
OEeATEeNbHOCTN YenoBeka U eCTEeCTBEHHbIX NPUYMH
(cTMXMIHBIX BeACTBUIA), HO KOTOPbLIE CO BPEMEHEM AOMKHbI
BOCCTaHOBUTCS.

2. BknioyaeT yyacTku npouspacTtaHus Gambyka 1 nanbm,
€CI1 OHM OTBEYAOT KPUTEPUAM, KacatoLLMMCS BbICOTbI
[EPEBLEB W NECHOro NoKpoBa.

3. BkntovaeT necHole 4Oporun, NpoTUBONOXapHbIE
paspbIBbl M Apyrue HebonbLune OTKPbITbIE MPOCTPAHCTBA;
neca B HaUMOHanbHbIX Napkax, NPUPOAHbLIX 3anoBeaHNKaXx
N Ha Opyrmx oxpaHsemblix TEPPUTOPUSAX, NPEACTABNAOLLMX
0CobbIfi HAaY4YHOE, NCTOPUYECKOE, KYNbTYPHOE UIn
OyXOBHOE UHTepeC.

4. BkniovaeT BETPO3aLLNTHBIE NONOCHI, 1eCO3aLNTHbIE
NOJSIOCbl N NECHbIe KOPUAOPbLI AN MUrpaUumn ANKUX
XMBOTHbIX NnoLaabto 6onee 0,5 ra n wupuHom 6onee 20
M.

5. BkntovaeT nnaHTaumm, Ncnosb3yemble
NpPenMyLLEeCTBEHHO ANA Leren necHoro Xo3ancrea unm
3allinThbl, TakMe Kak ninaHTaunm Kay4ykoBoro gepesa un
HacaxxgeHus npobkosoro ayba.

6. He Bkntovaet aepeBbd, BXogdune B CUCTEMbI
CenbCKOXO3NCTBEHHOIO npon3BoacTea, Hanpmnmep
CbpyKTOBbIe nnaHTauun nnn arposiecHble CUCTEMbI. aT0T
TEPMUH HE OXBaTbIBaeT TaKXKe AepeBbd, Npon3pacrarLime
B ropoacKnx napkax n cagax.
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Working Group 2
Summary of Chinese Group

Problem Identified:

® Term in English includes broader meaning than Chinese
Example: Other wooded lands:
v" shrub lands
v open stands Eng

v" Urban forests @

Trees outside of forests
v" Open stands
v' Scattering trees
v Urban forests

® Term in English include narrower meaning than Chinese
Example: Afforestation
Reforestation ——  Afforestation

Restoration
Rehabilitation ——  Restoration

Planted forest

Plantation forest — plantation
Forest plantation

Resolution: Already created new terms for Reforestation and Rehabilation

® No comparable term in Chinese
Example: Old-growth forest
Semi-natural forest
Devegetation

® (Creation of new term is challenged and not easy to be accepted

® Not fully qualified translator: Translators usually have good English but lack
technical expertise, and do not familiar with formal or widely accepted normal
Chinese terms, resulting in many uncommon terms created for existed terms.

® Some words in defining a term are hard to be described or translated concisely in
Chinese, example: “stewardship” in the definition of forest management

Recommendations
® Avoid creating new terms
® Allow translators to give explanation notes in addition to original texts
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® Multi-disciplinary translation team, with not only good in English, but also
standard Chinese and technical expertise.

® Request the translation team to consult national experts in using/creating new terms,
to ensure wide acceptance and common understanding.

® Use words easily understood in the English text of definitions.
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Working Group 2
Summary of Arabic Group

Arabic group

I. Key problems

The key problems in translation of forest related terms and definitions from
English to Arabic are:

«  Some dictionary and translation of terms does not correspond with the
required meaning. Example: The translation of the term agro forestry is
dictionary translation and does not fully reflect the meaning of the term.

«  Translation of some terms is done using the local language of the translator
not in the original Arabic text. This does not clarify the meaning to all the
users in the Arabic countries due to the differences in the local languages
between countries.

Il. Harmonisation

To improve harmonization between the two languages and among the users
it is suggested to revise the existing translated terms and definitions and
modifying or improving the translation when needed.

A better equivalence could be obtained by translating the terms and the
definitions from English to Arabic then from Arabic to Arabic throw modifying
the structure and the coherence of the sentences to be sound and
grammatically right.
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Working Group 3

Trees outside Forests

A tree outside Forests (ToF) is a relatively new concept applied in FRA. It is applied to assess tree-
based resources outside “forest and other wooded land” (i.e., on “other land”). FRA provides a good
basic definition for ToF: “Trees on land not defined as forest and other wooded land”. These lands
include built-on areas, agricultural land, and barren lands. In addition to individual trees, it involves
a range of concepts such as tree systems, trees and shrubs, and forest and fruit trees. These re-
sources are managed under a diversity of systems. (FAO and CIRAD, 2002)

Problems related to ToF definition are linked to how forest, forest land and other wooded land are
defined. Major problems for the optimum integration of TOF for sustainable development origine
from issues related to intersectoral harmonization at all level (policy and decision making, legal,
economic and resource management).

With regard to harmonization between systems it was noted that the CBD refers to “agroforest”
only. The definitions of UNFCCC and other processes have not always duly considered this cate-
gory of trees. The simplified modalities and procedures for and facilitation of small-scale afforesta-
tion oand reforestrataion projects under the Clean Development Mechanism opens up a new oppor-
tunity for improved management of ToF.

Further harmonization efforts should involve strong involvement of agriculture, environment, plan-
ning and the relevant sectors. At a national level, sectoral responsibilities for the management for
these resources are often unclear and improved intersectoral coordination is often needed. ToF
should also be better addressed in policy-making, building technical capacity in assessment and
management, training and information exchange.

References:

“FRA. 2001. — Trees outside forest (TOF) — Towards rural and urban integrated resources man-
agement”. Contribution to the Forest Resources Assessment 2000 Report. FAO, Rome,
2001. TC/D/Y1785E/1/10.01/1000. FRA  Working papers on case studies.
http://www.fao.org/forestry/site/9536/en (in EN/FR/SP)

FAO and CIRAD. 2002. “Trees outside forests — towards better awareness”. Conservation guide
no. 35. FAO, Rome, 2002, 215 p. ISBN 92-5-104656-5. TC/M/Y2328E/1/11.21/1200 (in
EN/FR/SP) http://www.fao.org/forestry/site/9535/en [in English, French and Spanish]

FAOQO. 2002. “Expert consultation on enhancing the contribution of trees outside forests to sustain-
able livelihoods — Proceedings. Rome, 26-28 November 2001”. FAO, Rome, 2002. 191 p.
TC/D/Y4374E/1/12.02/1000 [in English]

FAO. 2003. “Training Manual on Inventory of Trees Outside Forests (TOF)”. Forestry Working
paper. FAO, Rome. August 2003. 38 p. [in English]
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A hierarchical terminology for more or less natural forests in relation to
sustainable management and biodiversity conservation

Erik Buchwald
Danish Forest and Nature Agency

Abstract

Existing terminologies since the late 1980°s are reviewed revealing gaps, inconsistencies and overlapping
definitions. Many terms have been used very differently by different organisations with semi-natural forest
being the worst example. It has variously been used for any kind of forest except exotic plantation. A new
hierarchical terminology is proposed based on the work of many authors, persons and organisations working
with this issue during the 1990’s. Fourteen mutually exclusive levels of naturalness are delimited, defined,
named and grouped, including virgin forest, old-growth, newly untouched forest, exploited natural forest,
native plantation, exotic plantation and exotic self-sown forest. Consistent definitions for groups of levels
and for qualifying features are also presented, e.g. for natural forest, planted forest, native forest, exotic
forest, primary forest, minimum-intervention forest, ancient woodland and grazed forest. The definition of
natural forest follows UNCED, FAO, EU and the World Bank. For other terms official sources like FAO’s
Forest Resources Assessment have been followed as far as possible.

Key words: Natural forest; Terminology; Management; Grazing; Conservation; Biodiversity; Old-Growth;

1. Introduction - the need for common terms

Especially since the UNCED Rio summit 1992 there has been much interest in protecting the natural
qualities of forests including their biodiversity and ecological functions. This has lead to many meetings and
papers dealing with issues related to more or less natural forests and their biodiversity.

It has been clear in the political processes derived from UNCED that no commonly accepted terminology
exists on forests relating to their management and conservation. This has given rise to lengthy debates about
the words and long texts explaining local/regional definitions, most of which have no general acceptance.
Some papers have not defined their words, paving the way for misunderstandings.

The lack of a generally accepted terminology is a problem both domestically in many countries and even
more so internationally — especially in legal/political negotiations and in scientific work. Both inside and
between continents there are problems with misunderstandings (IUFRO 1997 & 2002, COST E4 2000, Lund
2001, FAO 2002 a, FAO 2002 b).

In this paper I use forest as defined in FAO (2001b), and native tree species as defined in FAO (2001a) for
indigenous tree species. When using predominantly consisting of ” about tree species ratios, [ mean ratios
of vertical crown projections. I focus on the terminologies used during the past ten years, including single
works of major importance a few years older.

The main aim of this review is to improve understanding of existing terminologies and to suggest a possible
consistent terminology — not to monopolise the terms. The general public often uses some of the words in a
broad sense or with a different meaning than any published definition (Peterken 96). This cannot be avoided.

The choice of terms and definitions is affected by the objectives of the setting. If definitions are well-
documented, logical and hierarchical it should be possible to translate and relate them to other objectives and
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settings. First I explore some of the background for why inconsistencies develop, and then set out a new
hierarchical approach.

1.1. Earlier attempts at a mutual terminology
Several authors have provided overviews of how the international terminology has been used (Broekmeyer
& Vos 1993, Schuck et al. 1994, Peterken 1996, COST E4 2000, Lund 2001).

On the basis of these and other works, international attempts have been made to address the problem of a
lacking mutual terminology. Precision is especially important in international research, statistics and political
negotiations where definitions have therefore been elaborated (MCPF 1996, UN-ECE/FAO 1997 & 2000,
FAO 2001a, IUFRO 2002).

1.2. Problems with the existing terminologies and definitions

Analysing the definitions of the commonly used terms referring to more or less natural forests reveals that
one reason for the lack of mutual acceptance could be that most of the terms are not defined logically or
precisely enough. Overlaps and gaps are common. It is often impossible from the published definitions to
understand where the limits or even the typical range of the features in question are (Peterken 1996, Lund
2001).

A further general problem is that many sets of definitions are vague in places, and leave undefined gaps in
others — see appendix 1.

There seems to be a need for a more stringent, logical and precise approach to defining a terminology. This
might enable common use of terminology in international work in the future. It might also inspire national
organisations to define national terminology more precisely. Improved terminology has for example been
recommended in the Lisbon resolutions of the Ministerial Conference on Protection of Forests in Europe in
1998 (MCPF3 1998).

1.2.1. Etymology - are humans part of nature?

One set of problems arises around the concept of naturalness because humans have been an integral part of
nature until some time in the past. However most people do not accept the major impacts of modern humans
as natural - meaning as an integral part of nature.

Therefore we need to consider a level of impact where the transition happens from humans being a part of
nature to being something apart from nature impacting on it. Unfortunately there is no simple logical way of
discerning when or why human impact on (forest) ecosystems became too large to be accepted as natural.

The wordpairs nature >< culture and natural >< artificial are antonyms. The words are derived from Latin

natura nature (from natus born), cultura cultivation of plants (from colere to till) and arte factum art work
(Henderson 1979) . These antonyms of general acceptance may help in deciding where to set logical limits
compatible with the understanding of most people.

From these words it can be seen that some of the features which set humans definitely apart from nature are
the cultivation of plants (tilling, sowing and planting) and the production of art. This is supported by the fact
that no animals cultivate plants or produce art. From archaeological evidence the departure from nature can
thus be taken as happening in the time period after the first art works and before Neolithic farming started.
That would be between 5.000 and 25.000 years ago in much of the World depending on location.

Human activities such as hunting and the use of fire were already widespread ten thousands of years earlier.
This indicates that humans had impacts on nature before ceasing to be part of it.

In reality it is not the artworks/artefacts themselves that disturb our notion of people as part of nature, but the
escalated impacts on wildlife and landscape which often occurred more-or-less simultaneously. For example
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evidence from isolated islands and continents shows a close correspondence between prehistoric human
colonisation and extinctions of large animals (Stuart 1991, Bradshaw & Mitchell 1999). Extinctions
especially hit megaherbivores, which are herbivorous animal species that grow larger than 1000 kg. In
several continents these went extinct roughly 10-20.000 years ago. Megaherbivores have major influence on
the dynamics of ecosystems and landscapes, and thus their disappearance must have had large impacts
(Owen-Smith 1988).

In the light of such archaeological information it can be seen that the idea in the head of many people that
forests until a few thousands of years ago were totally unimpacted by humans is a misconception.

This misconception is reflected in numerous published definitions of terms like primeval, pristine and virgin
forest. These terms — and in a few cases also natural forest and old-growth (Lund 2001) - have often been
defined in a way excluding any human impact ever (WWF/IUCN 1996, MCPF 1996, COST E4 2000). Such
definitions are a priori problematical because humans have been present for hundreds of thousands of years
with great potential impact already from the start of use of fire more than 200.000 years ago (Andersson &
Appelquist 1990).

2. Developing a new hierarchical approach
A hierarchical logic is already partly inherent in many of the features covered by commonly used terms,
without being appropriately incorporated or delimited in the published definitions.

The following fundamental forest features can be described in a hierarchical manner:

More or less natural origin/genesis >< More or less artificially created/regenerated

More or less natural flora, fauna and genepool >< More or less modified by human activities
More or less natural processes and structures >< More or less modified by human activities
Timespan of continuity of features >< History of change including human influence

Type and intensity of management operations and utilisation

A S

In practice, although each of these features is a continuum, breaks in continual distribution tend to be
present. The features are also interrelated and can be combined in a multi-dimensional matrix. From such a
matrix sections can be grouped and identified to develop a logical hierarchic terminology.

2.1. Logical breaking points in the continual distribution of features

There is a logical breaking point in the continuum of origin/genesis when human action changes the existing
/spontaneous vegetation of a site to an artificial stock of trees (by planting or seeding). This is also a
breaking point in the continuum of the four other features and is therefore fundamental. The breaking point
between natural and artificial regeneration can also occur when planted stands later regenerate naturally.

For flora, fauna and genepool there is a major breaking point in the continuum when native vegetation of a
site loses its dominant role to non-native vegetation (e.g. to invasive non-native species). The fauna can be
with or without key species of large wide-ranging animals. A usually prehistorical breaking point was at the
first human-induced extinctions. It is not deemed feasible to incorporate breaking points relating to lower
than species level, even though such impacts on the genepool can be of great importance.

Important breaking points in the continuum of processes and structures are presence/absence of significant
native/aboriginal human modification and presence/absence of significant modern/western civilised human
modification (e.g. logging). In sites with discontinued modification a breaking point in the reverse direction
is when signs of the former human modification can no longer be seen/measured. Other breaking points
relate to size (landscape-, forest- or stand-scale) and to seral stages of forest dynamics — which is especially
relevant for old-growth versus younger seral stages. A last breaking point refers to presence/absence of a
plantation-like structure.

113



Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 11-19 January 2005

A logical breaking point for continuity is when humans clear forest for other types of land-use, e.g.
agriculture. Many hundreds of years of woodland continuity is of prime importance for many elements of
flora and fauna (Peterken 1996, Graae 2000). Sites with forest continuity back to the oldest maps often also
have continuity much further back in time.

Major logical breaking points in the continuum of management are if sites mainly serve industrial wood
production purposes, are left untouched or have special management (e.g. old-time traditional management
types, biodiversity protection, hunting estates, grazing, water protection or recreation).

2.2. Levels of naturalness

In order to overview the existing terminology I developed an array of levels of naturalness each with a
corresponding definition labelled with a number instead of a name. For each new terminology reviewed,
levels were added if necessary to incorporate details of definitions.

When the process was finished, 14 mutually exclusive levels emerged. The most logical and generally
accepted parts of existing definitions were reused and incorporated in the definitions of levels. Amendments
and adjustments were generally necessary in order to make the definitions more universally useful, consistent
and without gaps. Appendix 1 shows the results of the review, while appendix 2 gives the level definitions.
Level names have been added to both — see below.

In cases where the references use the words without defining them, there are uncertainties regarding the
limits of terms, even though the context often gives a quite clear clue. In other cases definitions are vague or
unprecise. Uncertainties are displayed with questionmarks in appendix 1.

Often it can be difficult to document historical and other features, e.g. whether a 200 years old forest stand is
planted or not. I propose different solutions to such documentation problems at different levels, including the
documentation topic in each relevant level definition. Any forest stand should be referable to the appropriate
level by a field visit supplemented by general historical and biological knowledge of the area.

2.3. Names for the levels
I have tried to match the levels with the most commonly used and directly meaningful terms at hand in order
to obtain logical hierarchy and best chances of communication with minimal misunderstandings. See fig. 1.

The words primeval and virgin have traditionally been connected to forest of an ultimately natural character
— with some differentiation. Primeval bears in the word itself the reference to “’the earliest ages (as of the
world or human history)” (Lund 2001) making it useful for denoting the ultimately natural situation before
human impacts (in most cases a very prehistoric situation).

The term virgin on the other hand denotes a situation that during the generations repeatedly can occur, but
where the qualities cannot be restored once lost. It should be acceptable that virgin forest can still develop
nowadays under certain ultimately natural conditions. This would be in line with the countries still claiming
to have at least some virgin forest. Peterken (1996) supplements with Near-virgin Forest and World
Resources Institute (1997) uses Frontier Forest which can be relevant in certain cases — see definitions of
these in appendix 2.

For forest with a very high degree of naturalness but not as ultimate as the four abovementioned levels
several continents use Old-growth — especially America, Australia and Asia (Russia) (Lund 2001). The term
has been the issue of a separate working group to discuss definitions (IUFRO 1997). Many local definitions
are very specific, but most can be encapsulated by the more generic definitions used at national scale in
Russia, Australia, Canada and the US, which are fairly similar (Lund 2001). The main part of the level n6
definition is unchanged from the United States Forest Service 1989 definition of old-growth (via Lund
2001). An almost identical wording is used and recommended in Canada (Wells et al. 1998).
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Alongside the abovementioned terms the following ones are sometimes defined almost identically as
synonyms dealing with forests of ultimate to high degree of naturalness: Pristine, primary, antique, climax,
ancient and natural forest (COST E4 2000, Lund 2001). These terms are less suited for these levels because
they either have a very limited and not generally accepted use and/or do not communicate the correct/precise
inherent meaning in them and/or have been used widely with other definitions better relating to the inherent
meaning of the words.

This leaves us with the lower levels of naturalness, where it is not possible to find good and broadly accepted
names or definitions. The terms Semi-natural Forest, Secondary forest, Modified Forest, Man-made Forest,
Planted Forest, Plantation and Plantation Forest are much used, with definitions varying between authors and
countries. They are often inconsistent (see Appendix 1). Artificial Forest is also sometimes used.

The range of forest naturalness between levels n6 and n1 is particularly important because such forests cover
large areas in many countries. They often have a complex balance between conservation and use, and raise a
lot of debate about sustainability. I have proposed names for the levels which as far as possible directly
reflect their content. See figure 1 and appendix 2.

2.4. Names for groups of levels

On the basis of the analysis of the word natural (etymology and antonyms) and of the logical breaking
points, I support the many organisations and authors who have used or defined Natural Forest rather broadly
covering many levels of naturalness (e.g. UNCED 1992, EU 1996, Peterken 1996, COST E4 2000, Lund
2001, FAO 2001b, IUFRO SilvaVoc 2002). The minimum level of naturalness in these definitions is mostly
at naturally regenerated native forest - regardless of intensity of human use.

Natural Forest should thus be used broadly for relatively to ultimately natural situations, encompassing a
broad range of naturalness from level nl through n10. This matches the international definitions of e.g.
UNCED, FAO, IUFRO and World Bank (see appendix 1) and national definitions used in many countries
e.g. China, Iran, Vietnam, New Zealand, Brasil (Lund 2001), Sweden (Selander 1969) and Japan (IUFRO
2002). See appendix 3 for definition.

Semi-natural Forest is used in Europe, especially Great Britain, about forests that are more or less natural or
resemble such forests enough to make it difficult to tell the difference. Inventory and statistical purposes
have been the main reasons for this rather unprecise term, e.g. for sites where it is difficult or impossible to
find out if the stand was planted or not - maybe 200 years ago (Peterken 1996). Different works have set up
quite different limits for what semi-natural forest is — see appendix 1.

The word semi-natural is more difficult to translate to other languages than most other terms and is not
directly meaningful to most people. It has been used for any level of naturalness except p2, Exotic plantation
(see appendix 1). I therefore recommend it used as little as possible in international work.

Care must also be taken in translation of the other terms to national tongues. In numerous cases a “direct”
translation will give useless and confusing results. This problem has been known for years and will continue,
no doubt.

See figure 1 and appendix 3 for other names for groups of levels of naturalness.

2.5. Qualifying features (continuity, grazing, protection status)

The breaking points of the fundamental features cover important divisions, but distinctions along another
axis of the matrix can be worthwhile for some purposes. Qualifying features can be used to describe and rank
sites in a more detailed manner or as determinants of management, when biodiversity is an important
objective. Ellenberg (1988), Peterken (1996) and Vera (2000) can be consulted for details on the features.

116



Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 11-19 January 2005

I recommend the use of a terminology for continuity, grazing and protection regime in combination with the
terminology outlined in appendix 2 and appendix 3, because of the importance and management implications
of these qualifying features.

2.5.1 Continuity

Woodland continuity is of such prime importance for biodiversity, that it is worthwhile using it across the
whole terminology, discerning between ancient woodland and recent woodland, see box 1. Further
specification can be made, e.g. continuity of old trees, dead wood, tree species presence, undisturbed soil or
of elements developed by grazing at moderate levels. Regardless of level there can be important differences
in biodiversity between ancient and recent woodland. Sometimes the terms primary versus secondary forest
are used to indicate if non-forest land-use has occurred, but this leads to confusion with another use of the
same wordpair, see appendix 1 and figure 1.

Box 1 Terms on continuity of forest.

Ancient woodland — Forest sites which have been continuously wooded for several hundred years, at least
since the time where reliable maps were first made (eg. 1600 or 1750 AD). Some may have continuity back
to primeval forests whilst others arose as secondary woodland on ground cleared at some time in the far past.
Continuity is not broken by felling, coppicing, planting nor any other forestry operation, provided that
woodland of some kind regenerates immediately. Continuity is broken by an alternative land use, such as
pasturage (unwooded) or agriculture/cultivation (after Peterken 1996).

Recent woodland — Forest sites which have shorter continuity than ancient woodland. (Peterken 1996).

2.5.2 Grazing regime

The original natural grazing pressure by wild animals in the Pleistocene and early Holocene is an issue of
much debate (Vera 2000, Svenning 2002). Since those prehistoric times grazing levels have oscillated in
complex manners with domesticated herbivores being very important in most continents for hundreds to
thousands of years (Bradshaw & Mitchell 1999). Today, breaking points are presence/absence of fencing and
of wild/domestic large herbivores (deer, antilope, kangaroo, beaver, buffalo, pigs, oxen, horses etc.) and
whether grazing impact is significantly lower, higher or thought to be near the originally natural situation
with intact wildlife. Absence of grazing by large herbivores is unnatural from a biodiversity and evolutionary
point of view, while intensive domestic livestock grazing is also unnatural and detrimental to forest. See box
2 for proposed terminology.

2.5.3 Protection regime

The protection regime of forest reserves can take on three principally different forms: 1) Minimum-
intervention, 2) Traditional Management or 3) Designed Management (NFNA 1994, Peterken 1996 & 2000),
see box 3. A code of practice can detail the specific management principles and prescriptions of a reserve or
of sub-types of the three forms (e.g. NFNA 1994). Minimum-intervention reserves are often called Strict
Forest Reserves, Strictly Protected Forests or Scientific Forest Reserves (COST E4 2000).

Peterken (2000) has elaborated on Minimum-intervention, which he sub-divides into a) Non-intervention and
b) Protective Intervention. Typically some human activities are accepted even in Non-intervention reserves,
e.g. access, research, grazing regulation, recreation, restoration of natural hydrology or felling trees for
security reasons along roads. In Protective Intervention non-native species are controlled also. Minimum-
intervention as management prescription is synonymous with untouched forest as prescription (NFNA 1994).

IUCN codings of protected areas are not well suited for stand- or forest-scale assessments because the [UCN
class definitions work at protected area scale. Very often at that scale there are multiple habitat types and/or
levels of protection regimes, e.g. zones, which cannot be accounted for by the IUCN system (IUCN 1994,
EUROPARC & IUCN 1999, COST E27 2001).
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Box 2 Terms on grazing regime

Ungrazed forest - Woodland showing no structural signs of the presence of large herbivores. This can be
because of very low herbivore density or because there are only small herbivores present. In many regions
this is an unnatural situation for woodland seen from a biodiversity and evolutionary perspective (Owen-
Smith 1988, Vera 2000). Roe deer (Capreolus capreolus) at c. 25 kg is here defined as a ”small” herbivore,
while all heavier species are defined as being “’large”.

Grazed forest — Woodland showing structural signs of the presence of large wild/non-domestic herbivores.
The signs are often in the form of changes in flora composition and tree regeneration rates, but can also be
wallow sites, trampling effects or large trees wounded or even killed by wildlife. The effects on the forest
ecosystem are highly dependent on species composition of grazers and on grazing pressure. Roe deer
(Capreolus capreolus) at ¢. 25 kg is here defined as a ”small” herbivore, while all heavier species are defined
as being large”. Comment: Large herbivores were an important part of prehistoric and primeval natural
woodland ecosystems. The herbivore composition was quite diverse in most continents including different
megaherbivores with large potential impacts on the forest (Owen-Smith 1988). In many regions extant large
herbivores have relict, patchy distributions, e.g. confined to national parks and other refuges (Buffalo,
elephants etc.).

Pasture forest — Woodland showing structural signs of being used for pasturage of domestic livestock either
herded or fenced (cattle, horses, pigs, sheep, goats and similar). The forest structure often attains some of the
characteristics of grasslands and can include flora and fauna elements from these.

Box 3 Terms on protection regime of forest

Minimum-intervention forest — Site specifically set aside by administrative or legal order as Minimum-
intervention (=untouched) woodland from a specified time. Sub-types are Non-intervention and Protective
Intervention. Protection and restoration of free dynamics and processes, ideally including natural hydrology,
are top priorities. (NFNA 1994, Peterken 2000).

Traditional management — Site managed as it was in the past, preserving historic forms of interaction
between people and nature. Due to prolongation of continuity this type often maintains a great diversity of
species which would be threatened by a shift to other management or protection regimes. Important sub(’
types are coppice, wood-pasture and pre-industrial type selective cutting (NFNA 1994, Peterken 1996).

Designed management — Management is designed to meet some explicit nature conservation objective, such
as maximising diversity, providing for a particular species, creating a mature stand or providing facilities for
research and demonstration. (Peterken 1996).

Special management — Traditional and Designed Management can be grouped with similar low-intensity
management types (e.g. for environmental protection) into Special Management. One purpose of this
grouping is discerning these forest stands from stands with normal economically based forestry (NFNA
1994).

Gene-resource protection forest — Forest stands specifically designated for gene-resource protection of tree
or shrub species. Management measures usually include buffer-zones in order to minimise risks of unwanted
pollen incursion.
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3. Discussion

3.1. The role of differing objectives

Many stakeholders use words regarding the naturalness of a forest in relation to their different objectives
such as forest policy, statistics, research and biodiversity protection as well as to the general objective of
sustainable development. Appendix 1 illustrates the many risks of misunderstandings brought about by
different organisations using the same words differently.

Differing objectives can be the reason of some of the variation. But in many cases chance, tradition and
historical background seem to be the main reasons, e.g. level n1-n10 being called native forest, natural forest
and semi-natural forest in Australia, China and the UK respectively. Similarly, plantation, plantation forest
and forest plantation are used synonymously for level p2-p4.

There are tendencies for there to be different ”Schools” of terminology. The use of the word semi-natural has
spread from the UK to European organisations (MCPF and UN-ECE/FAO), but not in a consistent manner.
This may be because semi-natural has been used with differing definitions even inside the UK (Peterken
1996). In North America Canada and the US use more or less the same terminology, and from here the word
”old-growth” has spread to other continents.

As can be seen in appendix 1, the World Bank, UNCED, IUFRO and FAO represent another school of
terminology. It is of major importance, since it has been used internationally in many contexts both before
and after the Rio summit in 1992, and because it is used in more or less legally binding documents of
UNCED and EU regarding natural forests and primary forests.

3.2. Documentation problems

The genetic level of biodiversity has not been incorporated in the main terminology, mainly because it is
almost never included in the reviewed terminologies, but also because inclusion would give rise to
documentation problems. Pollen of trees mix over large and uncontrollable distances in a dynamic way. This
makes definitions focused on “clean” local provenances and strains/races almost impossible to use in
practice.

Dynamic evolution of species, strains and their distributions continues. This makes it necessary also to
reflect on how native range is defined and on when species are deemed exotic. Native range should not be
seen statically in relation to political boundaries, but dynamically in relation to soil, climate, dispersal
barriers, rate of historical change, potential future changes etc.

Ideally Natural Forest might be defined as forest which has always been naturally regenerated and never
artificially regenerated. Such a definition has been attempted (NFNA 1994) but has proven problematical
because it is very difficult to know whether a generation preceding the extant stand was planted/sown, e.g.
oak and beech forests where planting has been used for hundreds of years at least in Europe.

When a planted stand of native species has later regenerated naturally, the planted origin of the previous
generation can usually only be determined by studies of archives or by genetic studies of the trees. Often
archives do not exist and they cannot prove whether a pre-archive stand was planted or not. The other
method is tedious and cannot give a certain answer either. This seems to be the reason why all other
reviewed definitions which call levels n1-n10 natural forest, only employ features of the extant stand.

The abovementioned documentation problems have been attempted solved in the proposed terminology by
incorporating different levels of necessary documentation at the various levels. This should be a help when
referring a forest stand to a level, e.g. for inventory purposes.

3.3. Organisms as indicators

Ellenberg (1988) attempted to use field layer flora combined with forest management as determinants of a
forest terminology. He found that his system works quite well in intensively investigated parts of Central
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Europe, but not quite so well in southern and eastern parts of Central Europe where investigations of forest
vegetation are somewhat fewer. The requirement for detailed knowledge on flora makes the system less
useful internationally.

Even so, field layer flora can be of great importance as indicator of naturalness of forests by having certain
plant species absent, present or common. Different indicators can be identified for different levels of
naturalness. The same goes for other groups having indicator species for more or less natural forests (e.g.
lichens, saproxylic fungi and insects). Sets of indicator species are necessarily local/regional, because of
limited distributions of indicator species (Hermy et al 1999). Using all species matching specific forest-
related traits as indicators instead of using just a few listed species, might be worthwhile in order to widen
the geographical scope (Graae & Sunde 2000).

Certain sites at a specific level of naturalness can happen to have a more rare or typical biodiversity than
some sites of a higher level. This can especially be the case when looking at limited sections of biodiversity
and when comparing ancient woodland with recent woodland. For instance soil organisms and saproxylic
organisms react very differently to forest management operations which break continuity of old trees and
dead wood.

4. Recommendations - Conservation importance

The main use of terminologies on naturalness of forests relates to discussions of priorities relating to
conservation of biodiversity. A sustainable balance between use and protection is an important factor in such
discussions.

14 levels of forest naturalness have been identified in this review. Some levels, e.g. Primeval, Virgin and
Old-growth Forest, are mainly retrospective and the appeal is to protect them. Other levels, e.g. Newly
Untouched and Near-virgin Forest, have relevance in nature restoration activities and give hope for the future
of biodiversity alongside wise management of the less natural levels. I find that it is of importance to
understand all 14 levels when dealing with sustainable development and biodiversity protection, although
aggregate levels will be enough for most reporting purposes.

Much work on forest conservation relates to the setting up of networks of protected areas. Site selection for
conservation should benefit from using a stringent terminology and analysing which types of sites have high
priority for inclusion in a reserve network. Many countries have so little forest with high levels of
naturalness left that reserves need to be selected also in disturbed forests in order to represent ecological
variation or just to reach adopted area targets. In such selection schemes Ancient Woodland should be given
high priority because of the importance of continuity for biodiversity.

Other selection criteria for reserve networks include hydrological regime, which is very important for
biodiversity. Sites with restored or intact natural hydrology should be ranked higher than sites with modified
hydrology. Old stands and trees should be ranked higher than younger ones. In general sites with a rich,
typical, unusual or fairly intact biodiversity should be ranked higher than sites with less well-developed
biodiversity.

When sites are selected, protection regimes need to be settled. Continuity of management system can be very
important for biodiversity, so that changing Specially Managed Forest, e.g. ancient coppice or wood pasture,
to Untouched Forest can be detrimental to important parts of site biodiversity. For other site types, the flora
and fauna — especially saproxylic species - can benefit by a change to untouched status. Restored or natural
hydrology, natural species composition and wildlife including large herbivores are important for the natural
structures and functions of the ecosystem to redevelop optimally (Peterken 1996, Vera 2000).

Recommendations on how much forest should be protected in reserves usually range below 10 — 15 % of the

forest area. For the remaining at least 85 % of forest areas Natural Forests with forestry and Man-made
Forests (levels n3 through p1) are highly relevant in discussions of sustainable management. All production
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forests sustain some biodiversity. How much depends on how near-to-natural the management and the forest
is. The proposed terminology can hopefully enhance and clarify discussions.
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14 levels of forest naturalness with definitions: Appendix 2

n10 Ultimate degree of naturalness — Primeval Forest — Forest ecosystems never modified by modern man/civilisation
even indirectly, where the degree of impact on the ecosystem by indigenous people has not been significantly higher
than the impacts of natural wildfire and of large wild animals (e.g. beaver (Castor spp.) or megaherbivores). The fauna
includes a rich host of large animal species and is not significantly affected by human-induced extinctions or changes to
animal population densities. Size is landscape-scale. Comm: In Europe and America this type belongs in prehistorical
times (before megaherbivore extinctions in stoneage), while examples might still occur in other parts of the world (e.g.
perhaps some African National Parks). For prehistoric forests the time-period can be specified, e.g. Pleistocene forest
or early-Holocene forest.

n9 Extremely high degree of naturalness - Virgin Forest - Forest ecosystems virtually unmodified by man, and where
the degree of former human impact on the forest - including soil and hydrology - has been only slightly more significant
than the impacts of wildfire and animals (e.g. beaver (Castor spp.) or megaherbivores), and is no longer obvious.
Wildlife inhabits the area with a fairly natural density and species composition including large herbivores and
carnivores. Size is forest-scale. Comm: In Europe this term has been used by many authors and lay people for the most
extremely natural forests of Europe (Bialowieza and several others, see Peterken 1996) well knowing that they have
been impacted somewhat by people in former times (grazing, selective cutting, fires etc).

n8 Very high degree of naturalness - Frontier forest — A frontier forest is an area meeting the following criteria:

It is primarily forested and predominantly consists of indigenous tree species. It is big enough to support viable
populations of all indigenous species associated with that forest type -- measured by the forest's ability to support wide-
ranging animal species (such as elephants, harpy eagles or brown bears). It is large enough to keep these species'
populations viable even in the face of the natural disasters -- such as hurricanes, fires, and pest or disease outbreaks -[|
that might occur there in a century. It is home to most, if not all, of the other plant and animal species that typically live
in this type of forest. Its structure and composition are determined mainly by natural events, though limited human
disturbance by traditional activities of the sort that have shaped forests for thousands of years -- such as low-density
shifting cultivation -- is acceptable. As such, it remains relatively unmanaged by humans, and natural disturbances (such
as fire) are permitted to shape much of the forest. In forests where patches of trees of different ages would naturally
occur, the landscape exhibits this type of heterogeneity. (Rearranged/shortened from World Ress.
Inst.:http://www.wri.org/ffi/lff-eng/).

n7 Very high degree of naturalness - Near-virgin forest — Forest ecosystems (forest scale) untouched long enough to
have attained structures, dynamics and species composition similar to virgin forest, even though they may have been
significantly modified, e.g. by clearcutting or agriculture at some time in the past. They are distinguished by a mixture
in time and space between different seral stages, e.g. between old-growth stages and younger stages. Human impact on
the forest structures is not obvious to see. The time necessary in untouched development before this level can be
reached depends on how modified the situation was at the start. It is at least several hundred years if the starting point is
a plantation-like forest.

n6 High degree of naturalness - Old-growth forest — Ecosystems (stand scale) distinguished by old trees and related
structural attributes. Old growth encompasses the later stages of stand development that typically differ from earlier
stages in a variety of characteristics which may include tree size, accumulations of large dead woody material, number
of canopy layers, species composition, and ecosystem function. The age at which old-growth develops and the specific
structural attributes that characterise old-growth will vary widely according to forest type, climate, site conditions, and
disturbance regime. For example, old-growth in fire-dependent forest types may not differ from younger forests in the
number of canopy layers or accumulation of down woody material. However, old-growth is typically distinguished
from younger growth by several of the following attributes: 1) large trees for species and site, 2) wide variation in tree
sizes and spacing, 3) accumulations of large-size dead standing and fallen trees that are high relative to earlier stages, 4)
decadence in the form of broken or deformed tops or bole and root decay, 5) multiple canopy layers, and 6) canopy gaps
and understory patchiness. Old-growth is not necessarily "virgin" or "primeval." Old-growth can develop following
human disturbances. (USFS 1989, Wells et al 1998). If the stand is known to be planted/sown or predominantly consists
of exotics it is referred to level p4, Partly-natural planted forest or p1/p2, Exotic forests.

Continued on next page
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Appendix 2 continued

n5 Quite high degree of naturalness - Long untouched forest — Relatively intact forest (stand level) that has been
essentially unmodified by human activity for the past sixty to eighty years or for an unknown, but relatively long time.
Signs of former human impacts may still be visible, but strongly blurred due to the decades without forestry operations.
The time limit depends on how modified the forest was at the starting point. If the stand is known to be planted/sown or
predominantly consists of exotics it is referred to level p4, Partly-natural planted forest or p1/p2, Exotic forests.

n4 Moderately high degree of naturalness — Newly untouched forest — Forest stands where forestry operations have
been discontinued or never occurred since stand establishment, and which are known to have been left untouched for
less than sixty to eighty years. Signs of former human management are usually easily visible, becoming more blurred
with time. In principle any stand would belong here between forestry operations. If discontinuation of operations is only
because of long management intervals, the stand is referred to lower levels. If the stand is known to be planted/sown or
predominantly consists of exotics it is referred to level p4, Partly-natural planted forest or p1/p2, Exotic forests.

n3 Medium degree of naturalness — Specially managed forest — Forest stands with low-intensity use (allowing for
presence of significant old-growth attributes) or where long continuity of pre-industrial type traditional use has given
rise to a more or less characteristic forest structure, often with an interesting biodiversity and also often of cultural
value. Examples are coppice, pasture forest, non-industrial selective logging and various stands of low accessibility or
with protective or recreational functions. Excludes stands where the characteristic structures and attributes have been
lost due to discontinuation or to large changes in the traditional use. If the stand is known to be planted/sown or
predominantly consists of exotics it is referred to level p4, Partly-natural planted forest or p1/p2, Exotic forests.

n2 Fairly low degree of naturalness —Exploited natural forest — Forest stands used and modified by humans so that the
forest structure and species composition is more or less heavily changed from the originally natural situation, but still
predominantly consisting of self-sown native trees, and without a plantation-like structure. Can be exploitation without
preceding silviculture (e.g. modifying old-growth forest), or stands with medium-intensity forest management (e.g.
near-to-nature forestry). If a significant proportion of the stand is known to be planted/sown it is referred to level p4,
Partly-natural planted forest.

nl Low degree of naturalness — Plantation-like natural forest — Forest stands predominantly consisting of self-sown
native trees with high-intensity forest management, so that the forest structure has become plantation-like by being
even-aged, having relatively low tree ages, fairly regular tree spacing and only one or two tree species in the canopy
layer. If it is not certain that the stand is self-sown it is referred to level p3, Native plantation.

p4 Low degree of naturalness — Partly-natural planted forest - Forest stands predominantly consisting of planted or
sown native trees, and having somewhat natural structure by being un-evenaged, with mixed species or having
significant ingrowth of self-sown trees (e.g. because multiple species have been planted and not intensively managed
for timber and/or because of old age and low intensity of forestry). In certain cases such stands are left untouched long
enough to correspond to levels n4, nS or n6. They may be called newly untouched, long untouched and old-growth
planted forest respectively.

p3 Extremely low degree of naturalness — Native plantation — Intensively managed, basically even-aged forest stands
predominantly consisting of native trees, established artificially by planting or sowing with regular spacing. Often
monocultures, but sometimes two or more species are established together. Usually the genetic variety of the plantation
trees differs from the original genetic variety of the locality.

p2 Almost no degree of naturalness — Exotic plantation — Forest predominantly consisting of non-native tree species,
where the stand origin is artificial by planting or sowing. In certain cases such stands (or p1) might be left untouched
long enough to correspond to levels n4, nS or n6. Such stands may be called newly untouched, long untouched and old-
growth exotic forest respectively.

p1 Variably low degree of naturalness — Exotic self-sown forest - Forest stands predominantly consisting of self-sown
non-native tree species. In certain cases this category can spread at an undesirable scale, e.g. to the extent that it has
replaced or seriously suppressed the species previously occupying the specific area. Such cases can be called forest of
invasive species. If it is not certain that the stand is self-sown it is referred to level p2, Exotic plantation.

Any forest stand should be possible to refer to level by a field visit supplemented by general historical and biological
knowledge of the area.

126



Third Expert Meeting on Harmonizing Forest-related Definitions, Rome, 11-19 January 2005

Definitions of terms covering multiple levels: Appendix 3

N1-n10 = Natural forest — Forest stands predominantly composed of self-sown native trees. They are in other words
naturally regenerated and complementary to planted/sown stands and exotic self-sown stands. (After FAO 2001a).
Comm: They range from undisturbed by humans (e.g. virgin forest) to heavily utilised for grazing, wood production etc.
The degree of naturalness can be described by referring to more detailed levels or subclasses of natural forest. Stands
that have natural processes or structures present are taken to be self-sown if no information indicates otherwise.
"Natural forest dynamics” refer to the natural dynamics of natural forest undisturbed by humans. They often include a
cycle of seral stages of growth.

P3,4+n1-n10 = Native forest — Forest stands predominantly consisting of native trees. These can be planted, sown by
man or self-sown. They can be used/managed or not. Comm: Native trees means species which have evolved in the
same area, region or biotope where the forest stand is growing and are adapted to the specific ecological conditions
predominant at the time of the establishment of the stand (FAO 2001a).

P1,2 = Exotic forest — Forest stands predominantly consisting of non-native trees. These can be planted, sown by man
or self-sown. They can be used/managed or not.

P2 + p3 Forest plantation — Intensively managed forest stands established artificially by planting or seeding and
having regular spacing and even-aged structure. Usually only one tree-species is planted, but sometimes two or more
are planted together. (After FAO 2001a). Comm: They can be either native or exotic species or mixed. Excludes native
stands which were established as plantations but which have lost the specific structure of plantation later, e.g. because
of long time without intensive management or because many of the planted trees have been cut and self-sown trees have
been allowed to take their place.

P2-p4 = Planted forest — Forest stands established artificially by planting or seeding. (After ITTO 2002).

pl+nl-n10 = Self-sown forest — Forest stands predominantly consisting of trees which have germinated and grown
from spontaneous seedfall, either wholly naturally or influenced by various silvicultural activities, e.g. scarification.

P1-p4 = Man-made forest - Forest stands which are either predominantly consisting of non-native (introduced, exotic)
tree species or which have been established artificially by planting or seeding.

N4-n1= Secondary forest — Forest stands of native species regenerated largely through natural processes after
significant human and/or natural disturbance of the original forest vegetation at a single point in time or over an
extended period, and displaying a major difference in forest structure and/or canopy species composition with respect to
primary forests on similar sites. (After Chokkalingam & Jong 2001). Comm: Typical disturbance types are clearcutting,
logging, flood, fire and deforestation in general. Continued modification often takes place, e.g. forestry. Can revert to
primary forest if untouched natural development proceeds for a sufficiently long time.

N5-n10 = Primary forest - Relatively intact forest areas that have always or at least for the past sixty to eighty years
been essentially unmodified by human activity. Human impacts in such forest areas have normally been limited to low
levels of hunting, fishing and harvesting of forest products, and, in some cases, to historical or pre-historical low
intensity agriculture. (After World Bank 1991, EU 1996)

N4, n5, n7, n9, n10, most of n8 and n6 and minor parts of pl, p2, p4. = Untouched forest (since specified
year/decade/time) — A common denomination af forests uninfluenced by forestry activities (felling, planting etc.) from a
specified time. Is not affected by research, hunting or recreational activities etc. Usually the length of time is minor
except in woods designated as untouched (=minimum-intervention) forest by administrative or legal order.
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Propositions for the Harmonization of Terms
and Definitions Concerning Natural Forests,
Planted Forests and Plantations

Georgiy Bondaruk

Ukrainian Research Institute of Forestry and Forest Melioration,

These propositions were written for the 3™ Expert Meeting on Harmonizing of Forest-
related Definitions on the base and in development of background paper by Esa Puustjarvi and
Markku Simula “Definitions Related to Classifications of Forests and Their Management Status”.

Classifying coppicing as a stand establishment method

Coppicing is the natural form of regeneration from the viewpoint of the absence of human
activity in regeneration and completely preservation of previous stand genotype. In some types of
natural forests where fires are the considerable part of natural successions (savanna forests, miombo
etc.), coppicing is the main (and even the only) form of natural forest regeneration.

But the structure of coppiced forests is different to compare with the structure of seed
natural regenerated forests (especially in case of stump shoots).

Hard to agree, that coppice forests are grown exclusively in a short rotation for small
materials. Usually such forests are mixed with coppiced and seed regenerated trees (in different
proportion). It’s possible to distinct coppice forests of 1% and 2™ generations, which are rather
productive and distinguished (for oak forests, for example) in high-stem stands, and coppice forests
of 3" and more generations, which are much more less productive and stable, and distinguished in
low-stem stands and usually need reconstructive measures.

To consider the coppicing from the viewpoint of the naturalness of forest regeneration
processes, it’s expedient to put this method in the row of stand establishment methods between
natural seed regeneration and assisted natural seed regeneration.

But from the viewpoint of stand structure, the forests established with assisted natural
regeneration are more close to natural forests in comparison with coppice ones.

So, the issue under discussion is what is more important — the naturalness of establishing
method or the naturalness of regenerated stands’ structure. In figure 2 the first approach is realized.

The proposed distinguishing of coppice forests between different classes of naturalness is
the next:
e  forests in which the coppicing is the main (and even the only) form of natural forest
regeneration — to natural forests;
e coppice forests of the 1* and 2™ generations — to disturbed natural forests;
e coppice forests of the 3™ and more generations — to semi-natural forests.

Proposed approach to defining enrichment planting and the approach to distinguishing it
from other methods of regeneration

The necessary condition of this kind of establishing method is the presence of some natural
regeneration (in opposite case it will be simple planting or seeding).

It’s possible to distinguish 3 main goals of enrichment planting:
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1. To increase biodiversity in cases of natural regeneration of only one species (for example,
after harvesting in monocultures) and the aim of reforestation is to reconstruct the initial
natural forest ecosystem.

2. To increase total quantity of regenerated plants, if quantity of natural regeneration is
insufficient for successful reforestation

Usually in these 2 cases the native species are planted and established in such manner
forests can be classified as semi-natural.

3. To increase productivity (commercial value) in case of bad seed natural regeneration (or
mainly coppice regeneration) of desirable species with high productivity and commercial
value. If native species are planted, naturalness category will be defined by the intensity of
further management regime and may vary from semi-natural forests to plantations. In
case of enrichment with exotic species or native species with improved genotypes, it will be
plantations.

To compare 2 proposed approaches of quantity characteristics of enrichment planting (ratio
between planted seedlings and existing naturally regenerated seedlings; ratio between planted area
and total area), it’s necessary to remark that second approach isn’t applicable in cases of
randomized planting and/or the absence of soil treatment before planting (these cases, by the way,
are enough reasons to consider the established stands as semi-natural).

Saying about the distinguishing of enrichment planting from other methods of regeneration,
it will be expedient to consider that the planting of at least one seedling is the clear borderline
between enrichment planting and all kinds of natural regeneration (including assisted natural
regeneration).

To define the border between planting and enrichment planting, it will be useful to
illustrate it with logic dependence between quantity of natural regeneration and the ratio (%)
between planted seedlings and existing naturally regenerated seedlings (fig. 1).

100%

Enrichment planting

seedlings and existing naturally

Ratio (%)between planted
regenerated seedlings

0%

Quantity of natural regeneration

Figure 1. Logic dependence between quantity of natural regeneration and the ratio (%) between
planted seedlings and existing naturally regenerated seedlings

The problem is to define the point on the line, which should be clear and enough border
between 2 above-mentioned regeneration methods. In specific cases the location of this point
depends on the type of forest ecosystem, desirable tree species composition, management function,
etc. By default, the reasonable meaning could be consisted 50%.Another discussion issue is if we
need to include the quantity of shoots and suckers to total quantity of natural regeneration.
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The proposed approach for harmonization

Graphically imagination of the definitions of forests with different human intervention
(simplifying some bad algorithmized places) in the proposed structure (establishment method and
species origin) is represented on fig. 2.

It’s necessary to pay attention to the next features of the figure:

- alot of blanks, especially in cells of exotic species;
- some cells include different classes (usually 2, but even 3 for direct seeding and planting in
CBD definitions for Europe).

In the process of further work, the next issues were implemented:

- to fulfill blanks with suitable classes of forest origin and composition to cover all
continuum;
- to select criteria to divide different classes inside one cell.

Concerning first issue, the generalized data of definitions are shown in figure 3. From these
data it’s possible to compile the next continuum of definitions:

Primary / undisturbed

Modified / secondary / disturbed / semi-natural

Semi-natural / secondary

Planted / plantation / native species plantation / productive and protective plantation
Exotic species plantation / productive plantation

S

The last 2 classes may be joined in ‘“Plantation” class with subdivision on the base of
species origin (‘“native species plantation” and “exotic species plantation”).

Terms “secondary” and “semi-natural” are repeated in 2 classes. To avoid ambiguity, it’s
better to use them for the name of the 3" class.

Exotic . Exotic species plantation,
. Semi-natural . .
species productive plantation
Native Modified, Planted forests, plantation, native
species secondary, species plantation, productive and
disturbed, protective plantation
semi-na- Modified, secondary,

tural disturbed, semi-natural

Primary, Modified, secondary,
undisturbed disturbed, semi-natural
Origin
Natural .. Assisted Enrichment Direct .
ethod . Coppicing natural lanti di Planting
t estab- regeneration regeneration planting seeding
lishment

Figure 3. Generalized table of definitions
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The differences between first 2 classes, where there are no differences in species origin and
methods of establishment, were determined from the definitions of FAO/FRA, CBD, ITTO,
MCPFE and WCMC/CIFOR.

FAO/FRA. The border between primary and modified natural forests is the
absence/presence of the visible signs of human activity. Border with the next class of continuum
(semi-natural forests) is the absence/presence of artificial reforestation (including assisted natural
regeneration) and selective logging.

CBD means the inconsequential disturbance (but visible, may be) as a border between
primary and secondary forests. More disturbed forests belong to the next class.

ITTO definition is rather dualistic. From the one side, the mentioning of “so little affected
by hunting, gathering and tree cutting” does the definition very close to CBD definition. But the
term “elastic capacity”, as the capacity to renew the initial structure, allows to identify the border
between “Primary” and “Modified forests” in ITTO with the border between “Modified” and
“Semi-natural forests” in FAO/FRA.

MCPFE means the “natural forest dynamics and the absence of known significant human
intervention”. It allows to consider the border between “Undisturbed” and “Semi-natural forests”
like something average between the corresponding borders in FAO/FRA and CBD.

WCMC/CIFOR. ‘Undisturbed forests” class is rather wide. Its borders is possible to
coincide with the border between FAO/FRA classes of “Modified natural” and “Semi-natural
forests”.

The evident view of such analysis is shown in figure 4.

Processes Classes — in upper rows
Characteristic of border between classes — in bottom row
FAO/FRA Primary | Modified | Semi-natural
visible signs artificial reforestation
CBD Primary Secondary
inconsequential disturbance
ITTO Primary | Uncertainty | Modified

so little affected by hunting, gathering | no excess of elastic capacity
and tree cuttin

MCPFE Undisturbed Semi-natural
absence of known significant human intervention
WCMC/CIFOR Undisturbed | Disturbed

Significant areas of disturbance by peoples, including clearing, felling
for wood extraction, anthropogenic fires, road construction, etc.
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Figure 4. Visualization of borders between first 2 classes

The propositions for harmonization are the next:

1. To modify the definitions of FAO/FRA “Primary forests” shifting the border like in
CBD and ITTO definitions of “Primary forests” and MCPFE definition of “Undisturbed
forests”
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2. To decompose:
- CBD definition of “Secondary forests”
- ITTO definition of “Modified forests”
- MCPFE definition of “Semi-natural forests”
similar to “Modified” and “Semi-natural forests” in FAO/FRA.

3. To split WCMC/CIFOR definition of “Undisturbed forests” according to borderline
mentioned in point 1.

The propositions for the definitions above-allocated classes are the next:

L.

Primary / undisturbed forests - naturally seed regenerated forests and some coppiced
regenerated forests (in which coppicing is the main form of natural forest regeneration) or
forests in which method of stand establishment is unknown, but structure is
indistinguishable from naturally regenerated forests, with native species, without clearly
visible signs of human activity, except inconsequential disturbance by indigenous and local
communities living traditional lifestyles.

Modified / disturbed forests — naturally seed and coppiced regenerated (1% and 2"
generations) forests with clearly visible signs of human activity, with inconsiderable
changed structure in the result of non-intensive forest management or exploitation for wood
and/or non-wood forest products, wildlife or other purposes, but these changes don’t exceed
the elastic capacity of natural forest ecosystems.

Semi-natural / secondary forests — forests from native species, established through
planting, enrichment planting, seeding, assisted regeneration or coppicing (3™ and more
generations) or naturally regenerated forests with irreversibly changed structure in the result
of intensive forest management.

Planted forests / plantations — established mainly for production of wood and non-wood
goods by planting (enrichment planting sometimes) or/and seeding of 1 or 2 species even-
aged forest stands of exotic species and intensively managed stands of native species
usually with regular spacing.
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Overview Presentation On Multilingual Aspects
Points for discussion, a few answers and
suggestions

Renate Priiller
IUFRO-SilvaVoc Project on Multilingual Forest Terminology

Harmonisation has been explained in the previous Expert meetings including the background
documentation to this meeting as

[H]armonization facilitates comparisons between existing definitions of related terms. It collects
existing definitions, establishes linkages, identifies common elements, differences, incompatibilities and
inconsistencies, as well as qualitative and, if possible, quantitative relationships. It may result in
recommendations for modifications to one or several definitions which make them more compatible,
consistent or even congruent.

It is important to keep this approach in mind, as it is also true for work on terms and definitions in a
multilingual environment. The comparison and definition of relationships that took place between
existing definitions in past meetings will now be extended in a similar way to a comparison between
languages.

Before talking about phenomena that can be observed when it comes to comparing terms and
definitions between two or more languages, I would like to reflect upon five questions that may also
have come to your mind. The answers I am giving here should be considered as a starting-point as they
will have to be adapted for each organization or process, and additional ideas and needs may show up.

1) Why multilingual?

Some of the organisations and processes involved in this harmonisation process have a mandate that
encourages or mandates them to provide information in more than one official languages* with the aim
to strengthen better understanding worldwide. Furthermore, it is fair to better integrate and give access
to those parts of the world that to a large extent communicate in another language.

In light of the fact that English is more and more used as lingua franca** in the international dialogue,
it is certainly easier and less expensive to maintain a monolingual context. At the same time, however,
when doing so, we would lose also a component of diversity of thinking, of cultural background that is
enriching international deliberations.

2) What more do we need than a translation?

From an outsider’s perspective, truly there often are cases when a good translation will make no
difference with regard to the final visible result. For the purpose of communicating and transferring

* UN organisations, like FAO, UNEP and UNFCCC use Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Spanish, Russian; [UFRO
works with English, French, Spanish and German

** Lingua franca: A lingua franca is a language used by people of different native languages to communicate with each
other. For example, during many international scientific conferences English is used for lectures and discussions. Some
linguae francae are conglomerates of different languages, resulting in a pidgin.
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information a good translation based on sound terminology is completely acceptable and sufficient.
However, if we want others to use our commonly acquired and harmonized definitions for the forest-
related key terms under discussion, it is important also to have a look on the terminology and the related
definitions used in the respective linguistic environments. What is the cultural background or national
particularities that make it difficult to understand the same thing when using the same words? Therefore
there is a need to look behind the terms and the language equivalents, and disclose the content again. At
this stage it will be possible to compare the content, i.e. the concept behind the words and attach the
respective linguistic labels, i.e. the terms in use in the several languages. Therefore the work in the other
languages needs to be done independently for each language group. And as a first step it needs to go
away from a simple translation....

3) Is there a need to start from scratch in each language?

The past Expert meetings used the English language for the discussions and as a basis when comparing
definitions among the Conventions and Processes. Therefore it is clear that English is and will continue
to be the reference (pivot) language in this harmonisation process. The cumbersome work that has
already been done need not to be repeated in all languages. However, independent work for each
language will complement this work and possibly add new elements to the harmonisation process. As
mentioned in the beginning, it means to start now with independent work within the language groups,
reveal conceptual differences, compare the terms in use and document the results — similar to the
explanation of harmonisation given above.

4) Multilingual terminology work in a nutshell

Concept / realisation of an object

sign denoting object / Term Object

Figure 1: semiotic triangle (see Arntz/Picht/Mayer 2002:38)

The semiotic triangle (see figure 1) is known to most linguists, describing the relation between an
object - items as they ‘are' - the realisation or perception of the object by humans, and the sign used for
denoting the perceived object. The terminologist calls the ‘sign' a term and the realisation of an object, a
concept. The aim of terminologists is to describe a concept and to define the relation between a
concept, its related concepts and the corresponding terms. The resulting relations can be very complex,
the organisation of terms has to be clearly structured to guarantee a maximum of usability, flexibility,
and interchangeability.

-> Equivalence is or should be the principle underlying any bi- or multilingual terminology work.
When there is equivalence between two languages, concepts correspond completely and exactly in these
two languages, i.e. they are fully identical: there is only one concept, and the term in the source
language and the term in the target language designate this one and only concept.
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-> Partial equivalence: Often, rather than being totally equivalent, concepts in different languages
correspond only partially. Where partial equivalence occurs, it is essential to determine the extent to
which the term of the English (=source language) can be rendered by the term in the target language. In
the context of the harmonisation process English is used deliberately as the source or reference
language. In a general methodology the source and target language could theoretically be any language.

-> No equivalence or terminological gap: do not try to force a concept into other languages. A concept
in a given language may be slightly different or even unavailable in other languages. In general, there
are three options to solve the problem: a) by introducing the term in the source language (here English)
into the other language through borrowing or loan translation, b) by forming a new term in the other
language, i.e. a neologism or ¢) by a short and concise description of the concept.

-> Collaboration of native-speaker subject specialists and the use of a corpus of original texts, not of
dictionaries nor translations, is of highest importance. Even more than in monolingual terminology
projects, the establishment of multilingual equivalents and their authority strongly relies on teamwork.

5) How to proceed?

The attached Excel sheet contains the list of English key terms that have been subject to discussions in
the past two Expert meetings and the additional ones that are dealt with in this meeting. Under each
English term you will find equivalent terms in French and Spanish. These equivalents have been
compiled from the documentation, often translations, available from the respective organisations,
conventions or processes on their Web sites. There are columns for CBD, FAO/FRA, ITTO,
UNFCCC/IPCC, Countries, IUFRO, and EU. This table is not at all intended to rank or evaluate the
language equivalences, but is meant to show the differences and diversity of terms in use.

-> In a first step, it should be determined whether these terms are all

- denoting the same concept,
- synonyms in one language and equivalents to the English key term,
- full or partial equivalents to the English terms.

To do this, the definitions*** in English but also in the respective languages have to be considered
closely. This will not only clarify the full meaning of the terms but also delimitate the terms among
each other.

During the discussion other terms related to the indicated concepts and key terms may appear in the
respective languages. It is also important that regional differences are mentioned, e.g. different terms
used for the same concept in France and French-speaking African countries, or in Spain and Latin
America, like for example repoblacion [Es] and forestacion [LA] in Spanish.

*** Definition: linguistic description of a concept, based on the listing of a number of characteristics
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-> In a second step, once the equivalent terms and synonyms are identified, it should be determined
whether there are suitable definitions in the working languages. These definitions may be:

- existing translations,
- improved translations or
- newly formulated definitions

Conclusion

I hope that this short introduction and suggestions related to multlingualism will help you in your
endeavour to find and determine equivalents and corresponding definitions in other languages. This
work which as such is new to this harmonisation process will be important in better integrating other
language communities and contribute to give more visibility to this process on harmonising forest-
related definitions.
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