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1.0
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.1
Certification Body: 
Soil Association Woodmark




1.2
Details of forest manager/owner:



Company name:
Schulorstbetrieb “Masarykuv les” Krtiny

Training and Forest Enterprise” Masaryk Forest” Krtiny.




Contact person:
Ing. J Martinek, CSR


Business address:
Training and Forest Enterprise ”Masaryk Forest” Krtiny

679 05 Krtiny 175

Czech Republic




Tel:
00 420 506 439 401


Fax:
00 420 506 439 339


e-mail:
Slp@slpkrtiny.cz / nejezchleb@slpkrtiny.cz


Website: www.slpkrtiny.cz

1.3
Scope of certificate:


Name(s) of the forest covered by the certificate:
Masarykuv les (Masaryk Forest)


Country:
Czech Republic


Region:
Krtiny


Latitude:
16°15’ E 


Longitude:
49°15 N


Area (ha):
10,273 Ha 

Approximate annual allowable cut (cubic metres, round wood)
68,500 cu m


The certificate covers the following products:
Round wood of various species including:

European silver fir (Abies alba) Grand Fir (Abies grandis), European larch (Larix decidua), Norway spruce (Picea abies), Englemans spruce (Picea engelmanii), Blue spruce (Picea sylvestris), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), Field maple (Acer campestris), Norway maple (Acer glutinosa), Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus), Alder (Alnus glutinosa), Birch (Betula pendula), Hornbeam (Carpinus betulus), Beech (Fagus silvatica), Ash (Fraxinus excelsior), Walnut (Juglans regia), Poplar (populus spp.), Aspen (Populus tremula), Cherry (Prunus avium), Turkey Oak (Quercus pubescens), Robinia (Robinia pseudoacacia), True service tree (Sorbus domestica), Aspen (Populus tremula), Willow (Salix spp.), Small lvd lime (Tilia cordata), Large lvd lime (Tilia platyphyllos), Elm (Ulmus glabra). 




1.4
Forest Type:
Temperate, semi-natural/ plantations, mixed conifer broadleaved.




1.5 Date of issue of certificate: 
9 June 2000

1.6 Date of expiry of certificate: 
19th April 2005




1.7 Certificate registration code:
SA-FM/COC-1013

2.0
SUMMARY OF MONITORING RESULTS



The following shall be completed within the period specified:


Observation
Conditions



Condition

2003.1
(Condition 2002.1 and 2001.3).

The TFE was required by 2002.1 to actively engage NGOs in the Management Plan revision and to meet stakeholders regularly. 

Although NGOs are now being included in stakeholder consultation and two meetings have been held, TFE need to make greater effort to encourage input from stakeholders, there is no evidence of any changes to policy or planning as a result of consultation and no structure set up for regular on-going meetings. 


Regular ongoing meetings shall be arranged with stakeholders. 

A clear process should be established for concerns to be considered by management and outcomes and action recorded and reported back to stakeholders. 

(FSC 4.4, 8.2d).

Timescale: To be assessed at next annual monitoring.

Condition

2003.2
A public summary of management plan and summary of monitoring results are not available.


Managers shall publish a public summary of the Management Plan, also including information on supporting policies covered by criteria of FSC Principle # 7.

Managers shall also publish a public summary of monitoring results.

(FSC 7.4, 8.5)

Timescale: By next annual monitoring visit.

Note: The website (www.slpkrtiny.cz) with an English version is professional and a useful introduction to the TFE. It could perhaps with further work, be the basis for a public summary.

Condition

2003.3
Management policies are held as a range of over 200 directives (“PEP”s) from senior management. This approach makes it difficult to reference issues by subject and is effectively inaccessible to outside interests. Organisation also risks implementation problems for TFE staff.


Managers shall review the system for documenting operational policies and at least prepare a contents listing for all current directives (“PEPs”) by subject and date of issue.

(FSC  Principle #7)

Timescale: To be assessed at next annual monitoring.

Condition

2003.4
(Condition 2002.4)

Deadwood is still generally absent from the “economic” forest. Guidance offered to staff to preserve and create deadwood will be insufficient to make any real change in the resource and implementation of this guidance is sporadic. There remains potential to significantly increase retained standing and fallen/ cut broadleaf deadwood without real risk to forest health.
Managers shall prepare and successfully implement a detailed strategy for increasing deadwood in the economic forest. The strategy will include time bounded targets for standing and ground deadwood. A monitoring process will be included in this strategy to enable reporting of results. 

(FSC 6.3)

Timescale: By next annual monitoring visit.

Condition

2003.5
Although chemical application is recorded by site there is no system in place for monitoring overall trends in application.
A summary of chemical use over the whole of the TFE should be provided annually as part of the inspection process. Data should be broken down by operation type, quantity of chemical used and area treated.

(FSC 6.6)

Timescale: By next annual monitoring visit.





Recommendation

2003.6
Recording of conservation data in the “economic forest” is based on either reporting rare and endangered species up to senior managers or foresters keeping a mental note of where good (but not especially rare) sites are. The system is not robust, prone to errors, lacks continuity as staff are replaced and is not suited to outside parties contributing to the recorded knowledge base.
Managers should review current approaches for recording of species and habitat conservation data in the “economic forest” and consider setting up a basic database, map or other formalised record system at Polesi level. 

(FSC 6.2a)

Timescale: To be assessed at next annual monitoring.

Recommendation

2003.7
Recommendation 2002.5

Application of forest typology manipulates forest tree species composition. Planting desired species whilst removing unwanted regenerating species maintains a target balance. Whilst accepting this to be an historically managed landscape and the need to demonstrate silvicultural treatments to students, there is a need to consider more natural and possibly more sustainable options.
It is recommended that managers initiate a detailed evaluation of more natural approaches to species composition and consider their application over at least part of the ownership. Interested stakeholders should be involved in discussions.

(FSC 6.3, 6.9, Principle #10)

Timescale: To be assessed at next annual monitoring.

Recommendation

2003.8
Forest workers are not always aware of FSC and the fact that the TFE is certificated under the scheme.
Managers should consider ways to raise awareness of FSC and principles amongst the workforce.

(FSC 1.6)

Timescale: To be assessed at next annual monitoring.





3.0
THE MONITORING PROCESS

3.1 

Assessment dates


October 3,4,5  2003




3.2

Assessment team



The assessment team consisted of:


1) Philip Whitfield – Lead Assessor


2) Dr. Jana Beranova


Team members’ c.v.’s are attached as Annex 3.




3.3

Monitoring decision



The certification decision was made by a Certification Decision Panel consisting of Meriel Robson (Woodmark) and Nicholas Underhay (Soil Association Certification Ltd.) 




3.4

Assessment process


This monitoring exercise took two and a half days to complete and involved interviews with forester managers from the Forest Training Enterprise (TFE), meetings with stakeholders and site visits. Attending all sessions was Ing. Borek Nejezchleb – Commercial Director of TFE.

Visits covered a range of forest and stand types across the ownership, particularly focussing on reserve areas. Also included was a current felling operation, plantings and regeneration sites and chemical store.  Polesi staff met included Jiri Grulich, Ivo Brezina and Martin Fouhar.

There was also a session looking at the new Management Plan and Annual Budgeting. 




3.5
Map of sites visited during monitoring 


See Annex 2 for a map showing which sites were visited during the monitoring.




3.6
Justification for selection of items and places inspected


The sites were chosen in order to focus particularly on reserve management whilst also spending sufficient time in the “economic” forest, giving a good cross-sectional representation of site types and covering current operations. 




3.7
Standard



Unless otherwise noted (see Section 3) the forest was evaluated against the same standard for which the initial certificate was issued.

4.0 CHANGES TO THE STANDARD

4.1
No changes were made to the standard since the previous assessment. 

Since the 2002 assessment, the FSC Czech Republic Working Group has further refined their draft national standard with further progress being made even since the last published draft in February ’03 (draft - 3/2/2003: http://www.czechfsc.cz/eng/standards.htm). The process still requires further input from other stakeholder groups in forestry and business but has already made some progress in this regard and hopes to have an FSC approved standard by 2004/05.

Given that the Working Group’s standard may not be ratified in time for the next annual monitoring, some indicators from their draft standard are proposed to be included in Woodmark’s draft Czech standard for the 2004 monitoring. The selected indicators may help to clarify FSC criteria but do not significantly change interpretation.



5.0 CHANGES TO THE MANAGEMENT SITUATION

5.1
There have been no significant changes to the management situation since the last assessment. 

6.0
CONDITIONS FROM PREVIOUS EVALUATION(S)


Condition
Observations and conclusions

Condition

2002.1
All stakeholders should be fully consulted over preparation of the forest Management Plan. Regular ongoing meetings should be arranged with stakeholders including local communities and NGOs and a process established for their concerns to be debated and considered by management. (FSC 4.4, 8.2d).


See 2003.1 above. Meetings were held regarding management planning in order to meet this condition, however consultation over the plan was superficial and late in the process. There is no regular forum for stakeholders. There is no evidence that management has properly considered views expressed and no changes to policy, plan or practice have resulted.

This condition has not been closed out and is re-written as 2003.1 in order to clarify

Condition

2002.2
Forest Managers shall prepare a future road building and upgrading programme within the next management plan period and ensure that there is full consultation with all stakeholders in relation to this issue (FSC 4.4, 6.5a.1 6.5a.2).
A road development plan covering new roads and upgrading was seen and is part of the Regional planning process. Villagers affected have a statutory right to consultation. NGOs have now been introduced to the process through the January 03 meeting on the Management Plan and the roads plan and the plan is available to all stakeholders.  Stakeholders raised no further issues on this point with Woodmark.

Closed out.

Condition

2002.3
Managers shall provide Woodmark with a revised Area Statement broken down by “Polesi”. Any subsequent changes to the area covered by the certificate shall be advised to Woodmark at each annual monitoring. (FSC 2.1)
A revised statement was provided to Woodmark June ’03, later than the January deadline but following completion of the new Management Plan. Managers are clear about the need to contact Woodmark in the event of any future area changes.

Closed out.

Condition

2002.4
Managers shall review guidelines for deadwood retention and prepare a strategy for increasing deadwood in the economic forest. (FSC 6.3)
An inadequate response, instruction too brief recommending retention of 3 stems /ha and not a sufficient “Strategy”. No guidance on how to achieve target or how deadwood resource is to be significantly expanded in reasonable time. Site evidence of lack of implementation.

Condition remains open and is clarified. 2003.4



Recommendation

2002.5
It is recommended that managers initiate a detailed evaluation of more natural approaches to species composition and consider their application over at least part of the ownership. Interested stakeholders should be involved in discussions.


No change in the TFE’s approach.

Recommendation remains. 2003.7

Recommendation

2002.6
It is recommended that managers review options for further reduction of deer numbers and consider other methods of population / damage assessment.


Further detailed evidence of population assessment and on-going monitoring provided (see annex 4). Also no evidence of significant grazing damage seen during site visits.

Recommendation closed.

Recommendation

2002.7
It is recommended that managers review options for corridor linkages between Natural Reserves with the University.


No change in the TFE’s approach but this year’s focussing on reserves confirms large units positioned to enable good linkages and representation. A more pressing priority is management for conservation within the “economic forest”.

Recommendation closed.

Recommendation

2002.8
It is recommended that managers summarise this information (regarding rare and endangered species of animals or plants monitored though University of Mendel studies) and include details in future management plans.
Good evidence provided of multi-agency involvement in preparing the new Reserve plans as part of the new Management Plan.

Recommendation closed.

Recommendation

2002.9


It is recommended that managers summarise this information (results of the varied monitoring programmes) and include details in future management plans.
New Management Plan has involved other agencies and included responses to their monitoring programmes.

Recommendation closed.

7.0
STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION

7.1

Names and affiliations of people consulted during the evaluation


The names and affiliations of all stakeholders consulted during the monitoring visit are recorded in Annex 5.




7.2

Summary of main forest stewardship issues raised by stakeholders




Stakeholder issue:
Woodmark response

Most important forest management issues:


· Size of clearcuts

· Planting of spruce and manipulation of species composition

· Cutting of broadleaf natural regeneration
· Game management – excess deer
· Clear-cut fellings are limited to 1 ha. Most fellings are under 0.5 ha. Areas of artificial regeneration are small scale.

· See recommendation 2003.7 regarding species composition and cutting of natural regeneration.

· Game Management: Further detailed evidence of deer population assessment and on-going monitoring provided (see annex 4). Also no evidence of significant grazing damage seen during site visits.

Most important environmental issues:


· Insufficient attention to biodiversity in the “economic” forest. 

· Lack of deadwood and old growth trees in the “economic” forest


See recommendation 2003.6

See revised condition 2003.4

Most important Social issues:


· Foresters unwilling to change approach or listen to other views 

· Lack of communication with local people
· Failure to encourage local sawmills
See conditions 2003.1 and 2003.2

8.0
MONITORING OBSERVATIONS




8.1
Observations were recorded systematically using the Woodmark Standard and associated checklists.  The completed checklists are attached as Annex 1.

9.0
STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES AND ISSUES

9.1
FSC Principle 1: Compliance with laws and FSC Principles


Strengths

· No further non-compliance noted.


Weaknesses


· Forest workers are not always aware of FSC and the fact that the TFE is certificated under the scheme. Recommendation 2003.8




9.2
FSC Principle 2: Tenure and use rights and responsibilities


Strengths


· The ownership is well defined by the TFE.


Issues


· Criterion 2.1. The post 1989 restitution process to original owners is now largely complete across the Republic. For the most part this has not affected the TFE land, which was previously state owned but there has been some small area reduction in the holding since the certificate was awarded and a new area statement has now been provided (Condition 2002.3, closed out) Only one further restitution case is now outstanding.




9.3
FSC Principle 3: Indigenous Peoples’ rights


Not applicable




9.4
FSC Principle 4: Community relations and workers’ rights


Strengths


· The TFE operates in 35 Districts and the public are encouraged to visit the forest. Way marked paths are provided, connecting picnic areas, meadows, fountains and memorials. Various events takes place in the forest including public open days and guided walks. A visitor’s map for the forest enterprise land is published with features of interest.

· Training Czech foresters is the central objective of TFE.

· The TFE run a nest box project with schools and a “Forest School” for school pupils from Brno, Lesní Škola Jezírko is being established by renovating an old house gifted by  the TFE.

· Training and safety of workers is well considered. Controls are also in place for contractors.




Weaknesses


· Contact and with stakeholders including local people and NGOs remains inadequate. There is no system for regularly meeting stakeholders, nor evidence that their views are actively considered by management. There is still a reluctance by TFE to develop and encourage stakeholder’s interest. Condition 2003.1
· Public access is restricted at Obora Sokolnice, the game enclosure managed for deer hunting.







9.5
FSC Principle 5: Benefits from the forest


Strengths


· The forest enterprise earns necessary revenue for the University and contributes to the local economy including being a significant employer. 

· Revenues from the forest are helping to finance restoration of the castle in Krtiny which it hopes to develop as a conference centre (Centre for Lifetime Education) and restaurant.

· The forest supplies timber to Czech factories, and export markets (Germany, Austria). About 10% of production is processed locally, and 30% within the region. 

· The TFE operates it’s own sawmill helping to add value locally and reduce transport impacts.

· TFE promotes timber product development e.g. timber housing, furniture and has recently opened a new roof truss unit. Business units are also involved in forest engineering such as cable logging systems.

· The public has free access and are allowed to collect berries, mushrooms and waste wood for their own use.


Issues


· There could be potential to sell more round wood locally.




9.6
FSC Principle 6: Environmental impact


Strengths


· Silviculture largely based on continuous cover systems – a range of small-scale shelterwood approaches and a trial selection forest area. Small patch clearfells are targeted at richer site types where weed growth makes effective recruitment and management of natural regeneration difficult.

· Protected areas are documented and mapped with 19 Nature Reserves. Detailed prescriptions are part of the new Management Plan. Some 8.4% of the forest area is designated under the Reserves system where conservation is the main objective and commercial harvesting prohibited. Around 1/3 of the forest lies within the Moravian Kast protected landscape area.


Weaknesses


· Deadwood is generally removed from the forest other than in the Nature Reserves. Whilst there is a forest health issue in retaining conifer deadwood, there is certainly an opportunity to retain broadleaf standing and fallen /cut deadwood within the normal working or economic forest. Very little progress has been made here since the last monitoring visit – a brief policy to retain some 3 stems /Ha but no guidance on how to achieve this and site evidence of poor implementation. Condition 2003.4
· In the economic forest, there is no formal record system or mapping of sites of conservation interest. New sites are to be reported up to senior managers but safeguarding of sites relies on local knowledge of local Polesi staff. Recommendation 2003.6 

· Species composition and application of forest typology focuses on maintaining a desired and managed species balance rather than accepting naturally regenerating non-target species. Intensive silvicultural treatments are carried out to maintain the target balance. Whilst accepting this to be an historically managed landscape and also the need to demonstrate silvicultural treatments to students, a more natural and arguably more sustainable approach should be properly considered. No further progress. Recommendation 2003.7





Issues


· Chemical use is limited with other methods being applied in preference. Chemical application by site is well recorded in a central computer system but annual use of material and hectares covered is not readily summarised for the whole of the TFE in order to track patterns of use. Condition 2003.5




9.7
FSC Principle 7: Management plan


Strengths


· The forest management plans are prepared for a period of 10 years. The new 10-year Management plan was completed in March and formally approved in May 2003. Management Plans are supplemented by Polesi working plans and management instructions known as “PEPs”. 

· Reserve area prescriptions have been built into the new Management Plan for the first time which should ensure better implementation. These prescriptions were the result of multi agency involvement and appear to have addressed known problems and issues.

· Detailed site information on topography, geology and soils is maintained at the compartment level.


Weaknesses


· The Management Planning process was at a very advanced stage before “consultation” with local communities was considered and meetings held in 2003 were more information briefings than consultation. There is no evidence of stakeholder’s views being incorporated into the plan. There is still no system for regular meetings with stakeholders. See Condition 2003.1
· Management policies are held as a range of over 200 directives from senior management referred to as “PEPs”. This approach makes it difficult to reference issues by subject and is effectively inaccessible to outside interests. Poor reference and accessibility even for TFE staff risks implementation problems. Condition 2003.3
· A public summary of the Management Plan has not been compiled Condition 2003.2




9.8
FSC Principle 8: Monitoring and assessment


Strengths


· Close involvement of Mendel University in a wide variety of studies.  Specific monitoring programmes include game damage, Hylobius, forest health & die-back, water balance etc. 

· Information about endangered species is documented in research papers of the Mendel University.

· An ecological reporting instruction has been issued to all foresters. This stipulates evaluation and review of forest operations when rare species/ habitats are identified.

· Detailed recording and planning of timber yield and growth rates.

· Historical information dating back to management plans prepared in the 19th Century is available.

· Chain of custody: Timber registration for all timber of the forest enterprise is processed by a computer system. After felling each log is unmistakably assigned a code-number that is registered in a computer system.





Weaknesses


· More regular and constructive contact with NGOs and local communities is required to consider concerns and results from their own monitoring and observation. The monitoring process could be clearer and more transparent for stakeholders Condition 2003.1
· There is no annual summary of monitoring results. Condition  2003.2
· More direct comparisons could be made between the developing, more natural ecologies of the Nature Reserves and conditions in the managed “economic” forest. Silvicultural practices could be reviewed accordingly.

· Recording of conservation sites in the “economic” forest is not formally documented. Recommendation 2003.6




9.9
FSC Principle 9: Maintenance of high conservation value forests


Strengths


· The forest area as a whole is not considered to be a High Conservation Value Forest in the sense proposed by FSC. The 19 Nature Reserves will however become increasingly valuable for biodiversity. Three of the Nature Reserves are National Nature Reserves - the highest category for the Czech Republic. 

· A monitoring programme in these areas is implemented by Mendel University with monitoring also carried out by Moravian Kast authority and TFE staff.




9.10
FSC Principle 10: Plantations


Strengths


· Clear-cut fellings are limited to 1 ha. Most fellings are under 0.5 ha. Areas of artificial regeneration are small scale.

· Various shelterwood management systems are used to enable natural regeneration.





Weaknesses


· The proportion of non-indigenous tree species is significant. Application of forest typology in planning focuses on maintaining a desired and managed species balance. A more natural approach, reducing reliance on planting, should be properly considered. See Recommendation 2003.7

10.0
TRACKING, TRACING AND IDENTIFICATION OF PRODUCTS

10.1

Key risk areas for mixing certified and non-certified products from the forest area evaluated


The Olomucany sawmill is located within the Masaryk Training Forest Enterprise (and the subject of a separate chain of custody report).  Transport from the forest to the sawmill is by the enterprise's own trucks.  The risk of mixing of certified and non-certified timber between the forest and the mill is considered extremely low.




10.2

Evaluation of proper functioning of control systems


After felling, each log is tagged with an individual code number which is registered under the 'Latschbacher EC 20' computer registration system.  Each truck load of timber is accompanied by a computer card delivery note which is delivered to the sawmill. All sawlogs can be traced back to the compartment of origin. All timber movements are electronically recorded and can be analysed centrally.

11.0 
RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

11.1 

On the basis of the findings presented in Annex 1, and the issues discussed in Section 8 above, it was concluded that the certificate should be maintained, subject to the conditions specified in Section 1.

ANNEX 1

INSPECTOR’S CHECKLIST 

ANNEX 2

MAP SHOWING AREAS VISITED DURING THE MONITORING VISIT

ANNEX 3

INSPECTORS’ C.V.’S 

NAME:
Phil Whitfield
DoB:
21 May 1966

QUALIFICATIONS:
· BSc. In Forestry, upper second class honours.

University College of North Wales, Bangor. 1985-1988


· Institute of Chartered Foresters - Examinations and full membership.



CURRENT EMPLOYMENT:
Forest District Manager, Moray Forest District. Responsible for the management of 22,000 Ha and the 37 staff who work here. Recent work has included: alternative approaches to forest and stand level planning and treatments to develop biodiversity, Strategic level planning, continuous cover, FSC certification, Organic certification, management of a European 5b fund, community work,  and agroforestry.



EMPLOYMENT HISTORY:
Sept – Nov 1997
Secondment to Head Office - Review Direct Production Harvesting across GB. A comprehensive review of strategy and delivery of FE direct harvesting operations (2 million m3 of the annual harvest), visiting all 26 involved Forest Districts in England, Scotland and Wales, reporting on a very tight deadline to Chief Executive.


March 1993 - Sept 1997 
Operations Support Officer, Forest Enterprise North Scotland. Responsible for operational standards work and policy development projects. A wide range of activity including: harvesting & marketing reviews, restocking policy and audits, production forecasting, timber sales strategies and negotiations, planting stock quality, recreation strategy, GIS and other IT projects, forest design frameworks, deadwood conservation guidance, native woodland management policy and planning.


Feb-Dec 1992.
Inverness Forest District, District Forester Harvesting and Marketing, with an annual programme of 107,000m3, managing our own 4 harvesters, 4 forwarders and direct contractors. Also involved in forest design and conservation projects including restoration of Native Pinewoods.


1989-Feb 1992.
Easter Ross Forest District, District Forester Harvesting and Marketing in charge of an annual programme of 82,000 m3 (including 55,000 m3 of thinnings).


1988-1989.
Easter Ross Forest District, based in Dingwall, Ross-shire. Recreation and Environment Officer involving the development and maintenance of facilities, landscaping and nature and archaeological conservation projects. Also two months as District Forester Forest Management directing restocking, new planting and maintenance programmes.

Promoted to Forest Officer I


1988
Recruited as Forest Officer II (Grade II being the higher point for graduate entry to the FC at that time).


1984-87 
Miscellaneous felling / tree surgery/ forest management positions and contracts.

OTHER EXPERIENCE:
January- March 1993. British Columbia. Forest management and environmental conflicts. See Publications below.

October – December 2001 EC Wang Watershed Management Project Bhutan. – Harvesting, inventory and management consultant

PUBLICATIONS:
1994. Forestry in British Columbia: a Study of Environmental Issues. Forestry, Vol. 67, No.2,



Dr. Jana Beranová 

date of birth:

20/04/1963


nationality:

Czech

Education and Professional Profile

1981-1986
Education
Department of Environment, Faculty of Natural Sciences, Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic

1986-1994
Researcher
Department of Forest Protection, Forestry and Game Management Research Institute, Jíloviště-Strnady, Czech Republic

1994
Certified examination
in Ecological Impact Assessment 

1995-today
Research Scientist
Institute of Forest Ecosystem Research, Ltd. (IFER)

\1998–today
Managing Director
Institute of Forest Ecosystem Research, Ltd (IFER)

Jana Beranová currently works as research scientist and managing director of the Institute of Forest Ecosystem Research, Ltd (IFER). Hence, her responsibilities cover both the managerial duties and specific research tasks in various research projects of IFER. Her professional interests cover forest health monitoring, biodiversity, inventory of game damage, biogeochemistry and others.  She is involved in several domestic projects funded primarily by the Czech Ministry of Environment, Czech Ministry of Agriculture. She is also involved in GREENVEINS project funded by European Union and in some specific projects of Face Foundation, the Netherlands. 

ANNEX 4

ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION WHICH SUPPORTS OR CONFIRMS THE FINDINGS OR RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ASSESSOR – THIS MAY INCLUDE COPIES OF RECORDS TAKEN BY THE INSPECTOR.

ANNEX 5

STAKEHOLDER SUMMARY

ANNEX 6

COMPLIANCE FORM (FSC REPORT ONLY)

IFM2-09d (October 99) 
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