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Abstract:



Forest sustainability and forest certification are important natural resource management and environmental issues. Forest certification addresses the social and environmental issues in the acquisition of raw materials (e.g., lumber to be used in the building process). Life cycle assessment is a common technique used in the evaluation of forest sustainability issues and forest certification programs. Life cycle assessment is a tool to evaluate multiple issue environmental and some social impacts attributed to a product or process (e.g., wood as a building material). Inputs (like raw material extraction) and outputs (like pollution) are measured over the entire life process, with a goal to minimize negative environmental impacts over the life cycle of a product or process. The relationship between forest certification schemes and life cycle assessment is examined and assessed.
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1. Introduction


Forest sustainability and certification emerged as crucial global issues following the Earth Summit in 1992, with an original focus on tropical forests that quickly broadened to temperate and boreal forests [1]. Today, several leading certification groups have a huge impact on millions of hectares of forestlands [2]. Forest sustainability will be a fundamental issue impacting world forests over the next few decades, creating many related problems that will need to be addressed [3].



As human population increases, so does the demand for food, fuel, lumber, and other forest products. Increased food supply usually comes from clearing forestland for crop production and grazing. These harvested forests are often not reforested and forest depletion occurs. This happened in ancient Greece and the Roman Empire, throughout Europe during the mid- to late-Middle Ages, in Central Asia and China during the early centuries of the Common Era, and in the United States in the mid- to late-nineteenth century as timber was cut from region to region across the country [4]. Forest depletion seems to follow the development of civilization. Today it is still a global problem, especially in the tropical rain forest regions and even some boreal forests [5].



Forest depletion causes both ecological and economic problems. The vanishing forests provided timber and other forest products that serve as a foundation of many economies, habitat that supported biological diversity, and functioned as regulators of global climate change [6]. Deforestation leads to soil erosion problems and changes in the hydrologic cycle (ground water). Soil erosion can impact vegetation and the rate of evaporation from a watershed; it can also lead to siltation and shallower river channels. Trees serve as a storehouse for carbon and the loss of forest can result in greenhouse gas emissions. Deforestation can even lead to animal and plant species extinction. Illegal logging and loss of forest cover even in countries with a strong forest industry economic sector can easily impact quality of life standards [7].



Forestry has a central underpinning of sustained yield [8], developed in eighteenth century Europe to ensure a steady supply of wood, fuel, game, and other forest products [9]. The owner of a castle might require his forest to generate annual revenue to support the estate, or a town might require a local forest to provide a steady supply of firewood. A timber famine could lead to social and economic disruptions, and forest regulation was developed to ensure growth, mortality, and harvest levels produced a steady flow from the forest.



Sustained yield has been a hallmark of industrial and investment forest land management, guaranteeing a maximum even flow of timber and producing products that supported economic interests [10]. Over the past quarter century the concept of forest sustainability has evolved to consider non-economic interests and the forest as a naturally functioning ecosystem; ecosystem productivity maintenance depends on all of its components and natural processes [11]. The concept came to be called ecosystem management. Today, forest sustainability has a broad multifaceted context that embraces more than the functioning of an ecosystem; ecological, economic and social values are integrated to form the basis of sustainability [12].



Forest sustainability in the management of forest resources is supported by forest certification schemes that attest that specific standards are met. Forest certification is performance-based and is primarily concerned with current forest management practices and their immediate impact on the environment. It does track the forest products through the commercial chain, from the harvesting site to the final users (chain of custody), but does not explicitly measure the impact of a particular forest product on the environment over its lifetime. Life cycle assessment (LCA) is used to assess a product’s environmental impact over an entire life cycle, from resource procurement to final disposition. One ensures forest sustainability standards are being met and the other measures environmental impact of specific forest products over a life cycle. The interaction of forest certification schemes and LCA in contributing to improved natural resource management and enhanced environmental protection is the focus of this article.




2. Forest Sustainability


Forest sustainability is recognized today as a global problem. The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro (also called the Rio Conference or the Earth Summit) in 1992 produced a Statement of Forest Principles, significant as the first global agreement on sustainable forest management [13]. In 2000, the United Nations Forum on Forests was established to promote “the management, conservation, and sustainable development of all types of forests” [6]. In 2007 the United Nations General Assembly adopted the “Forest Instrument” as a global agreement on the framework for national action and international cooperation to advance sustainable forest management. A year after the Rio Conference, an International Seminar of Experts on Sustainable Development of Boreal and Temperate Forests was held in Montréal and led to the development of the Montréal Process that identifies criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management [14].



The Montréal Process provided seven key criteria and seven similar thematic areas are now considered fundamental to sustainable forestry on a regional or national basis. They form a structure for systems that certify forest sustainability and are now generally accepted as an implicit definition of sustainable forest management [14]. These seven thematic areas are extent of forest resources, biological diversity, forest health and vitality, productive functions of forest resources, protective functions of forest resources, social and economic functions, and legal, policy, and institutional framework.



Sustainable forest management is one of two approaches for sustainable development of forest resources [13]. The second is the ecosystem approach developed by the Convention on Biological Diversity. The Convention defined it as “a strategy for the integrated management of land, water, and living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way”. There are three objectives: conservation, sustainable use, and equitable sharing of benefits. Maintenance of fully-functioning ecosystems leads to sustainable development. The crux of the approach is to manage the range of demands placed on the forest. Adaptive management, a system to optimize decision making, is a requirement, as ecosystems are not fully understood. A second requirement is that the forest ecosystem’s intrinsic values and tangible benefits should be shared in fair and equitable manner. The approaches promote practices that are environmentally, socially, and economically consistent.




3. Forest Sustainability Certification Programs


During the 1980’s and 1990’s forest sustainability came to the forefront as a global problem. In particular, massive deforestation of tropical rainforests and the rapid loss of biodiversity caught the public’s attention. In 1988, several environmental groups urged the International Tropical Timber Organization to develop a labeling program to identify tropical timber produced under sustainable forestry principles. The demand for “eco-labeling” of wood increased. Eco-labeling is a “claim” (tag) attached to a product that indicates its environmental characteristics [2]. Consumers can then identify environmentally-friendly products and can direct their purchasing power to firms producing those products. Likewise, forest certification is an eco-labeling process that identifies forest products that originated from sustainably-managed forests and is an attempt to use the market place, rather than government regulation, to ensure forest products are harvested using sustainability criteria [15].



Europe, the United States, and Canada have substantial environmental regulations that cover both private and public forest lands. But not all consumers, especially those associated with environmental organizations, were confident that government regulation was effective. This provided an opportunity for environmental groups and forest industry trade associations, among others, to develop programs that certify forest products meeting specified forest sustainability requirements. Forest certification assures customers that the timber that went into their products was managed correctly.



Some of the certification pressure is indirect. The U.S. Green Building Council has introduced Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) to improve the environmental performance and economic return in buildings [16]. The architectural design requirements recommend the use of recycled or local materials and forest products that have been certified to have been produced using sustainability criteria. LEED requirements are often in the bid requirements for public buildings. Even loggings organizations have set up certification programs to ensure that harvesting systems support sustainability objectives.



Forest certification must involve all the stakeholders to be effective, including consumers, retailers, producers, mills, environmental organizations, trade groups, professional societies, and certification systems [17]. It involves standards that are the basis of an assessment, a certification process that regulates the use of the “label”, and an organization to manage the system. This is usually best handled by a third party or independent organization. Forestry can involve many emotional issues and vested interests; identifying organizations to perform truly independent third party audits can sometimes be challenging.



The integrity of the assessment and the assurance quality of product origin (chain of custody) determine certification program credibility. The consumer evaluates credibility by asking questions like: How well does the program assesses the quality of sustainable forest management? How much assurance does the program offer that chain of custody has not been broken (is the product in the store actually the one that originated from a certified forest)? Does a conflict of interest exist? Do all stakeholders feel the process fairly measures sustainability and effectively meets program objectives?



In the wake of the Rio Conference a number of environmental groups met to develop an independent global organization to certify forest products that were grown on a sustainable basis. The certification schemes took two forms: process-based and performance-based. Process-based systems focus on a systematic approach to management and performance-based systems specify performance standards that must be met. Elements of both can exist in a system. Environmental groups tend to favor performance-based systems as they include specific environmental protection standards [18].



The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) is performance-based and was formed in 1993 [19]. FSC does not certify forests themselves, but it accredits other organizations to do the actual on-the-ground certifications (called certification bodies). FSC certification covers over 100 million ha of forest land in over 82 countries. FSC certification standards are based on ten primary principles and it has strong chain of custody procedures. FSC International voting members are composed of three chambers representing economic or commercial interests (like wood products retailers), socially beneficial forest management interests, and environmentally friendly forest stewardship interests. Thus, they operate through multiple stakeholder negotiation [20,21].



In the United States, the American Tree Farm System (ATFS) dates back to 1941 and originally had a wood supply orientation, but has always promoted sustainable forestry and is one of oldest certifiers. The ATFS has always considered resources beyond timber, like wildlife and watersheds, but obviously its definition of sustainable forestry has changed since 1941 to more closely reflect current definitions. It’s performance-based and certification is based on a set of standards and guidelines, and it offers a group certification for tracts under the same management [22]. Most of the certified forest land is owned by family forest owners, and currently about 10 million ha are covered by the program.



In 1994 the American Forest and Paper Association, an industry trade organization, established the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) to provide sustainable forestry standards for forest industry land [23]. Since then SFI has become an independent organization and about 70 million ha of North American forest land are now certified to these standards. Participants are mainly forest industry firms or timber investment management organizations. SFI uses a hybrid of process-based and performance-based standards and is certified by independent third parties [20].



In 1999 the Program for the Endorsement of Forest Certification schemes (PEFC) was established as a independent non-governmental third-party umbrella organization that recognizes local forest certification schemes. Originally it was developed by European forest industry as an alternative to FSC [20]. While programs are developed locally, they must meet internationally-recognized sustainable forestry management requirements [20]. Initially it had a European focus, but now is global and covers 200 million ha of forest land. A fundamental difference between FSC and PEFC is the stakeholders. While FSC was founded mainly by environmental groups, PEFC had strong forest industry and trade groups among its founders. This is one reason FSC is not a member of PEFC. Both the ATFS and SFI are recognized by PEFC as acceptable standards.



The objectives, standards, and criteria used by the various certification groups tend to be similar. However, structural differences in the programs result in significant differences in terms of what is permitted on the ground. Rules may vary due to differences in regional or national laws or standards [21]. Differences tend to result from the focus of the founding groups; environmental groups established standards somewhat different than those established by forest industry groups. FSC, for example, founded by environmental groups, stressed basic goals like minimizing forest conversion, respect of international workers rights, respect of human rights with particular attention to indigenous peoples, limited use of hazardous chemical, no corruption, and special protection for special cultural areas [18]. FSC’s ten principles illustrate the types of rules and policies that form forest certification systems: compliance with all applicable law and international treaties, demonstrated and uncontested land tenure and use rights, respect of indigenous peoples’ rights, maintenance and enhancement of forest workers and local community well-being, equitable use and sharing of forest benefits, minimization of the environmental impact of logging and maintenance of ecological functions, an appropriate and continuously updated management plan, appropriate monitoring and assessment activities on forest conditions and impacts, maintenance of high conservation value forests that are significant or critical, and reduction of pressure on and promotion, restoration, and conservation of natural forests. FSC standards may be more appropriate in less developed nations where land use systems and ownership rights may not be well established.



Sustainable forest management and forest certification have gained wide acceptance over the last twenty years and around ten percent of the world’s forest area is now under some forest certification [24]. The acres managed under certified sustainable forestry have grown steadily and the concept has found strong support from environmental groups, non-governmental organizations, and even forest industry/timber investment groups [1]. The original impetus for increased forest sustainability and certification was tropical deforestation, but the majority of growth in forest certification has been in North America and Europe. Strong environmental pressure to gain forest certification in tropical forests should be expected; at the same time substantial social and economic pressures will continue to fuel deforestation in the tropical regions.



Environmental groups have taken their efforts to impact environmental performance on both public and private forest lands directly to the marketplace. They have applied pressure on retailers that sell forest products to limit their procurement to certified products. Many major corporate chains agreed to the limitation. One of the major means of strengthening forest certification will be via the marketplace [2]. Consumers have not yet sent strong market signals to suppliers that they demand certified forest products (willingness to pay a premium for certified wood). Most of the market pressure for certification has been on “buyer groups”, like home improvement chains. This consumer pressure is fundamental to the long-term success of these environmental groups.



All certification systems have costs. Forest management activities and plans must be changed, special inventories might be required, and tracking systems will be needed. Production costs can sometimes increase by up to 25 percent. Especially in developing countries these costs can be prohibitive [17]. Major net importers of forest products, like East Asia, would be most affected and could suffer. The cost of certification will continue to be a factor in its growth at least as long as there is not a full accounting of the societal costs of uncertified forest products.



To date, most of the certified forests have been industrial and investment ownerships. A significant portion of the world’s forest are in small private holdings. These ownerships will need to be addressed as certification grows [25]. Measures to assist these owners may be necessary. The ATFS, for example, allows independently managed groups of small private landowners to obtain a group certification.




4. Life-Cycle Assessment


Interest in forest certification and eco-labeling began in the mid-1990’s; corporations and individuals are becoming more environmentally aware and now ask questions on how particular products impact natural resources depletion or degrade the environment. Consumers want to know how products are manufactured, used, and recycled. There seems to be a slowly-developing market advantage for “greener” products produced by “greener” processes. The interest goes beyond the forest certification schemes.



Thus it becomes critical for firms to develop means to determine environmental performance of their products and processes. It is not enough to meet minimum pollution and environmental standards; many consumers expect active improvement of environmental performance by the companies producing the goods they buy and they want to see this performance measured. Life cycle assessment (LCA) is one of these performance measures. LCA is an analysis method that measures the environmental impact of a product, service, process, or system over its total lifespan [26].



LCA is often a “cradle-to-grave” approach that includes the entire life span of the product or process. All stages or phases of the life span are evaluated as interdependent operations, meaning one operation will lead to the next operation. The methodology is well-defined in the literature and will only be briefly described here [27]. LCA is concerned with impacts on resources and the environment that occur at all stages of a product or process life: raw materials acquisition, manufacturing, transportation and distribution, use/reuse and maintenance, and recycling, waste management, and final disposal [28]. LCA is a method to assess the impact of products, services, systems, or processes on the environment by compiling an inventory of raw material and energy inputs and environmental releases, evaluating the environmental impact of those inputs and releases, and using the results in decision-making [29]. Environmental impacts center on resource use, human health, and ecological effects. These impacts may be direct or indirect. For example, the use of electricity for an energy source produces no direct greenhouse gas emissions; however, there are indirect greenhouse gas emissions from generating the electricity in the first place.



LCA does not always use the full cradle-to-grave life span. Cradle-to-gate is common and runs from creation to the factory gate (where the product is ready for shipment to the consumer). Cradle-to-cradle is used when, instead of disposal, recycling efforts lead to a new identical product. Gate-to-gate is used at a single processing facility where it represents value-added in production (that is, time within just one factory). Finally, wheel-to-wheel is used to evaluate road transportation systems.



LCA involves a systematic process that operates in phases with a focus on physical flows of energy and materials. The production chain or technological system is separated from the surrounding environment by a system boundary. Inputs to the system are raw materials and energy and outputs from the system are emissions and waste. First, is goal definition and scoping. The product, service, process, or system to be assessed must be defined, as well as the context in which the assessment will be made. System boundaries and the functional units (such as a ton of newsprint or 1,000 cups) of the system must be established and the environmental impacts under consideration must be identified [30]. Second, an inventory of energy, water, raw material usage, and environmental releases is established, plus the quantitative measures to evaluate them must be identified. These flows are connected to environmental impacts and involve raw materials, air emissions, soil and water, and final disposal [31]. This list of environmental impacts and outputs is called the Life Cycle Inventory (LCI). Third, the Life Cycle Impact Assessment is performed; this is where the LCI data are converted and allocated among environmental impact indicators, resulting in an environmental profile [30]. Last, the results are interpreted and used to make a decision [29].



Life cycle approaches have distinct advantages. LCA promotes an awareness that utilization decisions influence a larger system. If a consumer was aware of how building a wall of wood compared with building a wall with steel and concrete, he or she might opt for a different construction of their home. LCA focuses on the long-term impacts of utilization decisions and considers the entire life of a product. This avoids shifting environmental problems between life stages, or geographic regions, or parts of the environment. LCA allows for informed decision-making that avoids unintended consequences or related environmental damage [32].



4.1. Brief History of Life-Cycle Assessment


The beginnings of LCA were in the 1960’s and were based on concerns over supplies of raw materials and energy resources. Various studies attempted to model long-term energy and raw materials demand and production levels. An internal study of the raw material and energy requirements of beverage containers at the Coca Cola Company in 1969 was the foundation for LCA in the United States. During the 1970’s its popularity increased in the United States and Europe. It was called Resource and Environmental Profile Analysis in the United States and Ecobalance in Europe [28]. The Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (SETAC) sponsored two LCA workshops in 1992 and a year later SETAC LCA advisory groups produced the “Bible” of LCA principles and procedures (Guidelines for Life-Cycle Assessment: A “Code of Practice”) [28]. Since then numerous governmental agencies, mostly in Europe and the United States, have developed their own guidelines [33]. In the mid 1990’s an international set of standards was published by the International Standards Organization (ISO) [34] and today are the most recognized [33]:

	
ISO 14040 Environmental management, LCA, Principles and framework.



	
ISO 14041 Environmental management, LCA, Goal definition and inventory analysis.



	
ISO 14042 Environmental management, LCA, Life-cycle impact assessment.



	
ISO 14043 Environmental management, LCA, Life-cycle interpretation.



	
ISO 14044 Environmental management, LCA, Requirements and guidelines.








Life-cycle assessment is an environmentally-based analytical tool and many early applications were related to wood and paper products sustainability issues. LCA will not capture and measure many of the variables that are important in forest certification standards, so actual forest management sustainability life cycle assessments are not very common. Forest products are well-covered in the literature and were some of the first to be analyzed via LCA. Wood [35,36] and wood products, like wood building supplies [37], softwood lumber [38], plywood [39], oriented strandboard [40], I-joists [41], glue-laminated timber [42], and laminated veneer lumber [43] have fully-developed LCAs in the literature and a review of LCA and the environmental impact of buildings has been published in this journal [30]. Pulp and many types of paper have been analyzed by LCA [36,44,45,46].



Forest products tend to be the focus of consumer involvement in terms of actual purchasing decisions that might favor products with lesser environmental impacts. Few consumers interact with the forest, while most all consumers interact with forest products on a regular basis. LCA was used in the mid-1970’s to evaluate competitive building materials. The earliest life cycle inventory on wood products was conducted by the National Research Council, Committee on Renewable Resources for Industrial Materials (CORRIM). The CORRIM report contrasted energy requirements to produce various building construction materials. For example, compared to a wood stud wall, steel studs would require nine times more energy to produce and concrete blocks would require three times more energy [47]. Wood in use was not the only LCA focus; declines in Pacific Northwest timber harvests resulted in use of nonrenewable resources for construction purposes and significant carbon dioxide being added to the atmosphere. Wood was shown to use less energy in the manufacturing process and to produce less carbon dioxide emissions than steel or concrete [48]. LCA has generally been restricted to life cycle inventories for the wood and paper industries; a full LCA would be very complex and would have to start with timber growing, harvesting, cutting, barking and chipping in the woods and follow through manufacturing, processing, use, and disposal. The manufacturing process has thus been the focus of LCA in these industries [49].




4.2. Life-Cycle Assessment and Forest Sustainability


Sustainable forestry certification systems have been developed in over 150 countries, often by intergovernmental, national, or local organizations. Methods and tools have been developed to evaluate these systems: criteria and indicators, cost-benefit analysis, knowledge-based systems, environmental impact assessment, and life cycle assessment [50]. While criteria and indictors are the popular method to assess forest sustainability, LCA is also a tool for this purpose, but it is product-focused and evaluates the whole product system.



One of the major strengths of LCA is that it is transparent. Many consumers are demanding a means to compare products in terms of impact on the environment and LCA allows for development of quantitative indexes that allow for this comparison [51]. Another strength is that the process is input/output based. LCA evaluates a closed system and measures inflow and outflow, allowing for measurements of changes in key elements. Forest sustainability measures tend to concentrate on traditional environmental values like timber, soil and water. LCA can measure use of those variables, but it is ideal to measure more complicated variables (such as greenhouse gases) in terms of input and output.



Greenhouse gases (GHG) are a good example and one reason LCA is currently a very popular tool for evaluating forest-based products and services. Forests are an important means to control GHG because carbon is stored in forest products and remains out of the atmosphere during this storage. Incrementally, about 100 million t of carbon is sequestered annually U.S. forests [52]. The net impact of forest products on carbon in the atmosphere is complex. Forest products tend to have superior thermal properties, require less energy to produce than other building products, and produce fewer carbon dioxide emissions.



One reason for this is that much of the energy used to produce forest products come from biomass, and biomass is somewhat carbon-neutral (fossil fuels introduce “new” carbon to the atmosphere, while biomass recycles carbon in the atmosphere) [53]. Time frame impacts carbon neutrality of biomass. As long as there is no net temporal change in forest land or productivity, a specific timber harvest management regime should equilibrate to some level of carbon stock on the forest landscape, plus a carbon yield from harvest. However, any change in a harvest management regime (defined at the landscape level) will cause a change in overall levels of carbon stocks on the landscape (positive or negative depending on whether harvest rates increase or decrease), and this will produce a transient net flux to or from the atmosphere.



Biomass use is carbon-neutral in the long run as long as vegetation is allowed to grow back and the ecosystem retains as much carbon as before. For example, cutting an old-growth forest on the American West Coast that is 1,000 years old and contains a huge amount of biomass will not be carbon-neutral because the same amount of biomass may never be allowed to grow back. Also, in some cases, a forest is harvested and the soil is disturbed to increase productivity, which releases carbon that was locked in the soil. So, although the forest might regrow quickly, it is important to determine how much carbon stored in the soil was released and how much is going back. Carbon neutrality is a tough question, but it is certainly better, for example, to burn biomass from the forest that does not require as much fossil fuel energy to produce as agricultural biomass. Also, harvesting forest biomass requires some external energy and this means the entire system is not balanced in terms of carbon neutrality.



Plus, when viewed from a global level, GHG emissions from forest industry are mostly offset by carbon sequestration in forests and forest products [54]. These trends can be impacted by recycling, materials in landfills, methane emissions from landfills, fiber supply changes, changes in energy policies, and the amount of sustainable forest management [55]. This complexity is ideally measured by some sort of input/output analysis and life cycle assessment is the environmental measurement tool that best serves this function.



Carbon stocks on forest industry-owned timberlands, generally managed under sustainable forestry principles, produce a negligible net increase in carbon dioxide emissions. When other private lands impacted by forest industry and its requirements that timber purchased be produced under forest sustainability systems are considered, the net flux of carbon dioxide from forest industry is close to zero [56]. Much of the carbon removed from forests ends up in products that become carbon stocks, producing a net removal of carbon from the atmosphere. The industry does have direct emissions from manufacturing and indirect emissions from purchased electricity and production of raw materials. However, this industry is noted for producing much of it own energy from biomass. There are also emissions from transportation at several points in the production and distribution systems. At the end of life, some forest products end up in landfills and some material is recycled [57]. These kinds of carbon sequestration issues even impact international trade, and the accounting can be quite challenging [58]. The complexity quickly becomes an accounting nightmare unless some sort of analytical system is used to calculate the net amount of carbon sequestration. Life cycle assessment is that accounting system.




4.3. Life-Cycle Assessment and Forest Certification


The International Organization for Standardization’s (ISO) 14000 Environmental Management System Standard series is the basis of several forest certification systems and it also provides guidance to forest products companies in term of environmental practices at the mill and forest levels. It provides for three types of environmental eco-labeling claims: Type I is a voluntary, multiple criteria, third party verification system and life cycle assessment is used to define the environmental characteristics of the product or process (environmental labeling program). Type II involves an environmental performance statement that is made by the evaluated entity without third party verification (self declaration). Type III presents independently verified and quantifiable environmental performance data (environmental declaration). Forest certification systems do not match perfectly with any of these three claim types. Some eco-labeling aspects are very compatible with forest certification systems, like voluntary, multiple criteria, and independent verification. But forest certification systems typically do not make any claims on life cycle assessment type impacts of forest products or forest practices. Instead, forest certification systems attest to the quality of the forest management practiced. What is being certified is the production process that went into the final product, rather than the end product itself [59]. Some forest certification standards go beyond forest management quality and include chain-of-custody audits that track wood from the forest to the point of sale, but none include life cycle assessment types of analyses to determine the least overall impact on the environment [60].



Forest certification does offer consumers proof that forest products with the certification logo come from well-managed forests and that ethical and environmental standards were met in their production. In that sense they are systems of identification [61]. The logo of the forest certification scheme confirms to the consumer that the products are certified and have met environmental and social standards in their production. But, forest certification, while it does involve labeling, is not Type III eco-labeling. Forest certification is a single-issue label and it only certifies relative to the quality of one issue, forest management [60]. Type I eco-labeling is applied to product groups and involves the entire life cycle of the product or process, from raw materials acquisition to end disposal. Eco-labeling does look at the issue of forest management, but it is only one of the many issues considered [61].



Both forest certification and eco-labeling are voluntary. While eco-labeling schemes are not common in the forest products industry, they do exist [62]. Eco-labeling systems require vast information on the life cycle of a product and this information is difficult and expensive to obtain. So these systems tend to be publicly funded and administered and the focus is, thus, usually on national concerns or national industries [62]. Forest certification systems tend to be private sector and non-governmental organization based. Both forest certification and eco-labeling systems are relatively young and their relative impact on forest management is difficult to judge [61].





5. Case Study of Life-Cycle Assessment and Forest Products


There are many life cycle assessments that deal with forest management, forest products, or related products or processes [63,64]. While forest management is always the focus of forest certification systems, it is usually just one of many issues addressed by life cycle assessments [65,66,67]. This case study is a detailed greenhouse gas (GHG) life cycle assessment (LCA) for two forest product chains: pulp and paper for the production of magazine grade paper and the production of dimensional lumber [68]. It involved North American wood and product flows. The LCA included all major direct and indirect carbon and GHG emissions involving all processes from harvesting and transportation of wood to the mill to disposal of waste and recycling [68].



Dealing with a forest’s carbon cycle makes the normally complex LCA even more complex. Figure 1 illustrates a forest carbon cycle that is comprised of a biological carbon cycle (forest ecosystem) and an industrial cycle (forest manufacturing) [69]. The temporal and spatial boundaries for a problem like this are not easy to define, especially because there are multiple sources of both raw materials and energy to produce the final product, varying life spans for the products, by-products, and disposed material in the cycle [70]. It is important to understand that primary biological productivity is the product of photosynthesis in which carbon dioxide and water combine using the energy of the sun to produce the elemental carbon input to the tree. At the other end of the process respiration releases oxygen to the atmosphere. The study boundaries were defined to include the wood flow from two major wood procurement regions, transportation of the wood to the mills, all manufacturing stages of both primary products (magazines and dimensional lumber) and by-products, transportation of the products to the consumer, and the final disposition of those products. This life cycle is shown in Figure 2 [68].


Figure 1. A conceptual diagram of the forest carbon cycle, from the biological cycle to the industrial forest products cycle (GPP = gross primary production, RA = autotrophic respiration, NPP = net primary production, RH = heterotrophic respiration, RR = root respiration, D = detritus, and H = harvest removal) [68,69].



[image: Sustainability 02 00604 g001]





Figure 2. Illustration of the complexity of magazine and dimensional lumber chains [68].
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The complexity can be shown by just the classifications and types of GHG that were included in the system. Direct carbon dioxide emissions included emissions from forest harvesting activities, pulp and paper manufacture, lumber production, and printing. Indirect carbon dioxide emissions were from transportation (of wood to the mill, finished products to the printing houses and outlets, printed magazines to newsstands and subscribers, and recycling, recovery, and disposal). The study used a carbon soil dynamics assumption that harvesting did not change soil carbon content during the rotation of a forest stand. However, this variable can be dependent upon forest type, harvest method, and utilization rate [71]. Site preparation and planting, as opposed to natural regeneration, are also sources of GHG emissions and are part of the life cycle [68]. Harvested wood and skidding harvested wood to collection points result in GHG emissions. The final fate of the forest products (type of disposal, recovery, or recycling) is also going to have a GHG impact.





The LCA of the dimension lumber chain showed that 0.22 tons of carbon were emitted per ton of lumber produced. The relative GHG contribution of the various processes were: forest management, including harvesting, contributed less than 1%, transportation of wood to the sawmill contributed 2%, sawmill production contributed 2%, transportation and distribution of the lumber to the consumer contributed 94%, and emissions from by-products and final fate contributed 2%. Ninety-eight percent of all GHG emissions were indirect [68].



The LCA of the magazines averaged about 0.31 tons of carbon per ton of magazine produced. The relative GHG contribution of the various processes on average were about: forest management, including harvesting, contributed 2%, transportation of wood to the mill contributed 5%, pulp and paper mill emissions contributed 69%, transportation of paper to the printers contributed 1%, magazine printing contributed 3%, transportation and distribution of the magazines contributed 7%, and final fate of the magazines contributed 13%. About 13% of GHG emission were indirect for the magazine chains [68].



Potential opportunities for reducing GHG emissions included: more efficient energy use, increased mill efficiency, replacing fossil fuels with renewable fuels, and utilizing combined heat and power production. Several opportunities also existed within the transportation chains [68].




6. Conclusion


LCA is product- or process-based and, in terms of forestry most end products (e.g., lumber, paper, or plywood), include forest management as just part of a life cycle. Forest sustainability has a biological foundation with inputs and outputs that can be incorporated into LCA. For example, the biological carbon cycle illustrated in Figure 1 is just one of the many biological systems that make up a forest. Forest sustainability must be part of any LCA that evaluates a forest product and it has the potential to be a very complex portion of an already complex LCA.



Even though forest certification systems are single-issue based (quality of forest management), that does not mean they cannot be part of a multiple-issue eco-labeling system. If the eco-labeling system is addressing forest products, then forest certification may be required to be an issue. Thus, forest certification can be part of the eco-labeling process. This usually means a life cycle approach to accomplish the eco-labeling goals; so forest certification systems, that evaluate an extremely important part of the environmental impacts of a forest product, do become crucial additions to an LCA for that forest product. Forest sustainability systems themselves may lend themselves well as complements to LCA, but any forest product undergoing LCA will need to address forest sustainability as a component or adjunct of the analysis.



LCA is being expanded beyond environmental and technical aspects of the life cycle. Social LCA addresses many of the issues that impact the social side of forestry (like land ownership, loggers, and property transfer). Social LCA of products can address workers (human rights), the local community (working conditions), society (health and safety), consumers (cultural heritage), and value chain actions (governance and socio-economic repercussions) [72].



LCA does have weaknesses relative to forest sustainability issues. Descriptive data are not readily available to quantify forest ecosystems using the approach. Biological diversity, for example, is a fairly qualitative concept and the social and economic factors associated with forest sustainability can be just as hard to quantify. LCA is especially well-adapted to comparing a renewable resource like forests with nonrenewable resources [73], especially if the accounting system separates fossil from non-fossil carbon. Even though forest certification is a single issue system, the forest is a very complex system itself and can be difficult to quantify as a component of an LCA. Figure 3 shows the complexity of an LCA forest harvesting scheme [74].


Figure 3. System boundaries and process flows for transportation fuels used in forest stand establishment and harvesting [74].
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Prior to and since the Earth Summit, questions concerning the environmental impact of products have been important. LCA has been used to answer questions about the environmental impact of a product [75]. This resulted in numerous LCA studies such as those comparing paper versus plastic bags [76] and paper versus cloth diapers [77]. While these LCAs provided answers to some generic questions about environmental impacts of a product, they did not address the sustainability of a specific forest that provided the wood for an individual package of diapers or paper bag. Forest certification systems, through their chain of custody programs, can accomplish this. Forest certification systems, when combined with LCA, provide more information about the environmental impact of a product and the sustainability of the forests from which the fiber was produced.





The combination of a product LCA and a forest certification label should provide more assurance to the consumer that the product is not harming forest sustainability and its life cycle is more environmentally preferable. LCA’s are expensive and are usually performed only for a single product. This generalizes the sources of inputs into the system. It would not account for any specific differences among forests, mines, agricultural fields, rangelands, oil wells, waters, etc. Forest certification, through chain-of-custody methods, does account for the differences among forests.



Nevertheless, LCA is an important environmental impact analysis tool and it does have a place in evaluating forest sustainability issues [78,79]. The acquisition, manufacture, and use of forest products produce some of the most environmentally-sensitive consumer sentiments. Forest sustainability is important as a single issue, but it must be evaluated in a multiple-issue framework to capture its true environmental impact [80]. LCA is one of most effective tools to capture this total impact and LCA should continue to develop as a tool that is relevant to forest sustainability studies.







References


	1. 
Floyd, D.W. Forest Sustainability: The History, the Challenge, the Promise; The Forest History Society: Durham, NC, USA, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	2. 
Perera, P.; Vlosky, R.P. A History of Forest Certification; Louisiana Forest Products Development Center Working Paper No. 71; Louisiana State University: Baton Rouge, LA, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	3. 
National Geographic Society. Eye in the Sky: Human Impact, Deforestation and Desertification. Available online: http://www.nationalgeographic.com/eye/deforestation/deforestation.html (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	4. 
Williams, M. Deforesting the Earth: From Prehistory to Global Crisis, an Abridgement; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	5. 
Forest Patches in Tropical Landscapes; Schelhas, J.; Greenberg, R. (Eds.) Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1996.

	6. 
United Nations Forum on Forests. About UNFF. Available online: http://www.un.org/esa/forests/about.html (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	7. 
World Commission on Forests and Sustainable Development. Our Forests, Our Future; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1999. [Google Scholar]

	8. 
Maser, C. Sustainable Forestry: Philosophy, Science, and Economics; St. Lucie Press: Delray Beach, FL, USA, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	9. 
Dana, S.T.; Fairfax, S.K. Forest and Range Policy: Its Development in the United States, 2nd ed.; McGraw-Hill Book Company: New York, NY, USA, 1980. [Google Scholar]

	10. 
Sample, V.A.; Sedjo, R.A. Sustainability in forest management: An evolving concept. Int. Adv. Econ. Res. 1996, 2, 165–173. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	11. 
von Gadow, K.; Pukkala, T.; Tomé, M. Sustainable Forest Management; Kluwer Academic Publishers: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	12. 
Davis, L.S.; Johnson, K.N.; Bettinger, P.S.; Howard, T.E. Forest Management: To Sustain Ecological, Economic, and Social Values, 4th ed.; McGraw-Hill Companies: New York, NY, USA, 2001. [Google Scholar]

	13. 
Lindenmayer, D.B.; Franklin, J.F. Towards Forest Sustainability; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2003. [Google Scholar]

	14. 
Montréal Process Homepage. Available online: http://www.rinya.maff.go.jp/mpci (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	15. 
Maser, C.; Smith, W. Forest Certification in Sustainable Development: Healing the Landscape; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2001. [Google Scholar]

	16. 
U.S. Green Building Council. Welcome to USGBC. Available online: http://www.usgbc.org (accessed on 13 February 2010).

	17. 
Certification of Forest Products: Issues and Perspectives; Viana, V.M.; Ervin, J.; Donovan, R.Z.; Elliott, C.; Gholz, H. (Eds.) Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1996.

	18. 
Innes, J.L.; Hickey, G.M.; Hoen, H.F. Forestry and Environmental Change: Socioeconomic Political Dimensions; CABI Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	19. 
Forest Stewardship Council Homepage. Available online: http://www.fsc.org (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	20. 
Fischer, C.; Aguilar, F.; Jawahar, P.; Sedjo, R. Forest Certification: Toward Common Standards? Resources for the Future: Washington, DC, USA, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	21. 
Cashore, B.; Auld, G.; Newson, D. Governing through Markets: Forest Certification and the Emergence of Non-State Authority; Yale University Press: New Haven, CT, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	22. 
American Tree Farm System. Certification. Available online: http://www.treefarmststem.org/cms/pages/26_19.html (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	23. 
Sustainable Forestry Initiative Homepage. Available online: http://www.fsiprogram.org (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	24. 
Durst, P.B.; McKenzie, P.J.; Brown, C.L.; Appanah, S. Challenges facing certification and eco-labelling of forest products in developing countries. Int. Forest. Rev. 2006, 8, 193–200. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	25. 
Washburn, M.P.; Jones, S.B.; Nielsen, L.A. Nonindustrial Private Forest Landowners: Building the Business Case for Sustainable Forestry; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1999. [Google Scholar]

	26. 
Environmental Life Cycle Assessment; Curran, M.A. (Ed.) McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 1996.

	27. 
Sonnemann, G.; Castells, F.; Schumacher, M. Integrated Life-Cycle and Risk Assessment for Industrial Processes; Lewis Publishers: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2003. [Google Scholar]

	28. 
Consoli, F.; Allen, D.; Boustead, I.; Fava, J.; Franklin, W.; Jensen, A.; Oude, N.; Parrish, R.; Perriman, R.; Postlethwaite, D.; Quay, B.; Sequin, J.; Vigon, B. Guide Lines for Life-Cycle Assessment: A “Code of Practice”; Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry: Pensacola, FL, USA, 1993. [Google Scholar]

	29. 
Scientific Applications International Corporation. Life Cycle Assessment: Principles and Practice; EPA/600/R-06/060; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Cincinnati, OH, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	30. 
Fava, J.A.; Consoli, F.; Dension, R.; Dickson, K.; Mohin, T.; Vigon, B. A Conceptual Framework for Life-Cycle Impact Assessment; Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry: Sandestin, FL, USA, 1993. [Google Scholar]

	31. 
ISO 14040 Environmental Management Life Cycle Assessment Principles and Framework; International Standards Organization: Brussels, Belgium, 2006.

	32. 
Why Take a Life Cycle Approach? United Nations Environmental Programme: Paris, France, 2004.

	33. 
Khasreen, M.M.; Banfill, P.F.; Menzies, G.F. Life-cycle assessment and the environmental impact of buildings: a review. Sustainability 2009, 1, 674–701. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	34. 
International Standards Organization. Published Standards List. Available online: http://www.iso.org/iso/publications_and_e-products/all_publications.htm (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	35. 
Board of Agriculture; National Research Council. Wood in Our Future: The Role of Life-Cycle Analysis: Proceeding of a Symposium; The National Academic Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1997. [Google Scholar]

	36. 
Nogueron, R.; Laestadius, L.; Lawson, J. Sustainable Procurement of Wood and Paper-Based Products: Guide and Resource Kit; World Business Council for Sustainable Development: Conches-Geneva, Switzerland; World resources Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2009. [Google Scholar]

	37. 
Puettmann, M.E.; Wilson, J.B. Life-cycle analysis of wood products: Cradle-to-gate LCI of residential wood building supplies. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 18–29. [Google Scholar]

	38. 
Milota, M.R.; West, C.D.; Hartley, I.D. Gate-to-gate life-cycle inventory of softwood lumber production. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 47–57. [Google Scholar]

	39. 
Wilson, J.B.; Sakimoto, E.T. Gate-to-gate life-cycle inventory of softwood plywood production. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 58–73. [Google Scholar]

	40. 
Kline, D.E. Gate-to-gate life-cycle inventory of oriented strandboard production. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 74–84. [Google Scholar]

	41. 
Wilson, J.B.; Dancer, E.R. Gate-to-gate life-cycle inventory of I-joist production. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 85–98. [Google Scholar]

	42. 
Puettmann, M.E.; Wilson, J.B. Gate-to-gate life-cycle inventory of glue-laminated timbers production. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 99–113. [Google Scholar]

	43. 
Wilson, J.B.; Dancer, E.R. Gate-to-gate inventory of laminated veneer lumber production. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 114–127. [Google Scholar]

	44. 
Lopes, E.; Dias, A.; Arroja, L.; Capela, I.; Pereira, F. Application of life cycle assessment to the Portuguese pulp and paper industry. J. Clean. Prod. 2003, 11, 51–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	45. 
Johnson, R. A critique of life cycle analysis: Paper products. In The Industrial Green Game: Implications for Environmental Design and Management; Richards, D.J., Ed.; National Academic Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1997; pp. 225–233. [Google Scholar]

	46. 
Kimberly-Clark. Life Cycle Assessment of Tissue Products. Available on-line: http://www.kimberly-clark.com/pdfs/LifeCycleAssrssment.pdf (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	47. 
National Research Council, Committee on Renewable Resources for Industrial Materials. Renewable Resources for Industrial Materials; National Academy of Sciences: Washington, DC, USA, 1976. [Google Scholar]

	48. 
Koch, P. Wood versus nonwood materials in U.S. residential construction: Some energy-related global implications. Forest Prod. J. 1992, 42, 31–42. [Google Scholar]

	49. 
LeVan, S.L. Life cycle assessment: Measuring environmental impact. In Life Cycle Environmental Impact Analysis for Forest Products; Forest Products Society: Madison, WI, USA, 1996; pp. 7–16. [Google Scholar]

	50. 
Holvoet, B.; Muys, B. Sustainable forest management worldwide: A comparative assessment of standards. Int. Forest. Rev. 2004, 6, 99–122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	51. 
Deloitte LLP. Lifecycle Assessment: Where Is It in Your Sustainability Agenda? Deloitte LLP: New York, NY, USA, 2009. [Google Scholar]

	52. 
The Greenhouse Gas and Carbon Profile of the U.S. Forest Products Sector; Special Report No. 08-05; National Council for Air and Steam Improvement: Research Triangle Park, NC, USA, 2008.

	53. 
Johnson, K. Overview of global climate change and carbon sequestration. In Southern Forest Science: Past, Present and Future (GTR-SRS-75); Rauscher, H.M., Johnson, K., Eds.; USDA Forest Service: Asheville, NC, USA, 2004; Chapter 30; pp. 361–363. [Google Scholar]

	54. 
Gucinski, H.; Neilson, R.; McNulty, S. Implications of global change for southern forests: Can we separate fact from fiction? In Southern Forest Science: Past, Present and Future (GTR-SRS-75); Rauscher, H.M., Johnson, K., Eds.; USDA Forest Service: Asheville, NC, USA, 2004; Chapter 31; pp. 365–371. [Google Scholar]

	55. 
Mickler, R.A.; Smith, J.E.; Heath, L.S. Forest carbon trends in the southern United States. In Southern Forest Science: Past, Present and Future (GTR-SRS-75); Rauscher, H.M., Johnson, K., Eds.; USDA Forest Service: Asheville, NC, USA, 2004; pp. 383–394. [Google Scholar]

	56. 
National Council on Air and Stream Improvement. The Sustainable Forest Products Industry, Carbon and Climate Change; World Business Council for Sustainable Development: Geneva, Switzerland, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	57. 
Perez-Garcia, J.; Lippke, B.; Comnick, J.; Manriquez, C. An assessment of carbon pools, storage, and wood products market substitution using lifecycle analysis. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 140–148. [Google Scholar]

	58. 
Huber, P. The carbon con game. Forbes 2009, 184, 98. [Google Scholar]

	59. 
Metafore. Forest Certification Resource Center. Available online: http://www.metafore.org/index.php?p=International_Organizaton_for_Standardization&s=166 (accessed on 15 October 2009).

	60. 
Abusow, K. Forest certification: Multiple standards advance sustainable forest management. Wood Design Build. 2001, 42, 42–44. [Google Scholar]

	61. 
FERN. Eco-Labelling, Forest Certification and the WTO. Available online: http://www.fern.org/node/813 (accessed on 13 February 2010).

	62. 
Hanson, E.; Fletcher, R.; Cashore, B.; McDermott, C. Forest Certification in North America (EC 1518); Oregon State University Extension Service: Corvallis, OR, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	63. 
Frühwald, A.; Solberg, B. (Eds.) Life-Cycle Analysis—A Challenge for Forestry and Forest Industry. In Proceedings of the International Workshop—European Forest Institute and Federal Research Center for Forestry and Forest Products, Hamburg, Germany, 3–5 May 1995; EFI Proceedings No. 8. European Forest Institute: Joensuu, Finland, 1995.

	64. 
Berg, S.; Karjalainen, T. Comparison of greenhouse gas emissions from forest operations in Finland and Sweden. Forestry 2003, 76, 271–284. [Google Scholar]

	65. 
Berg, S.; Lindholm, E.L. Energy use and environmental impacts of forest operations in Sweden. J. Clean. Prod. 2005, 13, 33–42. [Google Scholar]

	66. 
Lindner, M.; Suominen, T.; Palosuo, T.; Garcia-Gonzales, J.; Verweij, P.; Zudin, S.; Päivinen, R. ToSIA—A tool for sustainability impact assessment of forest-wood-chains. Ecol. Model. 2009. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	67. 
Berg, S. Some aspects of LCA in the analysis of forest operations. J. Clean. Prod. 1997, 5, 211–217. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	68. 
Gower, S.T.; McKeon-Ruediger, A.; Reitter, A.; Bradley, M.; Refkin, D.J.; Tollefson, T.; Souba, F.J., Jr.; Taup, A.; Embury-Williams, L.; Schiavone, S.; Weinbauer, J.; Janetos, A.C.; Jarvis, R. Following the Paper Trail: The Impact of Magazine and Dimensional Lumber Production on Greenhouse Gas Emissions: A Case Study; The H. John Heinz III Center for Science, Economics and the Environment: Washington, DC, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	69. 
Gower, S.T. Patterns and mechanisms of the forest carbon cycle. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2003, 28, 169–204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	70. 
Grieg-Gran, M.; Bass, S.; Bishop, J.; Roberts, S.; Robins, N.; Sandbrook, R.; Bazett, M.; Gadhvi, V.; Subak, S. Towards a sustainable paper cycle. J. Ind. Ecol. 1998, 1, 47–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	71. 
Johnson, D.W.; Curtis, P.S. Effects of forest management on soil C and N storage: Meta analysis. Forest Ecol. Mange. 2001, 140, 227–238. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	72. 
Guidelines for Social Life Cycle Assessment of Products; Benoit, C.; Mazijn, B. (Eds.) United National Environmental Programme: Paris, France, 2009.

	73. 
Duda, M.; Shaw, J. Life cycle assessment. Society 1997, 35, 38–43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	74. 
Johnson, L.R.; Lippke, B.; Marshall, J.D.; Comnick, J. Life-cycle impacts of forest resources in the Pacific Northwest and Southwest United States. Wood Fiber Sci. 2005, 37, 30–46. [Google Scholar]

	75. 
Hendrickson, C.T.; Lave, L.B.; Matthews, H.S. Environmental Life Cycle Assessment of Goods and Services: An Input-Output Approach; Resources for the Future: Washington, DC, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	76. 
Sevitz, J.; Brent, A.C.; Fourie, A.B. An environmental comparison of plastic and paper consumer carrier bags in South Africa: Implications for the local manufacturing industry. South African J. Ind. Eng. 2003, 14, 67–82. [Google Scholar]

	77. 
Horne, R.; Grant, T.; Varghese, K. Life Cycle Assessment: Principles, Practices and Prospects; CSIRO Publishing: Collingwood, Australia, 2009. [Google Scholar]

	78. 
Seppälä, J.; Melanen, M.; Jouttijärvi, T.; Kauppi, L.; Leikola, N. Forest industry and the environment: A life cycle assessment from Finland. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 1998, 23, 87–105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	79. 
Heller, M.C.; Keoleian, G.A.; Volk, T.A. Life cycle assessment of a willow bioenergy cropping system. Biomass Bioenerg. 2003, 25, 147–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	80. 
Rametsteiner, E.; Simula, M. Forest certification—An instrument to promote sustainable forest management? J. Environ. Manage. 2003, 67, 87–98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]





© 2010 by the authors; licensee Molecular Diversity Preservation International, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/).







nav.xhtml


  sustainability-02-00604


  
    		
      sustainability-02-00604
    


  




  





media/file5.png
System Boundary

Input:
Seedlings
1
> Planting >
v
ertilization
+

Inputs: ™ F | Outputs:

Fuel (diesel, gasoline);

Lubricants (Distillate Logs, logging slash left at
Fuel Oil); Fertilizer; , the landing; Emissions to
Greenhouse Grown Lo (FelingTrees |} | uir jand & water
Sesdlig l

Logs
v

. |
.
Output:
Logs on Truck
I

Transport Logs to |
Mill

Transportation emission factors included in Life Cycle Analysis of Final Wood Product






media/file3.png
tt 1o
( LOCALMILL ) - " WOOD CO-P.
CANADA | f

=
| - l "HOME DEPOT DC ) '

) | '_’ ( oou ) ;
CHETWYND FIBER CHETWYND EDMONTON ( 05R Jj fome
BASKET = = = SAWMILL H RELOAD * C oors e Depotf (TR - B>
- CHETWYND FOREST ey C ) slores
. e )

I
OTHER FIBER OTHER INTERCON ™y A '
[ BASKET l' ( PULP MILLS )( PULP MILL )" i T —( LANDFILL )

\ /
UNITEDSTATESTA \__4:...4 ‘? I ! . f

. IN STYLE

. | 4 iy | SUBSCRPTION |} = =
= T~ ( WHITING MECH. C = ) :K( e }UN-SO_LD‘
 STORAENSO FIBER ',( PULP & PAPER )J | | { |
BASKET f — j i I ¢ | [FINALFATE

A 4 RECYCLED
- LAKE STATES REGION OR ¢ WIS. RAPIDS KRAFT TIME CONSUMERT | |\ cINERATED
Printer #1 LANDFILLED

- »( PAPER CO-P. |

—
p——

-
I
|
I
I
|
I

-

~

e

US. & CANADA PULP MILL

- BLACK HILLS REGION L] \ % % |
\ . . Printer #2
| || Yl )
CLAY - 3 - % Printer #4 % F[ NEWSSTAND  J© T
Printer #5
C Pierss )

-






media/file1.png
Forest C cycle
.

o .

Biological C cycle Industrial C cycle
AN M

(3)

Transportation >

Roundwood [ Final fate ]

Paper products Paper products
manufacturi in use






media/file4.jpg
Syutem Bowndery

Logson Truck.

Traportasion ewission factors ncieded e L Cocle Analvsis of Final Wood Product





media/file0.jpg
Forest C cycle

Biological C cycle Industrial C cycle
A B






media/file2.jpg
FINAL FATE|
ReciED
(suE) P ncrrren






