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1. Introduction
Planted forests, including those that are intensively‐managed for wood production, continue to
grow in both extent and significance. They currently provide a third of the world’s industrial wood,
a proportion likely to increase significantly in coming decades. They also have great potential to
deliver environmental services and social benefits. However, many aspects of intensively managed
planted forests (IMPF) have been and remain controversial, with concerns that associated
environmental and social costs often outweigh economic and other benefits.
For these reasons, The Forests Dialogue (TFD) convened an international multistakeholder
dialogue process about IMPF from 2006 – 20081. The process followed the usual TFD model: it was
initiated by a Scoping Dialogue informed by a Background Paper2, included three field dialogues
(China, Indonesia, and Brazil), and concluded with publication of a TFD Review3. The Review
identified “factors of critical importance” to successful IMPF projects and practice, and made
recommendations for improving IMPF policy and practice (Tables 1 & 2).
Since 2008, a number of global reviews of IMPF have been published in the academic and civil
society literature4, a number of other initiatives have explored issues relevant to IMPF, and
relevant statements of principle and guidelines have been published. These include:
 the New Generation Plantations Platform (NGPP)5, managed by WWF International;
 related TFD dialogue processes and initiatives6, including those on Fuel, Food, Fibre and
Forests (4Fs); Genetically‐Modified Trees (GMT), Investing in Locally‐Controlled Forestry (ILCF);
and Understanding Deforestation‐Free (UDF);
 the 3rd International Congress on Planted Forests7;
 various civil society initiatives, such as those facilitated by the Forest Peoples Programme,
Global Justice Ecology Project, the International Union of Forest Research Organisations, and
the World Rainforest Movement8;
 FAO’s Statement of Principles for Planted Forests9, its Voluntary Guidelines for Governance of
Land Tenure10, and its Committee on Food Security’s Principles for Responsible Investment in
Agriculture and Food Systems11.
This Background Paper has been prepared as a contribution to discussion at a Scoping Dialogue
convened by TFD to explore the value and focus of a possible second IMPF dialogue process. It is
informed by a survey of IMPF stakeholder perceptions conducted by TFD in the first quarter of
201512, described in Section 3.
The paper briefly reviews key contexts relevant to IMPF; discusses developments since 2008 in
relation to IMPF generally and to the factors and recommendations presented in Tables 1 and 2,
drawing from survey responses; and suggests possible foci for future dialogue.
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Table 1. Factors of “critical importance” to successful IMPF projects and practice
(Source: TFD Review: intensively‐managed planted forests, 2008, pp 50-51)









Good governance, to achieve socially-just and environmentally beneficial outcomes from
economically-driven IMPF investments;
High levels of corporate social responsibility on the part of IMPF businesses, particularly – but not
only - where governance is weak;
Respect for the rights of indigenous and local communities, based on recognition of the principle of
free, prior and informed consent for activities affecting these rights
Empowerment of the forest workforce, including small holders and outgrowers through:
o maximizing formal contracts and employment for workers engaged in “regular” work;
o promotion of self-organization for small growers and contractors, and
o honouring ILO core labor standards;
Effective integrated land-use planning – to protect areas of high conservation and cultural values, to
integrate IMPF with other land uses and enterprises, and to mitigate against climate change;
Establishing and enabling dialogue and conflict resolution processes that address the interests and
concerns of stakeholders, and promote mutually-beneficial partnerships;
Exploring and implementing models of IMPF-based development which give effect to these principles,
for example as articulated by FAO for Responsible Management of Planted Forests.

Table 2. TFD IMPF Dialogue Recommendations
(Source: TFD Review: intensively‐managed planted forests, 2008, pp 51-53)
Recommendation 1. National and sub-national governments should:

recognise principles such as those enunciated by FAO for Responsible Management of Planted
Forests,

implement integrated land-use planning processes addressing all land uses relevant to IMPF
development; these processes should recognise and address the rights and interests of all relevant
stakeholders.
Recommendation 2. Institutions financing or underwriting IMPF investments should:

implement the Equator Principles, which are currently applied in only a minority of cases;

institute more effective due diligence for IMPF-related investments;

co-invest with governments to develop good governance structures and build capacity;

encourage the use of independent certification as a means to assess social and environmental
performance of the investments they support.
Recommendation 3. Businesses engaged in IMPF activities should:

be proactive in exercising their corporate social responsibilities, in particular to address gaps in
government’s capacity and processes.
This would include, but not be limited to:

responsible project planning, following a systematic approach [such as that outlined in Box 8];

appropriate land use planning, comprising:
o a thorough assessment of ecosystem services associated with the project – for example,
through undertaking a Corporate Ecosystem Services Review;
o land acquisition and management following the principle of FPIC, and with appropriate
consultation with local communities and other stakeholders;
o adopting a resource-prudent approach that matches investment in processing capacity to
IMPF resource supply, rather than using it to leverage resource supply;
o establishing effective stakeholder engagement and conflict resolution processes;
o advocating for the necessary basic legal infrastructure for engagement with, and participation
of, indigenous peoples and local communities, and IMPF-based labour.
Recommendation 4. Governments, agencies, businesses and individuals engaged in IMPF activities
should:

pursue models of IMPF-based development that share benefits and costs equitably. This means, but
is not limited to:

restricting investments to those where social and environmental costs do not exceed benefits;

accepting that some landowners, including those with traditional rights, may choose not to
engage in IMPF activities;

fostering partnerships between stakeholders that promote and enhance the sustainability – on
each of economic, environmental and social terms - of IMPF projects;

committing to sustainable forest management, and its verification through credible certification
schemes;

developing locally-appropriate resource supply and labour participation arrangements that
respect relevant ILO core labour standards

building the capacity of local communities to benefit from IMPF activities on terms of their choice.
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2. Key contexts – developments relevant to IMPF since 2008
This section overviews key developments relevant to IMPF globally since the completion of the
first IMPF dialogue process, as context for subsequent discussion.
2.1 There continue to be major drivers favouring IMPF investment
The drivers of IMPF investment identified in the 2008 TFD Review – increasing consumption of
wood products, decreasing supply from natural forests, technological change, and the economics
of production systems – continue to favour investment in IMPF13. These drivers have been
supplemented by others, such as international commitments to Zero Net Deforestation goals14,
and to reducing greenhouse gas emissions through substitution of renewable for fossil fuel‐
derived energy sources15. The interactions between these and other drivers and constraints are
complex and dynamic, as modelling such as that conducted for WWF’s Living Forests Report
demonstrates16.
2.2 The extent of IMPF and their significance continues to grow
The extent of planted forests has continued to increase, and was estimated by FAO’s Global Forest
Resources Assessment to be to 264 M ha in 2010, compared to 187 M ha in 200017. Although
there continues to be some definitional imprecision, the most‐recent (2012) best estimate of the
area of IMPF globally is 55 M ha18. These plantations are estimated to provide currently around
one‐third (520 M m3 annually) of global industrial wood supply. Projections suggest that the area
of IMPF may increase by up to 75%, to c. 90 M ha, and annual production may nearly triple, to 1.5
B m3 annually, by 205019.
As has been the case since the initiation of “fast‐wood forestry” in the 1980s20, most of the
expansion in the area of IMPF has been and is projected to be in the global South, and be based on
a relatively limited suite of increasingly‐domesticated species and hybrids. The area of short‐
rotation tree crops grown for bioenergy has also increased in Europe and North America, and is
expected to increase further in many countries21.
2.3 The extent and significance of other tree crops also continues to grow
Since 2000, the extent of oil palm plantations globally has more than doubled, to c. 16 M ha22. The
expansion of oil palm has been greatest in SE Asia, but also significant in West Africa and Central
and tropical South America; and has frequently been associated with ‘land grabbing’, itself often
explicitly or implicitly encouraged by governments promoting corporate‐led economic
development23. Other estate crops such as rubber have also expanded significantly in some
regions (e.g. some Mekong countries), often in comparable ways and with comparable impacts to
oil palm24. One of the consequences of these expansions has been intensified competition for
land, including for IMPF; most analyses suggest that the returns to smallholders from oil palm or
rubber are superior to those they can generate from IMPF tree crops25.
The considerable ENGO and civil society focus on the environmental impacts of oil palm and other
agricultural commodities has led – amongst other outcomes – to the emergence of commitments
by key actors to deforestation‐free supply chains exemplified by the 2014 New York Declaration
on Forests26 and the Tropical Forest Alliance 202027.
2.4 The evolving role of forests in climate change mitigation and adaptation
The reduction of emissions associated with deforestation and forest degradation, and the
maintenance and enhancement of forest carbon stocks through sustainable forest management
and forest restoration, have assumed a central role in international climate change negotiations
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since the UNFCCC CoP in Bali in 2007. While the focus of REDD+ has been on the conservation and
better management of natural (especially tropical) forests, longer‐term IPCC scenarios identify
large‐scale (re)afforestation and bioenergy use as important potential elements of mitigation
options globally; the IPCC notes that afforestation remains one of the most cost‐effective forestry
mitigation options28. This remains an area of active debate29.
2.5 Stronger measures to address illegality in the wood supply chain
A range of measures have been introduced to promote legal and sustainable wood production and
trade. These include national legality verification schemes; voluntary measures such as forest
certification and the EU Voluntary Partnership Agreements; regulations such as those introduced
by each of the European Union, USA and Australia to prohibit the importation of wood and wood
products that are not sourced legally; and public procurement policies30. While the focus of these
measures has been on wood sourced from natural forests, there are a number of implications for
wood from planted forests. One is for legality verification, a requirement that smallholders
growers may have difficulty in meeting, even where their title to land and wood is unchallenged; a
second is the probable increased demand for wood that is from verified legal sources, including
from planted forests.
2.6 The expanding reach of certification
Forest management certification under the two principal global schemes, FSC and PEFC, has
continued to expand. The area of FSC‐certified plantation forest has increased to 15.6 M31 ha at
the end of 2014; the extent of PEFC‐endorsed certified forest has increased by 20% since 2008,
but the area of PEFC‐endorsed certified plantation forest globally is not reported32. While there
continues to be substantial debate about issues of both principle and practice in relation to
certification of plantations33, there is also empirical evidence that certification of plantations can
improve the environmental and social outcomes of plantation management34.
2.7 The two GFCs
Both the Global Financial Crisis and the perception of a looming global food crisis impacted on the
IMPF sector. Amongst other impacts, the former restricted new investments and expansion that
might have otherwise taken place35. The latter focused attention on the consequences for
agricultural production of the imperatives of increased food production in the context of climate
change36, including the future of community livelihoods and local food security, smallholder
production systems and their intersections with tree growing37; prompted an ongoing debate
about ‘land sparing versus land sharing’ strategies38; and helped catalyse widespread agreement
about the merits of a ‘landscape approach’39 to land use planning and management.
2.8 Technological change
A number of technological advances, beyond those associated generally with management and
production systems, are of particular significance for the IMPF sector. The first is the development
of easily‐accessible real‐time monitoring technologies and platforms, ranging from global‐scale
initiatives such as the World Resources Institute‐led Global Forest Watch40 to the use of drones for
local monitoring by governments, business and civil society41. The second is a wide range of
developments in wood‐based biomaterials and biofuels, with profound implications for the forest
industries and the wood production and value chains42.
The third is the continuing development of genetic modification technologies and their application
in IMPF production systems43. One of the most significant developments in this arena globally is
the approval by Brazil’s National Technical Commission on Biosafety (CTNBio) in April 2015 of the
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world’s first commercial deployment of genetically‐modified (GM) eucalypts44, a process which
catalyzed protests and destruction of some GM trees45, in the context of ongoing civil society
resistance to the development and use of GM trees46. This resistance is based on the
organisations’ perceptions that the use of GM trees will, as for other GM crops, inevitably lead to
further intensification and commercialization of land use, reinforcing their concerns about the
social impacts of IMPFs on local communities’ and indigenous peoples’ rights and livelihoods47.
3. The 2015 TFD IMPF survey
In March 2015, TFD initiated a global stakeholder survey of perceptions of progress against the
factors and recommendations (see Tables 1 and 2) identified by the 2008 TFD Review. A survey
questionnaire, comprising 17 questions about respondents’ perception of progress in terms of the
factors and recommendations of the IMPF Review, was developed in conjunction with the TFD
IMPF2 Advisory Group48. Six questions asked respondents to score performance on a 5‐point scale;
11 questions sought elaboration of the reasons for these responses, to identify enabling and
constraining factors, and to identify examples of either positive achievements or problems.
Responses were anonymous; participants were asked to self‐identify with different IMPF actor
groups, for analytical purposes.
After pilot testing in March 2015, and review and approval by the Australian National University
Human Ethics Committee49, 200 individuals globally were invited to participate in the survey. Those
invited comprised participants in the first IMPF dialogue process and related TFD dialogues (see
Introduction), those engaged centrally in activities of the New Generations Plantations Platform,
and the lead authors of recent review or similar publications about IMPF. Those invited to
participate spanned the diversity of interests in IMPF, and levels of engagement from local to
global. The survey was internet‐based, using using Qualtrics software, in English or Spanish; it
closed in mid‐April 2015.
Fifty‐five respondents (a 28% response rate) completed at least part of the survey; half (28) of these,
in equal numbers, were from corporate forestry (14) or from non‐governmental or community‐
based organisations (14). The other 27 respondents included researchers; consultants; and staff of
national governments, international finance and philanthropic organisations, and small‐medium
enterprises. Half the respondents had participated in the TFD IMPF or related dialogues, and half
had participated in other IMPF‐related processes such as NGPP. Two thirds were engaged with
forest certification processes.
Preliminary results from the survey are reported in a paper for the XIV World Forestry Congress50;
results are presented and discussed in more detail below.
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4. Developments in relation to the “factors of critical importance to successful IMPF projects and
practice” identified in the 2008 TFD Review
The “factors of critical importance to successful IMPF projects and practice” identified in the 2008
TFD Review (see Table 1), an overview of subsequent developments, and a précis of the views of
respondents to the 2015 IMPF survey, are summarized in Table 3.
The 2015 IMPF survey questions asked for a rating of performance against each of these factors;
the distribution of responses is shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Survey respondents’ assessments of progress against factors identified by the
2008 TFD IMPF Review as being critical for IMPF success (see Table 1)
Factor identified in TFD IMPF
Review

Markedly
worse
2

Assessment (% of respondents)
Somewhat
Somewhat
No Change
worse
better
7
23
58

Markedly
Better
11

13

66

13

17

67

11

42

40

12

33

45

16

16

66

12

33

55
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Good governance.
High levels of corporate social
responsibility by IMPF
6
0
businesses.
Respect for the rights of
indigenous and local
communities, based on the
4
2
principle of free, prior and
informed consent
Empowerment of the forest
workforce, including small
0
6
holders and outgrowers.
Effective integrated land-use
4
2
planning
Establishing and enabling
dialogue and conflict resolution
6
2
processes
Models of IMPF-based
development which give effect
0
4
to these principles.
Note: Number of respondents to each question ranged from 49-55
Source: Kanowski & Dranzen 2015; see endnote 12
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Table 3. Developments since 2008 in the “factors of critical importance to successful IMPF projects and practice” identified in the 2008 TFD Review
Critical factor (2008 TFD Review)
General commentary (author)
Views of 2015 IMPF survey respondents
Good governance, to achieve
69% of respondents felt governance relevant to IMPF had
Indicators of overall governance suggest little change in
socially-just and environmentally
improved since 2008; 23% felt there had been no change; 9%
the levels of good governance in most countries, and
beneficial outcomes from
felt
it was worse. Many respondents noted that assessments
those
for
countries
in
which
IMPF
are
important
span
the
economically-driven IMPF
of governance were only meaningful on a country‐ or
range from poor to good51. While there continues to be a
investments
strong focus internationally and in many countries on good context‐specific basis. Some felt that the strengthening of
forest governance52, the quality of forest governance is
civil society and corporate initiatives and non‐state
governance mechanisms had allowed governments to step
similarly variable across countries in which IMPF are
back from their responsibilities.
important.
High levels of corporate social
79% of respondents felt levels of corporate social
Many major IMPF businesses have made public CSR
responsibility on the part of IMPF
responsibility had improved since 2008; 13% felt there had
commitments: for example, many are members of
businesses, particularly – but not
been no change; 6% felt they were worse. Many respondents
WBCSD’s Forest Solutions Group53, and some are among
only - where governance is weak
noted that there continued to be IMPF leaders and laggards,
the signatories to the New York Declaration on Forests.
and that implementation in practice was often slower than
Empirical research suggests that, as in other sectors,
boardroom‐level commitments. A number of respondents
forestry businesses can realize a range of benefits from
pursuing higher levels of corporate social responsibility54.
noted the new sustainability commitments by major IMPF
businesses based in Asia55, and that – whilst welcome –
these were not uncontroversial.
Respect for the rights of
Rights‐based issues remain of major concern to many civil 78% of respondents felt respect for rights had improved
indigenous and local communities,
society and institutional actors, and have been articulated since 2008; 17% felt there had been no change; 16% felt it
based on recognition of the
was worse. However, many respondents felt that – as with
in
many fora and contexts56 ‐ particularly but not only in
principle of free, prior and
CSR commitments – while awareness and rhetoric were
the context of growing concern about ‘land grabbing’ and
informed consent for activities
affecting these rights
greater, implementation often remained weak. A number of
food security57.
respondents identified grave human rights abuses that had
been associated with some IMPF actors in some places.
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Critical factor (2008 TFD Review)
Empowerment of the forest
workforce, including small holders
and outgrowers through:

maximizing formal contracts
and employment for workers
engaged in “regular” work;

promotion of self-organization
for small growers and
contractors, and

honouring ILO core labor
standards

Effective integrated land-use
planning – to protect areas of high
conservation and cultural values,
to integrate IMPF with other land
uses and enterprises, and to
mitigate against climate change

General commentary (author)
The forest sector employment trends evident in 2008
continue in IMPF businesses, with downsizing of core staff
and outsourcing of work to contractors. The level of
engagement with and empowerment of smallholder tree
growers remains mixed, with some successful examples58,
and many that are less so59.

The ‘landscape approach’ has become central to the global
discourse about land use and forests60, but
implementation of the concept remains limited.
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Views of 2015 IMPF survey respondents
52% of respondents felt empowerment of the forest
workforce and smallholders had improved since 2008; 42%
felt there had been no change; 6% felt it was worse.
Respondents noted that there were two different parts to
this issue – issues for the workforce and contractors, and for
smallholders (including outgrowers). A number of
respondents felt that certification had helped businesses
better address labour issues, primarily for employees but
increasingly for contractors; but that major issues remained
for contracted workers in many cases. In relation to
smallholders, respondents identified both greater
recognition and efforts to empower them by some IMPF
businesses, but felt that progress was generally limited.
61% of respondents felt effective integrated land‐use
planning had improved since 2008; 33% felt there had been
no change; 6% felt it was worse. Respondents noted that
there had been good progress in some geographies and for
some IMPF businesses, but not in others, in respect to HCV
areas and cultural values; and, more generally, that ‘true’
landscape approaches had yet to be embedded in many
governments’ policies and business’ practices.

Critical factor (2008 TFD Review)
Establishing and enabling dialogue
and conflict resolution processes
that address the interests and
concerns of stakeholders, and
promote mutually-beneficial
partnerships

Exploring and implementing
models of IMPF-based
development which give effect to
these principles, for example as
articulated by FAO for Responsible
Management of Planted Forests

General commentary (author)
A number of international IMPF‐related dialogue and
learning processes (eg New Generations Plantations
Platform; related TFD initiatives – see Introduction) have
progressed or been initiated since 2008, as have some
national‐level processes61. Forest certification has
stimulated some conflict resolution processes to address
issues in particular cases. Nevertheless, there remain high
levels of conflicts over IMPF in some countries62. Some
actors believe dialogue processes are inherently biased in
favour of IMPF expansion63.
This factor is essentially one that integrates all those listed
above. It has been pursued especially by learning and
dialogue processes such as the New Generations
Plantations Platform or the Brazilian Forest Dialogue.
Implementation is best judged at the national and
subnational, and individual IMPF business and ‘project’,
levels.
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Views of 2015 IMPF survey respondents
78% of respondents felt dialogue and conflict resolution
processes had improved since 2008; 16% felt there had been
no change; 8% felt they were worse. Respondents noted
that, while there may have been progress in recognizing the
importance of these issues, there was significant variation
between and within countries. While many respondents
recognized that progress had been made, a number also
identified a growing gap between IPMF interests and civil
society organisations representing rights holders.
63% of respondents felt exploration and implementation of
models of IMPF‐based development had improved since
2008; 33% felt there had been no change; 4% felt they were
worse. Respondents noted that, whilst principles such as
those articulated by FAO or the TFD IMPF Review were
helpful, most change was realized through well‐conceived
and implemented national policies, progressive businesses,
and the power of markets and civil society demanding
sustainable products and responsible business practices.

5. Progress against 2008 TFD Review recommendations
This section is based on analysis of responses to the 2015 global survey (see Section 3), of
perceptions of progress against the concluding recommendations of the 2008 TFD Review (Table
2). Survey respondents were asked both to assess post‐2008 performance against these
recommendations, and to elaborate on reasons for their assessment. Their assessments are
summarized in Figures 2‐5, and the results and respondents’ explanations are discussed below.
Figure 2: Survey respondents’ assessment of post‐2008 performance against 2008 TFD IMPF
Review Recommendation 1, about governments.
Recommendation 1. National and sub-national governments

Rating

should:

recognise principles such as those enunciated by FAO for
Responsible Management of Planted Forests,

implement integrated land-use planning processes addressing
all land uses relevant to IMPF development; these processes
should recognise and address the rights and interests of all
relevant stakeholders.

Poor
Fair
Good
Very Good
Excellent

Percentage of
respondents
21
49
23
6
0
Number of respondents: 47
Source: Kanowski & Dranzen
2015

Figure 3: Survey respondents’ assessment of post‐2008 performance against 2008 TFD IMPF
Review Recommendation 2, about financing institutions.
Recommendation 2. Institutions financing or underwriting IMPF
investments should:

implement the Equator Principles, which are currently applied
in only a minority of cases;

institute more effective due diligence for IMPF-related
investments;

co-invest with governments to develop good governance
structures and build capacity;

encourage the use of independent certification as a means to
assess social and environmental performance of the
investments they support.

Rating

Poor
Fair
Good
Very Good
Excellent

Percentage of
respondents
9
57
23
11
0
Number of respondents: 47
Source: Kanowski & Dranzen
2015

Figure 4: Survey respondents’ assessment of post‐2008 performance against 2008 TFD IMPF
Review Recommendation 3, about IMPF businesses.
Recommendation 3. Businesses engaged in IMPF activities
should:

be proactive in exercising their corporate social
responsibilities, in particular to address gaps in government’s
capacity and processes.
This would include, but not be limited to:

responsible project planning, following a systematic approach
such as that outlined in Box 8 [of the TFD Review];

appropriate land use planning, comprising:

a thorough assessment of ecosystem services associated
with the project – for example, through undertaking a
Corporate Ecosystem Services Review;

land acquisition and management following the principle
of FPIC, and with appropriate consultation with local
communities and other stakeholders;

adopting a resource-prudent approach that matches
investment in processing capacity to IMPF resource
supply, rather than using it to leverage resource supply;

establishing effective stakeholder engagement and
conflict resolution processes;

advocating for the necessary basic legal infrastructure for
engagement with, and participation of, indigenous
peoples and local communities, and IMPF-based labour.

10

Rating
Poor
Fair
Good
Very Good
Excellent

Percentage of
respondents
4
47
31
12
6
Number of respondents: 49
Source: Kanowski & Dranzen
2015

The first three questions asked about the performance of governments, financing institutions and
businesses. In all cases, the most common assessment – c. 50% of respondents – was “fair”, the
second poorest category. A fifth of respondents felt that national and subnational governments
were performing poorly; viz., in total, 70% of respondents felt that national and subnational
governments were performing relatively poorly (i.e., less than “good”). In contrast, around a
quarter of respondents felt that governments and financing institutions’ performance was ‘good’;
nearly a third of respondents assessed businesses as performing in this category. The variation in
responses reflects in large part the the significant regional, national and sub‐national, and
between‐business variation in performance.
Respondents’ explanations in relation to the performance of government commonly noted that
many governments lacked the commitment or capacity to implement integrated land use planning
at appropriate levels, and many were skeptical that governments took much notice of
internationally‐agreed voluntary guidelines. Some respondents believed that more progress had
been and would be made by effective partnerships between IMPF businesses, NGOs and local
communities, and emphasized the desirability of bottom‐up rather than top‐down approaches to
land use planning. Some respondents observed that planning processes still excluded local rights
holders and women. There were also a number of more positive responses, identifying more
inclusive and sophisticated processes in some countries and situations.
Many respondents’ explanations in relation to the performance of financing institutions suggested
that these institutions were now more cognizant of expectations of sustainability for IMPF
investments, and of criteria by which it might be assessed. Some noted that financing institutions’
focus in assessing investments was still biased towards economic criteria, that assessment of
environmental performance had improved to ‘reasonable’ levels, but that assessment of social
impacts was still ‘average to poor’. A number of respondents noted the enabling role of forest
certification in this context. Considerable variation in the direct experience of respondents was
evident here, as for other questions.
While a majority of respondents’ explanations about the performance of IMPF businesses
suggested that these had made progress in some respects – for example, in awareness and
articulation of CSR and sustainability commitments, and in planning, management and monitoring
related to IMPF – many also noted that implementation was too‐often lagging. Some respondents
were much more critical, seeing businesses as remaining overly focused on only financial
performance, and using CSR commitments and certification more for public relations than for real
behavioural change. Some suggested that increased competition for land was forcing IMPF
businesses to focus on consolidation, intensification and collaboration rather than on simple
expansion; others noted significant differences between regions, and between leaders and
laggards.
In relation to the fourth question, about models of IMPF development that share benefits and
costs equitably, equal numbers of respondents – 80% in total – assessed performance as ‘fair’ or
good’. However, 15% assessed performance as poor, meaning that a slight majority assessed
performance as less than ‘good’. The sentiment of many responses is reflected in comments of
one respondent who observed that while “there has been some modest progress … we also have
not witnessed the general transformative changes embodied in the spirit and intent of these
recommendations”.
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Figure 5: Survey respondents’ assessment of post‐2008 performance against 2008 TFD IMPF
Review Recommendation 3, about equitable sharing of benefits and costs.
Recommendation 4. Governments, agencies, businesses and
individuals engaged in IMPF activities should pursue models of
IMPF-based development that share benefits and costs equitably.
This means, but is not limited to:

restricting investments to those where social and
environmental costs do not exceed benefits;

accepting that some landowners, including those with
traditional rights, may choose not to engage in IMPF activities;

fostering partnerships between stakeholders that promote and
enhance the sustainability – on each of economic,
environmental and social terms - of IMPF projects;

committing to sustainable forest management, and its
verification through credible certification schemes;

developing locally-appropriate resource supply and labour
participation arrangements that respect relevant ILO core
labour standards

building the capacity of local communities to benefit from
IMPF activities on terms of their choice.

Rating
Poor
Fair
Good
Very Good
Excellent

Percentage of
respondents
15
40
40
6
0
Number of respondents: 48
Source: Kanowski & Dranzen
2015

Some respondents attributed progress in relation to this recommendation to forest certification,
and some referred to the benefits of learning about models from the New Generation Plantations
Platform. Some also noted that there remained major challenges in many of the social dimensions
of IMPF; one respondent gave the example of continuing exploitation of migrant labour in some
IMPF operations.
6. IMPF sector performance, enabling and constraining factors, and important developments
Survey respondents were also asked to provide an overall assessment of IMPF sector performance
against whatever criteria they considered most important, and to explain the reasons for their
assessment; to discuss the factors that they saw as most enabling or constraining to better
approaches and practices in the IMPF sector; to identify important new approaches,
developments or technologies; and to identify any other issues of significance, and any illustrative
examples. Responses to each of these sets of questions are summarized below.
Respondents’ overall assessment of IMPF sector performance is shown in Figure 6. Equal
proportions of respondents (44% each) assessed performance as ‘less than good’ (viz. “poor” or
“fair”) and “good”; 12% assessed performance as “very good” or “excellent”. Explanatory
comments echoed those reported above, and frequently suggested that greatest progress had
been made against environmental criteria. It was also commonly noted that while progress had
been made in awareness of and commitments to environmental and social responsibility,
“progress on the ground” had often been slow. One respondent’s characterization of “gradual
evolution rather than radical transformation” in the sector was echoed in other words by many
respondents; many respondents noted that there were laggards as well as leaders in the sector.
Figure 6: Respondents’ assessment for the question: “Against the criteria you consider
most important, how does overall IMPF sector performance now compare to that 6 years ago?“
Rating
Poor
Fair
Good
Very Good
Excellent

Percentage of respondents
8
36
44
10
2

Number of respondents: 50
Source: Kanowski & Dranzen 2015
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Some respondents felt that there was a now greater appreciation of the positive role that IMPFs
could play in an increasingly resource‐scarce world, but others were concerned about what they
saw as diminishing common ground between IMPF businesses and civil society stakeholders, with
the perverse outcome of driving IMPF investment to societies in which decision processes were
“less open”. A number of respondents suggested that the global financial crisis had acted as a
brake on levels and forms of expansion in the sector that would have delivered more negative
than positive outcomes.
6.1 Enabling and constraining factors
These complementary questions generated both mutually‐reinforcing and divergent responses,
which are aggregated into the clusters below.
More effective engagement between key stakeholders, more assertive communities and greater
public scrutiny, and community and market pressure for more responsible forest management,
were frequently cited as key enabling factors. Conversely, respondents identified cases where
these factors were lacking as typical of poor performance, and many were concerned about an
overemphasis in IMPF companies on business as usual, and on delivering short‐term returns to
owners, as constraining commitments to and realization of more environmentally‐ and socially‐
sustainable outcomes. The lack of agreement about the rights of some actors, such as Indigenous
and local communities, and of markets for environmental services, were noted as constraints in
this context.
Good governance was universally identified as an important enabling factor, and various elements
of poor governance – weak capacity for regulation and enforcement, corruption, bias towards
vested interests, lack of transparency, and inadequate agency for marginalized groups – as
constraining factors of central importance. Many respondents felt that good practice was not yet
sufficiently embedded across the IMPF sector to overcome the constraints of poor governance, or
to pressure laggards to improve. Others noted that poor governance and poor corporate
behaviour were particular constraints to improving the situation of IMPF labour forces, particularly
those hired by or as contractors.
Some respondents noted that general principles for good practice, such as those that emerged
from international agencies or processes (including the TFD IMPF process), were inadequate to
assist companies and other stakeholders address the realities of conflicts on the ground. Some
suggested an unwillingness or inability, on the part of some IMPF actors, to listen to or learn from
those with other perspectives was a significant constraint to resolving conflicts. There were
divergent views about the value of the work done by various international agencies, with some
respondents suggesting it had helped create awareness and momentum for change, and others
suggesting that these institutions had failed to engage adequately or constructively with both
corporations and smallholders. There was general concern that smallholders were still, in general,
not benefitting sufficiently from IMPF research and development, or from IMPF‐related
institutional arrangements and partnerships.
Forest certification was seen to be playing both an enabling and constraining role, acting as a
vehicle for positive changes in approaches and practices, but favouring large corporates and
disadvantaging smallholders and communities engaged in tree growing. Some respondents felt
there was too little flexibility in certification systems, with the consequence of discouraging
plantation forestry. More generally, the lack of market incentives for better practices, and the
challenges of implementing “landscape approaches”, were seen as real constraints.
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IMPF production system sustainability challenges were identified by a number of respondents as
actual and prospective constraints. These included the inadequate research and development
base in some countries and regions to sustain and improve high levels of productivity; the longer‐
term sustainability of IMPF production on particular site types (e.g. those that are marginal for
production; peat soils); the potential vulnerability of large‐scale plantations with a limited genetic
base to pests and disease; and the poor capture of productivity gains by smallholders. Other
respondents noted how these challenges were being addressed in IMPF systems with which they
were familiar.
6.2 Important new approaches, developments and technologies
The most important new approaches identified by respondents were further development and
implementation of landscape approaches, in part as a means of effectively protecting HCV areas
and other areas of significance; of earlier and more constructive forms of engagement between
stakeholders, including in relation to FPIC principles; of collaborative monitoring of IMPF‐related
activities and transparent sharing of information; of mechanisms that better share benefits of
IMPF‐based development; and of engagement with the broader community, nationally and
globally, to foster understanding and dialogue about the roles and contributions of IMPF to
meeting global needs. Learning processes such as the New Generation Plantations Platform, and
the value of certification, were mentioned as examples in this context.
A range of new technologies were nominated as important to improve the productivity and
sustainability of IMPF, both of which were widely seen as fundamental to the future success of
IMPF systems. These included landscape‐level and IMPF planning, management and monitoring
technologies, integrated through precision forestry systems; breeding and propagation
technologies, including genetic modification; and processing and engineering technologies at
various stages of development. A number of respondents noted that the benefits of new
technologies could only be fully captured, and the sustainability of IMPF production systems best
assured, if they were developed and implemented holistically in the context of adequate and
adaptive research and development programs; these programs also needed to be embedded in
approaches that addressed the wider context of and stakeholder interests in IPMF systems. Some
respondents noted the potential disadvantages of new technologies for employment and thus for
local communities, and were concerned that such technological advances could lead to social
exclusion rather than social benefits.
6.3 Other issues identified by respondents
Survey respondents identified a range of other issues that they saw as important to the
performance of IMPF. In some cases, these reiterated themes identified above: the fundamental
importance of improving many elements of forest governance; of recognizing and respecting the
rights of local and Indigenous peoples, and of groups marginalized in decision‐making, including
women; and of building their capacity and that of smallholders, and developing models that
shared IMPF‐related benefits more equitably, including through effective employment and
outgrower schemes; and of improving participation and market access by smallholders.
A number of respondents argued that the future focus of IMPF should be on improving
productivity and sustainability of the existing IMPF estate, rather than on expansion of that estate;
on developing adaptation and resilience to climate change and variability; and emphasized that
profitable sustainable production was at the core of any IMPF enterprise. Some saw a central role
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for genetic modification technologies in realizing these goals; others expressed strong resistance
to the use of genetically‐modified trees.
A number of respondents argued that the focus of future work should embrace all plantation
forests, not just IMPF, as all had a contribution to make to human wellbeing, and many issues
associated with IMPF were also characteristic of other plantation forests. In this context, some
suggested a greater emphasis on more diverse forms and management regimes for plantation
forests, including greater heterogeneity of species and rotations. Some argued, as do others in civil
society, that IMPF should not be classified as ‘forests’; and that IMPF did not deliver
environmental or social benefits, and so should not be the beneficiary of any public policy
incentive mechanisms.
7. Possible foci for further dialogue about IMPF
This section draws from those above, and the outcomes of other recent initiatives such as those
listed in the Introduction, to suggest key issues that could be foci for further dialogue about IMPF.
A number of the proposed foci are interdependent, to varying degrees.
7.1 How should IMPF actors respond to the drivers of IMPF?
The interactions between the drivers of IMPF noted in Section 2.1 are – as mentioned there –
complex and dynamic, and situated in similarly complex and dynamic contexts at scales from the
global to the local, leading to a range of possible outcomes and futures. These have been explored
in work such as that reported in the WWF Living Forests Report, through civil society initiatives
such as those noted in Section 1, and in a range of studies such as those cited in (particularly)
Sections 1 and 2 of this paper. There may be merit in exploring the commonalities and differences
in IMPF stakeholders’ views of how societies and IMPF actors should respond to these drivers, and
the opportunities and challenges they present, in addition to exploring the more specific sets of
issues, suggested below, that emerge from them.
7.2 Definitional issues, and the scope of dialogue
Some civil society actors are strongly of the view that “plantations are not forests”, arguing that
plantations – especially IMPF – do not have the characteristics nor deliver the benefits of natural
and semi‐natural forests, and have long been campaigning for definitions of “forests” to exclude
plantations64. Their arguments are given some weight by the apparent deliberate lack of clarity on
the part of some governments and other actors (e.g. various certification bodies) in clearly
identifying different categories of forest (e.g. natural, semi‐natural, planted, plantation),
notwithstanding the challenges of definitional clarity and consistency that have been discussed at
length in various international fora and processes65; and in reporting progress towards goals
without differentiating the relevant categories of forests. Greater clarity about the form and
purpose of different sorts of forests, whatever their character, would facilitate dialogue66. In this
context, it is also worth noting that, were plantations not classified as “forests” of some sort, it is
most likely that they would be classified as a form of agriculture. It is also almost universally the
case that agricultural land uses are more weakly‐regulated than are forest land uses67.
A number of survey respondents suggested that the scope of any future dialogue should extend to
all “plantations”, not just IMPF, arguing that issues of relevance to IMPF applied more broadly.
While there are related definitional issues68, such as the division between plantations and other
forms of “planted forest”, their argument nevertheless has merit. Any discussions around the
issues of definition and scope might helpfully be situated in the broader discussion of plantation
paradigms69.
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7.3 Governance systems to facilitate implementation of principles and practice
Many survey respondents identified the design and implementation of governance systems as
central to realizing better outcomes from IMPF‐based development. In addition to the generic
principles of ‘good forest governance’70, there are governance system design issues such as the
form and mix of regulatory and market‐based mechanisms, and the structure of institutions
relevant to the forest sector. For example, many respondents identified the important role of
forest certification in improving IMPF practice, but also noted constraints and sometimes perverse
outcomes from aspects of current certification systems71.
A second aspect of governance likely to merit exploration is the suite of principles and voluntary
guidelines relevant to IMPF that have been developed and promulgated by a number of
organisations72 , and their intersection with regulatory standards73. These too are relevant to the
responses of many survey respondents, who noted that, ‘while progress had been made in
awareness of and commitments to environmental and social responsibility, “progress on the
ground” had often been slow’ (Section 6). Exploration of the institutional barriers that prevent the
translation of principles into practice is therefore an obvious topic for discussion. For example, are
these barriers primarily within IMPF companies, or within the wider governance framework? Once
identified, how can these be overcome?
7.4 Practical interpretation and implementation of the “landscape approach”
Many survey respondents, and the wider international discourse and literature, identify
translation of the concepts and principles of the landscape approach into practice as a pressing
and central issue. As evident from recent literature and experience of the topic74, this implies a
focus not just on the biophysical and spatial elements of land use planning and decision‐making,
but on the decision processes and their social basis. Such processes would provide, for example, a
means of giving effect to the principle of FPIC, inclusivity and transparency.
7.5 Equitable and meaningful sharing of benefits from IMPF‐based development
The majority of survey respondents reported that realizing the social benefits of IMPF‐based
development – in terms of employment and related arrangements, delivery of benefits to
communities, and realisation of benefits by smallholders – was the area in which least progress
had been made overall since 2008. There is now a growing body of knowledge about these issues
and approaches to addressing them in the case of various agricultural production systems,
including other tree crops75.
7.6 Technology and sustainability
Continuing rapid technological change offers both opportunities and challenges to improving
IMPF, as in other arenas of human endeavour. Many respondents identified the relationship
between technological innovation – in terms of the use of appropriate and integrated, not just the
introduction of “new”, technologies – and IMPF systems as fundamental to improving the
sustainability of IMPF, and their capacity to deliver societal benefits. Some technologies – eg those
associated with monitoring landscapes and forests – are not controversial; others, such as genetic
modification of trees, are highly contested.
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