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Achieving the ITTO Objective 2000

and Sustainable Forest Management

in the Republic of the Fiji Islands

PREFACE

The Mission team comprised:

· Mr. S. Bulai (Fiji) the local consultant to the Mission

· Dato’ B.C.Y. Freezailah (Malaysia)

· Mr. K. Kotari (Japan) 

· Dr. A.J. Leslie (Australia / New Zealand) Team Leader

· Dr. M.E.D. Poore (United Kingdom).

The team leader arrived in Fiji on 23 September 2004 in order to arrange a programme for the Mission which would cover as wide a range as possible of the problems facing sustainable forest management in Fiji within the limited time available. The full team assembled in Suva on the morning of the 4th October and almost immediately commenced a series of meetings, discussions, interviews and site inspections which continued without break until 15th October when Dato’ Freezailah and Mr. Kotari had to leave. Drs. Poore and Leslie stayed on until the 16th and 17th respectively to complete the planned programme and then outline and discuss the Mission’s tentative findings and draft report with the Minister of Fisheries and Forests, the CEO of the Ministry, the Conservator of Forests and senior officers of the Forestry Department.


The programme and a list of the people with whom the Mission met, discussed and, at times, argued are shown in Annex 2. Note also that the currency units are expressed as F$ except for the last paragraph. There, the estimated cost of the action programme is in US$ so as to give an indication in the more widely used notation of the magnitude of the external assistance with funding that will be required in the initial stage of raising the level of attainment of SFM.

Executive Summary

Introduction

1. Fiji is an archipelago consisting of over 300 islands, over 100 of which are inhabited, The two main islands are Viti Levu (10,249 km2) and Vanua Levu (5589 km2).  The total area is 18,333 km2.

2. The islands are volcanic in origin and the greater part of the terrain is mountainous, rising at Tolnanivi (Mt. Victoria) to 4341 ft (1323m). A number of rivers run down to the sea through fertile flats and at their mouths form extensive deltas surrounded by mangrove swamps. 

3. The islands lie between latitude 15oS and 22oS and longitude 177oW and 175oE and have an oceanic climate with temperatures ranging from 15oC to 25oC; the rainfall varies between 250 cm on the windward or southerly sides of the islands and 150 cm on the leeward or northerly sides   The cool season is from April to October when the trade winds blow from the south east. The hot season, from November to March, is also the hurricane season and the period of heaviest rainfall.  During both seasons the prevailing winds are from the south and east.

4. Tropical rain forest covers a large portion of the wet zones and in the past appears to have covered all the islands.  Shifting cultivation and burning to produce grazing lands has resulted in erosion of the hills in the dry zones and in their being covered with poor grass and  reeds on a soil now largely lacking humus and fertility.  There are considerable areas on the north-western or dry side of the islands which, although in living memory they were covered by secondary forest growth, are now scrub land.

5. Approximately 53% of the population are Fijians, 43% are Indians and the remainder is taken up by part-Europeans, Europeans, Rotumans, Chinese and other Pacific islanders.  The total population in 2003 was estimated to be slightly over 800,000.The estimated annual rate of population growth is 0.5%.  More than 90% of adults are literate, life expectancy at birth is 72 years, infant mortality is 22 per thousand.  Around 54% of the population are rural dwellers. 

6. Current GDP per capita is around US$1200 per annum.  About 30% of the national GDP and 70% of its exports can be attributed to natural resource activities (agriculture, forestry, fisheries and mining).

7. Fiji is committed to Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) through its adherence to the Forest Principles of the 1992 Earth Summit and its membership of ITTO.  Timber is very important as an earner of foreign exchange and the country needs greatly to expand its export capacity. The overseas buyer now demands a high standard of forest management and a product of quality, delivered reliably on schedule. 

The Mission Statement

8. The terms of reference of the Mission do not call for a review of the forest sector. They require a listing in order of priority of the constraints to SFM in Fiji and recommended actions to lift these constraints.  The terms of reference are given in Annex 1 to the full report.  The people and organisations consulted are given in Annex 2. 

9. Using the ITTO definition of SFM, the Mission came to the conclusion that it was nowhere being achieved in Fiji.  The reason is not a lack of knowledge of what SFM is, but an inability to apply that knowledge. There are many possible reasons for this. There are also many different degrees of rigour with which the criteria may be applied.  Perfection is probably impossible Fiji can perhaps realistically aim initially for 70% and eventually for 80%.

The Forest Resource

10. Forests rank as fourth or fifth of the main supports of the Fijian economy and third in foreign exchange earnings.  They have much greater potential and could become the main pillar of the economy.  More than half of the total area of the islands (0.83 million ha) is under forest.  Plantations account for about 14% (0.12 million ha) – pine, established on degraded grassland and mahogany on logged indigenous forest.

11. Land ownership is crucial.  Traditional Fijian communal land-owning units or clans, called mataqali, own 1.52 million ha or 83%, the rest are private and/or state-owned lands. There can therefore be no PFE in the conventional sense unless the landowners agree.  For this reason land ownership has often been viewed as the main constraint to SFM.

The Indigenous Forests

12. The main forest type is tropical moist forest, surviving as fragments among grassland in the drier west, but more continuous in the east. There is also a small area of mangrove (42,000 ha).

13. There is not yet a formal land-use planning system (though one is now before Cabinet), but indigenous forests have for almost 40 years been classified according to stocking level and slope as:

· production forest (0.23-0.28 million ha); 

· non-commercial forest (0.24-0.3 million ha); and

· protection forest (0.23-25 million ha).

This classification is based solely on suitability for timber production. There are incidental benefits of soil and water conservation but the classification takes no specific account of biodiversity. The validity of these divisions will depend of course upon the technology available for timber extraction at the time.

The Pine Plantations

14. Pine plantations (Pinus caribaea var hondurensis) cover 45,000 ha.  Of the 70,000 ha planted by the year 2000, 32,000 had been written off because of  fire, hurricane damage and poor management.  The present target is 52,000 ha. They are planted on leased land, otherwise mostly useless grassland.  They are owned by the Fiji Pine Trust.

The Hardwood Plantations

15. Hardwood plantations, mainly of mahogany (Swietenia macrophylla), cover 60,000 ha.  They belong to the Fiji Hardwood Corporation. The ultimate target may be 100,000 ha.  The  present additional planting target is 2000 ha a year, but actual planting is well below that for the moment.

The Sustainable Timber Potential of the Resource

16. About 0.15 million m3 is actually removed from the forest annually, but it is estimated that twice this volume is left in the forest.  The drain is therefore nearer to 0.45 million m3 (more than the production from 0.35 million ha at a MAI of one m3/ha/yr). But, given the plantation resource, there is no need for Fiji to be in danger of over-cutting its indigenous forests. 

17. The sustainable capacity can be estimated as:

· Indigenous forest – potentially commercial 0.35 million ha. @ 1.0 MAI equals 0.35 million m3/yr, or with helicopter logging 0.6 to 0.7 million m3/yr.

· Pine plantations – 0.04 million ha. @ 12 m3 MAI equals 0.5 million m3/yr.

· Hardwood plantations – 0.05 million ha. @ 5m3 MAI equals 0.25 million m3/yr. 

Total 1.1 to 1.4 million m3/yr.

18. With increased area and productivity of plantations, Fiji could eventually sustain an annual output of 1.5 million m3.  But this may be illusory: the output from the pine plantations can mainly be of pulpwood quality only but not sufficient to support a domestic industry; and many of the most valuable species in the indigenous forest are being overcut.  It is these species that have the best chance of being able to withstand competition; and their yield is likely to be much less that 1m3/ha/yr. At a MAI. of 0.3, the future sustainable annual yield of the indigenous forest would be 0.12 (or with helicopter logging 0.18) million m3.

Non-wood Forest Products

19. Non-wood forest products are of great importance in local economies.  A few are cultivated and marketed but most are collected from the wild for local use.

Sustainable Management for Forest Services

20. The present forest classification allows for the reservation for the protection of soil and water.  The prevention of soil erosion has long been a national priority  because of the danger from flooding and siltation and damage to coastal ecosystems by sedimentation. Nevertheless, present forest extraction is still doing great damage to the soil because of unsuitable machinery, an unskilled workforce, weak management, inadequate supervision and lack of enforcement. Policy and codes of practice are exemplary; implementation is seriously at fault.

21. The same attention has not been paid to the conservation of biodiversity for which there is no specific provision. There is need for the selection and protection of representative areas for biodiversity as a land-use in their own right, and for measures to protect special features in areas being logged. Prerequisites for this are adequate survey, landowner awareness and suitable compensation. There may be some sympathy among landowners because of the wide use made of native plants from the forest and the possibility of income from ecotourism. There is some recognition of this in the “Rural Land-use for Fiji” at present before Cabinet.

Forest Policy

22. Fiji has a national forest policy supported by legislation; this is complemented by a forest policy of the Native Land Trust Board (NLTB). The components of the national policy (dating from 1950) are: protection and development of natural vegetation whose retention is necessary for climatic reasons, for soil and water conservation in support of downstream agriculture and continuity in the supply of forest products; development of economically viable timber production for local purposes and surplus for export; to ensure the best use of all timber species and promote the use of lesser known species; the promotion and; the maintenance and improvement of soil fertility by preserving and extending the forest estate; to check erosion and rehabilitate already eroded areas; to provide and improve amenities.  Added to these is a recently adopted strategy for high quality exports.  Generally, Fiji works towards the fulfilment of this policy but performance is uneven.

23. The implications for pine are to expand its wood chip market; for mahogany to generate a much larger and more lucrative export market of high value products; for indigenous forest, either to continue as at present until competition becomes too intense, or to concentrate on developing markets for quality species.  To achieve SFM will be both difficult and expensive; industry alone can generate income and it must generate much of what is needed to cover the cost of SFM. . Much will depend on marketing.

Fijian Timber Industry

Present structure

24. There are 26 licensed sawmills, 18 of which are currently operating, only one of which is large; two small veneer and plywood mills and one wood chip plant integrated with the big sawmill.  The combined log intake is 0.26 million m3.  Overall recovery is said to be around 50%.  Half the mills have kiln drying units of variable quality and under-utilised capacity. The industry is supported by 90 retailing firms in the domestic market.  The future, however, lies in exports.

The institutional base

25. The forestry sector is governed by the Forestry Decree of 1992.  There is a Department of Forestry under the Conservator of Forests reporting to the Minister responsible for forests and forestry.  There is provision for a Forestry Board, the majority of its members being ex officio members which, therefore, does not cater well for private and NGO interests.

26. Some control over the forest industries can be exercised through the Decree and regulations under it.  All sawmills have to be licensed by the Forestry Department.  Export licences are required for exported timber. Timber harvesting falls far below the standards set out in the National Code of Forest Practice.

Governance of the forest industries

27. Timber harvesting is authorised by licences issued by the Forest Department.  These may be annual, long-term (10 year) or concessions (10-25 years). 0.29 million ha (c. 40% of the area of indigenous forest) has been allocated under concession or long-term licence. The average annual log output from long term concessions is well below the estimated annual allowable cut; 70% of output comes from annual licences.

28. Many of the above deficiencies can be attributed to the low capacity and insufficiency of the workforce.

Constraints on SFM in Fiji

29. The main constraints on SFM are:

· Land – the fundamental constraint

· The available workforce

· Infrastructure

· Finance

Land - the fundamental constraint

30. Security of land tenure is the first requirement for SFM in the ITTO Guidelines. This is impossible in the normal sense in Fiji, where the land belongs to the mataqali, the sole communal land owning unit recognised by law. Fijian landowners may lease land to specified users – the purposes, conditions and periods also being specified – through the agency of NTLB, which also takes over responsibility for the collection of rentals etc. and their distribution to the landowner group.  Landowners may also cancel leases. This is a constraint that cannot be removed or greatly eased.  Persuasion must be used rather than coercion. 

31. As much production forest is under lease, it is effectively secure until it is logged, when the land reverts to the mataqali.  Thereafter, it may be relogged under one- year licence or, if this is refused, is likely to be converted to other uses. 

32. Land could, however, become an important constraint if it were proposed that the land should be leased for non-wood forest products or for the maintenance of forest services. 

The available workforce

33. The workforce is too small, too ill trained, too laxly managed, under-resourced and weakly supported in the forest, mills and workshops to harvest according to SFM or to turn out products of the quality required for the export market. 

Infrastructure

34. Though most aspects could be improved with advantage, lack of infrastructure is not a serious constraint.  It is hindered rather by a lack of  morale and trust.

Finance 

35. Lack of finance is largely responsible for the very poor quality of much logging, caused by shortages of vehicles and of supervisory staff; but all aspects of forestry are starved of funds. 

36. External sources are inadequate or donor driven, whether from overseas development assistance (ODA), NGOs or private investment. Improvement must come from increased efficiency or funds generated within forestry.  It could do it: by increasing output, prices or both; and by widening the range or increasing the value of the products sold.   These must be applied with care.

37. Savings could perhaps be made by reducing or deferring the expansion of plantations and concentrating on improvement and regeneration of existing plantations.

38. $4-6 million annually would be required to bring logging up to standard and much more to introduce the other elements of SFM, perhaps $10 million in all; but only c. $3.5 million might be saved by cutting plantation expansion and that would be at the expense of future sustainability.

Constraints in Order of Priority

39. For the reasons given above, land cannot be considered as a serious immediate constraint as it is impracticable to remove it. SFM emphatically is not being achieved in forest areas not subject to the land constraint. Why?

40. The next obvious candidate is the workforce, but removal of this constraint will not of itself solve the problem.  The fact that the future of the Fiji timber economy depends almost entirely on exports, suggests that the timber economy is the most critical limiting factor.

The Fijian timber economy as the limiting constraint

41. Export markets are the key to SFM in Fiji, perhaps supplemented by ecotourism. This depends upon products of high quality from forests that are demonstrably sustainably managed.  Both must proceed simultaneously, but exports must be the driver. Probably the additional cost will be c.$60 million/yr from overseas sales or $120 per m3  of secondary processed wood, possibly even $200 if all elements of SFM are included. 

42. A restructuring of the timber industry is required also.  This involves consistent quality and reliability of production, the allocation and distribution of the resource, coordination of all aspects and high-level targeted marketing.  The market has shown that it alone cannot suffice: some government intervention will be needed.

Uncoordinated sectoral structure

43. There are two areas of concern: those centred on the forest (the Forest Department, Fiji Pine Ltd. and the Fiji Hardwoods Corporation) and those centred on the raw material after it has left the forest, but also including the first three. The coordination of the former is a matter for the Government.    This was recommended in the sector review of 1988 but was never fully implemented. There is need to set up a central authority to oversee the activities of the three organisations.  The latter area is more problematic. Possibilities include a monopoly, a cartel or a central export marketing agency.

44. The sequence in the  removal of constraints is, therefore: first, the uncoordinated structure and functioning of the forest economy; second, the inadequacies of the workforce; third, infrastructural weaknesses, especially those affecting morale and trust; fourth, the design and financing of a compensation basis for landowners disadvantaged by SFM; fifth security of resource for investors; and, sixth, raising landowner awareness of the enduring benefit to them, their descendants and their nation of a permanent forest resource.. 

An Action Programme

45. This sequence, however, is not suitable as a programme for action: to some extent actions have to be simultaneous.  The two coordination constraints are prime candidates for priority removal.  Superficially they might appear to be similar enough for their removal to involve much the same sort of action, but on examination this is not so.  Coordination of the activities of the Forest Department, Fiji Pine Ltd. and the Fiji Hardwoods Corporation is centred on the forest.  Coordination of the activities of the industry players, including the above three, is concerned with the use of raw materials after they have left the forest a d therefore centred on the markets. They impinge on each other and the latter may even depend on the former, but the nature of the coordination action required is different.

46. To coordinate the activities of the forest-focused bodies is entirely up to the Government and controllable by the Government.  In the final analysis the state can direct them to do what the State wants to do.  And what the State has to do is clear enough – implement SFM and the high-quality export driven strategy.  All that is lacking is an instrument through which to do that.  The action called for is simply to set up such an instrument.  Hence the first action required is the setting up of an authority to coordinate and, as necessary, direct the activities of the three government and de facto government bodies responsible for forestry.

47. Coordination in the area centred on raw material use is neither so simple to visualise not to put into effect.  Yet it is just as vital to secure it. Without SFM the export drive fails.  But without the export drive, SFM, whatever else its merits is, in economic terms, useless.  A coordinated industry is the precondition for a successful export drive.  So the next priority for action is to begin the industry coordination process immediately.  The first step is to bring the parties concerned into a tightly focused discussion of ways and means.  The Forestry Board and its subsidiary ad hoc Committees could be the place to start.

48. Once the two coordination constraints are removed in the sequence, first the forest-focused one, then the industry-focused one, another constraint moves into the limiting position.  It might be thought that this would be finance; but, in fact, little if any finance is required to undertake the process of coordination.  Rather it is the underlying fundamental constraint – land – or more accurately the landowners.  They have to be persuaded to think and act otherwise.  And that persuasion does run into the financial constraint because income, rural and village development are part of the incentives or persuasion and they require finance.

49. However, the start of the persuasion process is not primarily cash.  It is raising the landowners’ awareness of  the long-term enduring benefits that SFM can bring and the way that short-termism robs them rather than helps them.  The revived ITTO project for landowner awareness thus become the next action to be pursued, but simultaneously  not sequentially.

50. So the third action required is to support firmly and powerfully the ITTO landowner awareness programme, ensure its continuation, widen the range of contributions to it and expand it to cover the whole country within the next 10 years.  International assistance is probably needed to do that and should therefore be directed to that.

51. An almost countless number of constraints that need to be removed or loosened could easily be identified.  Lack of silvicultural knowledge, the workforce deficiencies, gaps in the forest policy, behind-the times aspects of the Forest Decree, the damaging influence of obligatory species and single diameter limit prescriptions, the low priority accorded to biodiversity conservation and so on almost ad infinitum.  Most could be done or given some attention now but to do so runs the risk of diverting effort from the primary purpose of getting the whole sector working together to one end – and that end is forest-based (which largely means mahogany-based) economic and social development for which SFM is a sine qua non.  That end is doomed to fail unless the three priority actions identified above, and listed for convenience below, are taken and made to work.  That is, the many constraints must be removed in the following sequence.

· First – improve coordination of planning, development, and optimisation of the wood flow from the forest to the export markets, expansion, upgrading of harvesting and production facilities and marketing.  This is ranked first in the action programme because it is the one essential that can be taken immediately without a big injection of finance or a lot of preparatory paperwork or research.  Without this, nothing much else eventually matters.

· Second – improve the standard of logging, especially in the indigenous forests.  Although of very high priority, perhaps the highest in terms of immediacy, it cannot be done immediately or in a hurry.  But a start could be made by releasing or acquiring two or three vehicles and re-deployment of a few field staff.

· Third – the continuation, expansion and acceleration of the landowner awareness programme. Highest of all constraints in importance and ultimately in priority, it is not, however, the limiting constraint at this stage.  This is so, partly because it is already being tackled through the ITTO Landowner Awareness project and partly because that project is a pilot one to find out how to go about a nation-wide landowner forestry education programme   Once that phase is nearing completion and the two preceding action have been put into effect, this constraint moves into the limiting position.  But it is not so yet.

Achieving the ITTO Objective 2000

and Sustainable Forest Management

in the Republic of the Fiji Islands

INTRODUCTION

1. The Democratic Republic of the Fiji Islands covers an archipelago consisting of over 300 islands, of which more than 100 are inhabited. The two main islands are Viti Levu (10,249 km2) and Vanua Levu (5589 km2).  The total area is 18,333 km2.

2. The islands are volcanic in origin and the greater part of the terrain is mountainous, rising at Tolnanivi (Mt. Victoria) to 4341 ft (1323 m). A number of rivers run down to the sea through fertile flats and at their mouths form extensive deltas surrounded by mangrove swamps. 

3. The islands lie between latitude 15oS and 22oS and longitude 177oW and 175oE and have an oceanic climate with temperatures ranging from 15oC to 25oC; the rainfall varies between 250 cm on the windward or southerly sides of the islands and 150 cm on the leeward or northerly sides.  The cool season is from April to October when the trade winds blow from the south-east. The hot season, from November to March, is also the hurricane season and the period of heaviest rainfall.  During both seasons the prevailing winds are from the south and east.

4. Tropical rain forest covers a large portion of the wet zones and in the past appears to have covered all the islands.  Shifting cultivation and burning to produce grazing lands has resulted in erosion of the hills in the dry zones and in their being covered with poor grass and  reeds on a soil now largely lacking humus and fertility.  There are considerable areas on the north-western or dry side of the islands which, although in living memory they were covered by secondary forest growth, are now scrub land.

5. Approximately 53% of the population are Fijians, 43% are of Indian descent and the remainder is taken up by part-Europeans, Europeans, Rotumans, Chinese and other Pacific islanders.  The total population in 2003 was estimated to be slightly over 800,000.The estimated annual rate of population growth is 0.5%.  More than 90% of adults are literate, life expectancy at birth is 72 years, infant mortality is 22 per thousand.  Around 54% of the population are rural dwellers. 

6. Current GDP per capita is around US$1200 per annum.  About 30% of the national GDP and 70% of exports can be attributed to natural resource activities (agriculture, forestry, fisheries and mining).

7. Fiji is doubly committed to SFM, first by its membership of the UN, which adopted the principle of sustainable development at its Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992.  SFM is simply the application of sustainable development to forests.  So, secondly, it is committed to SFM by its membership of the ITTO, which adopted the objective of having the international trade in tropical timber fully sourced from sustainably managed forests.  The ITTO 2000 Objective embodies this objective.

8. In principle, SFM is primarily concerned with what happens in the forest.  The ITTO 2000 Objective implies, however, some interest if not concern with what happens to the primary forest products – logs and other raw materials in particular when they leave the forest.  But that is not a major issue.

9. In Fiji it is different.  In many respects the Fiji Forest Sector is a special case, almost but not quite unique.  Papua New Guinea and Vanuatu have some similar features especially in respect of the land tenurial system.  But Fiji has a second overwhelming imperative – the need to multiply greatly its export capacity.  In this the forest sector could play a major role if it is handled properly.

10. At present it is not.  Two, at least, essentials are missing.  The opening and the capture of export markets is becoming increasingly conditional on acceptance by the end consumer in the importing countries that the wood is sourced from sustainably managed forests.  Fiji is failing to achieve this.

11. The second missing essential is an unfailing reliability of supply into each specific market.  Reliability in terms of quality, specifications, delivery schedules and condition on arrival is something Fiji suppliers cannot guarantee.

12. The two imperatives are inseparable.  SFM in Fiji inevitably must be concerned with what happens to the logs after they leave the forest as much as what happens in the forest.

Chapter 1

The Mission Statement

13. The terms of reference of the Mission call for a listing in order of priority of the constraints to SFM in Fiji and then for a sequence of actions for easing and, with a bit of luck, neutralising them.  Underlying this objective are several unstated but critical suppositions.  They include:-

· that SFM is attainable;

· that Fiji is not achieving SFM either at all or not well enough;

· that Fiji can achieve SFM or at least do better; and

· that the constraints hindering the achievement of SFM can be ordered as in Liebig’s Law of Minimum, whereby, at any given time, one constraint is the limiting factor but, once it is corrected, another takes over as limiting.  This, in turn, implies that corrective action takes the form of an ordered sequence rather than just that of a set. 

14. The latter three pre-suppositions are probably justified.  SFM in Fiji, as in all tropical countries, is far from being achieved.  But, in reality and free of the propaganda from developed countries, the same applies to many of them too.  The failure is, in fact, general.  That the gap between what is held to be SFM and the present quality of forest management is greater in tropical forests is only to be expected.  After all tropical forest is, with relatively minor exceptions, confined to developing countries and they must, by definition, lag behind developed countries.

15. Whether Fiji or any other country can achieve SFM is less certain.  Whether SFM is attainable depends on what is meant by SFM.  Leaving aside, for the purpose of this diagnostic mission, the certainly debatable question of whether SFM is actually a possibility and going back to first principles, three reasons can be identified for SFM not being achieved.  These are:-

· not knowing what SFM actually is;

· knowing what SFM is but not knowing how to do it; and

· knowing what SFM is and how to do it but being unable to do it

16. There is some justification for believing that the first two do play a part.  The question “What is SFM?” was put to the mission on several occasions.  The question is well justified.  SFM is not well defined in operational terms nor is there any universally or unanimously accepted definition of even the concept itself.  The ITTO definition illustrates the point: “Sustainable forest management is the process of managing forest to achieve one or more clearly stated objectives of management with regard to the production of a continuous flow of desired products and services without undue reduction of its inherent values and future productivity and without undue undesirable effects on the physical and social environment”.  More than that, however, it also illustrates the vague phrasing in which the concept is often, and perhaps unavoidably, expressed.

17. Nevertheless, the Mission adopted the ITTO definition as the operative standard in its assessment of the constraints to SFM in Fiji.

18. Lack of knowledge about how to do SFM is also a factor, again not just in Fiji.  Even under a fairly relaxed version of SFM, let alone a strict interpretation, the ecological, societal, environmental and economic knowledge base is too weak relative to what would be needed to put SFM fully into practice.

19. But these are not sufficient reasons.  The ITTO guidelines for SFM in natural tropical forests, for planted forests and for the conservation of bio-diversity, together with the ITTO criteria, set out in some detail the requirements for a fairly high level of SFM.  That they have been worked out by agreement between, and adopted by, all the member countries gives them some degree of unanimity and universality.  So, not knowing what is required for SFM does not really amount to a serious constraint.  Some interested parties contend that the ITTO definition and the guidelines do not go far enough.  While this may be a valid criticism, it is not enough to prevent big advances being made towards SFM based on the guidelines.

20. Nor does the knowledge gap constitute a major constraint.  The gap is big but the existing knowledge base is also big.  It certainly could be much better consolidated, coordinated and disseminated but there is enough of it to allow substantial progress to be made towards SFM.  While knowledge can never be complete or on anything better than a “pro-tem” basis, awaiting until full knowledge is available is to wait for ever.  Not knowing how to do SFM may serve as a weak excuse for doing little, but it is not a good reason for counting it as a major constraint.

21. This leaves the inability to apply what is known as the only real constraint to the achievement of SFM.  And it undoubtedly is a formidable constraint, made up as it is from a large number of factors each of which is a constraint in itself.  Thus the causes of an inability to implement SFM could lie in one, several or all of the factors in the following partial list:-

· shortage of expertise, skilled workers and managers;

· insufficient or inappropriate resources or infrastructure to do what needs to be done;

· inadequate or challengeable legislative authority for doing the job;

· political instability and insecurity;

· reluctance of staff and workers to endure the discomforts of field work;

· sabotage by the disaffected and opponents;

· opposition or lack of cooperation from related agencies and interested parties such as NGOs, labour unions and academics;

· lack of effective support from the rest of the government and/or from industry and the labour force;

· cynicism about the concept, desirability or practicality of SFM;

· insufficient logistical support for supervising or enforcing the application of SFM measures; and

· lack of support for action taken to enforce compliance.

22. The list could go on almost without end.  But, with many of the above present to some degree in Fiji, this list is enough to confirm that, if SFM is not being achieved in Fiji, it is because of inability to do it rather than not knowing what or how to do it.  To see how the disabling factors inhibit progress towards SFM it may, therefore, be worthwhile to summarise the requirements for SFM as represented in the guidelines.  Naturally enough, there is a fair amount of duplication in their total of 120 or so principles but without excessive simplification they can be reduced to the following five essentials: -

a) a national forest policy and legislation;

b) a permanent forest estate;

c) multiple use of that estate;

d) sustained yield of all forest products and services drawn from that estate; and, 

e) although it is not set out so specifically, no permanent or irreversible damage or change to the forest ecosystem, its dynamics and its physical, social and cultural environment, by human intervention in pursuit of uses under c) and d).

23. Some views of SFM put this fifth element as the key requirement.  From that point of view, the common identification of it being satisfied by “reduced impact logging” is inadequate.  What is really called for is “near-zero impact logging” which, in turn, raises the question of whether SFM is technically possible, let alone economically.

24. Performance in SFM might, therefore, be better assessed along a spectrum of attainment in terms of the zero-impact criterion.  The phrases used earlier – “strict interpretation”, “relaxed version” – imply such a range.  A scale could, therefore, be devised ranging, say, from 0 for “not at all” to 10 for an “ideal” level, with the latter corresponding to the strictest interpretation of zero adverse human impact.  A level of 10 may turn out to be technically impossible although this has yet to be shown.  However, something very close to it is not impossible and such a high level of attainment does seem to be implicit in the UNCED declaration on sustainable development of which SFM is the application to forests.

25. Such a scale emphasising the ecosystem aspect of SFM, does not, however, fit easily with the guidelines.  The ideal 10 rating reflects an extremist position and many would argue an impossible one.  Maybe it is, but the trouble is that it could well turn out to be the view that end users of forest products are persuaded to apply.  And this is a bit worrying as very little of the world’s forests would rate highly under this standard for SFM.  The idea of ranking performance in SFM along such a scale may, therefore, be worth further study.  But, at the moment, the guidelines or something similar, are the quasi-objective basis mainly used for assessing the level of achievement.  The Mission therefore stayed with them in making its analysis of the constraints to SFM in Fiji, although keeping something like the scale in Table I in mind. 

Table 1

A possible Scaling of Performance in SFM

	Level of attainment
	Performance

	1
	No attention to SFM



	2
	Some attention to enabling conditions*



	3
	Full attention to legislative enabling conditions; little to institutions; none in field operations



	4
	Full attention to enabling conditions; institutions theoretically in place; no attention to field operations



	5
	Full attention to enabling conditions; institutions in place and moderately effective; field operations such as RIL working partially



	6
	Enabling conditions in place almost fully; field operations such as RIL more or less strictly applied



	7
	Enabling conditions fully in place; RIL attempted almost everywhere to a fairly strict level



	8
	Enabling conditions fully in place; RIL attempted everywhere to stricter level



	9
	SFM fully supported by all parties, logistically and financially; RIP to strict level in practice everywhere; more than 50% performance in all essentials



	10
	Total 100% performance in all essentials




*
Enabling conditions: Legislation, institutions, a secure Permanent Forest Estate, adequate funds, management planning, sustained yield harvesting and consultation and involvement of landowners and others affected by forestry operations. 

Chapter II

The Forest Sector in Fiji

26. A pre-requisite to the analysis is to assess how well forest management in Fiji measures up to the requirements for SFM as set out in the guidelines. To see whether and where shortcomings exist, some idea of the forest and forest based sector could be helpful.

27. However, the terms of reference of the Mission do not call for or involve a review of the sector, and indeed there is no need for one to meet the purposes of the Mission. The sector has been the subject of a number of reviews over the past twenty years, sometimes by the government on its own but more commonly with bi-lateral or multi-lateral assistance. The broad parameters are, therefore, so well documented that little would be gained by repeating such an exercise here. Some aspects, however, are worth highlighting in order to identify the constraints to SFM.

28. The main aspects in that regard probably are: first, the sustainable capacity of the forest resources; secondly, the extent to which and the means whereby that capacity is now being utilised; thirdly, the policy for using the resource in the future; and fourthly, the institutional base for giving effect to that policy.

29. In economic significance, the forest sector in Fiji ranks as fourth or fifth of the main supports of the economy and third in terms of foreign exchange earning.  This is the situation as things stand at present but the forest resources actually have, as shown later, much greater potential than that.  In fact, their sustainable capacity could make forestry and the forest-based industries a main pillar of the economy, especially as its present major economic base, sugar, is decidedly shaky.

The Resource

30. Around 0.93 million ha of the total land area of the country is under forest. With a forest cover of slightly more than 50% of the land area Fiji is amongst a small group of countries having such a high proportion of forested land.  Indigenous forest accounts for most of that area.  Plantations at around 0.12 million ha account for about 14% of the forest area.  Pine plantations have for the most part been established on degraded grassland thus increasing the forest cover, hardwood plantations on logged over indigenous forest land, thus maintaining the cover.  Virtually all of the forest, natural and plantations, is located on native land and thus comes within the scope of the registration / leasing system established over the almost 100 years of colonial administration and continued, more or less intact, over the three decades since independence.

The indigenous forests

31. The main forest type in terms of area is tropical moist forest (TMF) often referred to as rain forest in general discussion in Fiji.  Small areas of remnant rain forest occur in the grasslands, which themselves are mainly derived by repeated burning of the drier parts of TMF, leaving remnants of the original forest type and a fringe of deteriorating shrub land at the interface between forest and grassland.  There is also a significant area (around 42,000 ha.) of mangrove forest.

32. Most of the forest and plantation is on the two main islands of Viti Levu and Vanua Levu, which is natural enough as they account for 83% of the total land area of the country.  In a way the forests are a residual.  After centuries of shifting cultivation agriculture and the last century of commercial agriculture, the land found to be or regarded as unsuitable for either has been left as forest or, more recently, rehabilitated by the reforestation programme.  Consequently most of the indigenous forest is on steep and broken mountainous country – difficult of access and difficult to road and log.

33. Although land-use is not yet governed by a formal nation-wide land-use planning system, the economics of farming and, more recently, of tourism have brought about a pattern of land-use fairly consistent with the inherent capability of the various land types.  Over the last thirty years, however, extension of sugar cane farming has moved increasingly on to land steeper than that which a national land-use plan would have allowed.  As a result, erosion is an increasingly urgent  and spreading problem in areas  downstream of the sugar cane regions.

34. The forests, however, are and have been for almost forty years, managed under a quasi-official forest land-use classification.  Three classes, each representing roughly one third of the indigenous forest, are designated.  They are:- 

· Production forest, defined by stocking level equal to or greater than 30 m3 per ha.  The total area is between 0.23 to 0.28 million ha.

· Non-commercial forest with stocking less than 30 m3 per ha, amounting to between 0.24 to 0.3 million ha.

· Protection forest on steep land with slopes over 30 degrees and with shallow unstable soils.  Their area is around 0.23 to 0.25 million ha.

35. This classification is clearly in terms of suitability for timber production only.  This was the prevailing approach to forest land capability at the time the Land Resources Division inventory was carried out in the late 1960s.  It simply reflected the then long-standing but erroneous practice in forestry of ranking timber production as the number one purpose of forestry.  Forestry that seemed to have no commercial potential was relegated to a protection role.  There is, therefore, some provision for protection of soil and water, but none specifically for biodiversity – except in so far as the protection forests cover this objective as well. 

36. The weaknesses are obvious. To take stocking as the criterion for separating commercial forest is to assume a uniform and constant cost of timber harvesting which is never the case.  Moreover, logging technology has changed so much over the last three decades that the 30m3 stocking level and the 30 degree slope limit are obsolete.  This would undoubtedly mean that some of the non-commercial class and even some of the protection forest has already been harvested or could be harvested.  Even more significant is the fact that helicopter logging, although not yet mooted for Fiji, virtually eliminates topography and stocking as factors in the economics of timber harvesting.  Hence much of the non-commercial forest is probably no longer so.  Land suitability classifications based on a given harvesting technology are, therefore, temporary at best and, in reality, dangerously misleading.

The Pine Plantations

37. The Pine resource is made up of the plantations of approximately 45,000ha of the Fiji Pine Trust located mainly in the drier zones of Viti Levu and Vanua Levu; and approximately 12,000 to 13,000 ha of extension plantations scattered over a number of islands right across the Fiji group.  Forestry Department plantings of tropical pines, mainly Pinus caribaea var. hondurensis, began on a small scale around 1950 and, by 1972, when the expanded “pine scheme” began, had grown to about 12,000 ha. The ownership of what are now the Fiji Pine Trust plantations has had a chequered history almost from the time the Pine scheme was formalised in the establishment of the Fiji Pine Commission in 1976.  Hurricane damage was almost the only one of the many problems that plagued the scheme that did not originate in disputes over land tenure.

38. Most of the land selected for planting in the first few years was in the otherwise almost useless talasiga and all of it was leased through the National Land Trust Board (NLTB) in strict compliance with the system it administered.  But, before long, disputes between the landowners and the Pine Commission over the terms and conditions of the leases and the promises allegedly made to the landowners began to hamper and then disrupt planting and management operations and eventually timber harvesting.  Disgruntled landowners were largely responsible for the fire damage that eventually resulted in the writing off of 1200 ha of the planted area.  The Pine Commission was replaced by Fiji Pine Ltd in 1991 – a government owned corporation established to ease the transfer of ownership of the plantations to the landowners – and finally to the Fiji Pine Trust.  And it is in that form that the situation has become more, but still far from completely, settled.

39. By the year 2000, over 70,000 ha had been planted but 32,000 ha of that had been written off as the result of losses to fire, hurricanes and poor management.  Still the target of an effective estate of 52,000 ha remained in place with new plantings averaging around 2500 to 3000 ha a year.

The Hardwood Plantations

40. The plantation programme for mahogany (Swietenia macrophylla) also began in the early 1950s and had accelerated to around a thousand hectares a year by the mid-1960s.  However, the programme almost halted in 1971 as widespread attack by the Ambrosia stem borer brought its viability into question.  The programme was resumed after a few years, as successful containment measures were developed, and annual planting rates climbed to around 3000 ha.  By now the hardwood plantation area has reached around 60,000 ha, of which about 10,000 ha are occupied by other hardwood species planted mainly as alternatives to the apparently threatened mahogany.

41. As recommended by the FAO/UNDP sector review of 1988, the hardwood plantations were transferred to a statutory corporation – the Fiji Hardwoods Corporation Ltd. (FHCL) – giving them, amongst other things, a similar status to that of Fiji Pine Commission.  The recommended total structure for the forestry sector was not, however, fully implemented, leaving the hardwood plantations independent of, instead of integrated with, the rest of the forest resource.  This fragmentation was further aggravated by the legal necessity to place the FHCL within the Ministry of State Owned Enterprises rather than under the Ministry of Forestry.  One result is that ideas for the utilisation of the mahogany resource, which had been under consideration and confused negotiation for about ten years, went on without much reference, relevance or relation to the management of the forest resource or to forest industry developments in the national interest.

42. The value of the mahogany resource was obviously big, subject to disparagement by interested buyers, except when they quoted exaggerated values in their negotiations with landowners.  Several independent valuations were obtained by the government but differing widely enough for a realistic reserve value to be indeterminate and debatable.

43. So, as with the pine resource, some owners, deluded by the promises and offers and disgruntled at the slow rate of progress in cashing in on the mahogany, took things into their own hands.  Their blockades and disruptive tactics affected areas already planted and delayed negotiations for planting the logged-over lands that were the initial target of the programme.

44. Nevertheless, extension of the mahogany plantations is continuing towards an indefinite ultimate target, which could be getting up towards 100,000 ha, with new planting reaching 2000 ha or more a year as the FHCL budget allows.

Mangrove

45. With so many islands, Fiji has a long coastline but mangroves are not widespread.  The area is estimated at 42,000 ha of which 18,000 ha were classified as Protection Forests in 1999.  In Viti Levu mangroves are found mainly fringing its northern and south-eastern coasts, but are not continuous, being localised near river estuaries. In Vanua Levu mangroves occur mainly along the northern coast.  

46. The mangrove forests in Fiji do not seem to attain the level of development of the mangrove formation in the equatorial belt in terms of species diversity or height growth.  An important species is dogo (Bruguiera gymnorhiza) – the only species listed in royalty classes for the assessment of royalty payment.  Poles and fuelwood are extracted.  A very small amount is converted into charcoal. 

The Sustainable Timber Potential of the Resource

47. An important inference that flows from the discussion of the indigenous forest resource is that now that much of the non-commercial forest is no longer so, the area of forest now subject to commercial use could be considerably greater than the officially used figure of 0.25 million ha.  A more realistic figure to work on might be of the order of 0.35 million ha; and, if helicopter logging were to be introduced, almost the whole area would be harvestable – nearer 0.7 million ha.

48. Annual output from the indigenous forests has fluctuated between 0.15 and 0.25 million m3 over the last thirty years and is currently around 0.15 million m3.  This is probably well below the sustainable capacity of the indigenous forests.  However this is misleadingly low.  The volume recorded is that actually removed from the forest.  The volume actually felled, i.e. the real drain on the resource, is much higher.  Some estimates put the volume left unutilised in the forest as twice as much as that removed.  If that is so, the actual drain would be much closer to the sustainable yield.  Although mean annual increment (MAI) figures for the indigenous forests are not known with any degree of certainty, the generally accepted pan-tropical figure of one cubic metre per ha is probably not far off the mark.  Thus, taking into account the plantation resource, Fiji, unlike many tropical countries, is in no immediate danger of over-cutting its indigenous forests. 

49. On the contrary, Fiji is a wood surplus country.  The MAI of the pine plantations varies widely according to site quality, provenance of the planting stock, quality and effectiveness of the establishment and the history of management, fire and hurricane damage.  The range is from perhaps as low as 8 to 9 m3 per ha to 20 or more.  Overall an average of 12 m3 per ha would seem to be reasonable.  For the hardwood plantations the MAI estimated for planning purposes by the Forestry Department at 5 m3 per ha seems to be fairly safely confirmed by several reviews of the resource and the actual yields from areas harvested to date.

50. Hence, the potential annual sustainable yield from the present 0.12 million ha of plantation is at least 0.8 million m3 and, with continuation of additional new planting, could soon exceed one million m3.  The sustainable capacity of the forest resource can thus be estimated as follows:-

· Indigenous forest – potentially commercial 0.35 million ha. @ 1.0 MAI equals 0.35 million m3/yr or with helicopter logging 0.6 to 0.7 million m3/yr.

· Pine plantations – 0.04 million ha. @ 12 m3 MAI equals 0.5 million m3/yr.

· Hardwood plantations – 0.05 million ha. @ MAI 5 m3 equals 0.25 million m3/yr.


Total – 1.1 to 1.4 million m3/yr.

51. As the plantations are still being expanded and their productivity is steadily being raised by genetic and silvicultural improvements, Fiji could eventually sustain an annual output of over 1.5 million m3 in roundwood form.

52. The present annual domestic consumption of all industrial wood products in round wood equivalent is approximately 0.45 million m3.  The resource, therefore, has the capacity to support a threefold expansion of domestic demand.  Domestic consumption will, of course, increase over time with continuing economic growth and development but even so it will be many decades before domestic demand presses on the capacity of the resource.

53. However, for several reasons, this comparison in terms of gross volume is misleading.  For a start, national self-sufficiency as a goal of forest policy never made much sense almost anywhere at any time.  It makes even less in a world of freer trade and the near supply surplus implied by the potential of the expanding global plantation resource.  A comparison of resource capacity relative to domestic demand may be interesting but as a policy factor it is useless.

54. More important, in the Fijian context, is the fact that much of the present and potential output from the pine plantations is, and can only be, of pulpwood quality but not in volumes sufficient to support a domestic wood-pulp industry.  The annual saw and veneer log potential may be no more than 35% to 40% of the 0.6 million m3 in gross volume terms.

55. And another equally important fact is that the ample capacity of the indigenous resource may be an illusion.  Production from indigenous forests is based on relatively few of the species counted as being of commercial value and on over-cutting of the best of them.  For example, dakua makadre (Agathis vitiensis), which made up slightly more than 6% of the volume enumerated in the Land Resources Division inventory now comprises 14% of the output and has been as high as 22% over the three decades since the inventory.  Similarly with kauvula (Endospermum macrophyllum), enumerated in the 1969 inventory at about 18% of the total volume in Viti Levu and 3% in Vanua Levu contributes 14% of the overall present output, and the valuable yaka (Dacrydium spp) which represented about 1% of the inventory volume provides 2% of the present total annual cut.  Obviously, in terms of species, severe over-cutting of some is the rule in the indigenous forest, matched of course by undercutting of the rest.  It does not reflect well on the ability of the free market to act as an instrument for SFM.

56. Another factor that is lost in such a gross analysis is the drain on the forests for fuel wood.  On FAO figures, another 0.15 million m3 should be added to the annual round wood equivalent consumption.  But it is largely guesswork and could easily be much higher.  But, in any case, very little of the fuel wood drain comes out of the inventoried growing stock.  So for these broad assessments, the effect of fuel wood on the national wood balances can, despite its social importance, be put aside.

57. The trouble with the over cutting of the high quality species in the indigenous forests is that in the emerging global wood supply-demand balance it is these species and four or five other hardwoods only that have properties which could shield them from intensifying competition in commodity timber markets.  The sustainable yield of the indigenous forest should therefore be estimated in terms of those few appearance grade and speciality species.  The resulting yield will certainly be substantially less than that given by applying an overall MAI of 1.0 m3 per ha.  Increment data are again insufficient to say what the MAI of the relatively price insensitive group might be in the undisturbed forest.  But, whatever it is, it will be even less over the whole forest area because of the over cutting of those species during the past thirty years.  As a rough working figure an MAI of 0.3 m3 per ha might be applicable without much risk of exaggeration either way.  The effect would be to bring the future saleable sustainable annual yield of the indigenous forest down to about 0.12 million m3 or, with helicopter logging, to 0.18 million m3  i.e. about half or less of the 0.35 million given by the estimate in gross volume.

58. Yet, even allowing for a reduction of that scale, the potential sustainable yield of the total resource in terms of timber would still be at an annual level of over 1.2 million m3.  The argument, therefore, still holds.  Fiji will for many years have to export most of the potential output from its forest resources, if the country is to reap anything like the considerable full benefit of their developmental potential.

Non-wood Forest Products

59. Non-wood forest products are of great importance especially to rural communities. Many plants are used as foods, medicines, construction and roofing materials, artisanal products, dyes and in ceremonials and rituals. Bush meat, especially of pigs, is a valuable article of food. Mud crabs, lobster and shell-fish are harvested from the mangrove.  Stems of tree ferns are collected from forest areas and made into ornamental posts which are widely used.  Some plants, such as yaqona (Piper methisticum), from which kava is made, are now largely cultivated and others, collected from the wild, are thought to be over-harvested.  Few if any are marketed.  Exceptions are Morinda citrifolia for medicines and sandalwood (Santalum yasi).   

Sustainable Management for Forest Services

60. The present forest classification allows for forest to be designated as protection forest on soils liable to erosion, defined by their slope, fragility and the prevailing rainfall. As mentioned above, they are those theoretically excluded from harvesting because they would be liable to erosion using present harvesting machinery.  They amount in effect to those forests remaining after all of potential economic importance have been allocated to logging.  There has certainly long been an awareness that misuse of the forested catchments would have serious implications for siltation, water supply and flooding in areas downstream.  Nevertheless, present logging and extraction is causing very serious erosion in some localities leading to real concern about damage from siltation to coastal marine ecosystems and fisheries.  This is partly because of the use of unsuitable machinery but also because steep areas and the banks of watercourses are not excluded from logging even within areas which are overall suitable.

61. The conclusion is that the protection of soil and water is adequately provided for in laws and regulations, including the new Rural Land-use Policy.  The policy is exemplary; failure is in its implementation, and this is on a serious scale.  

62. The same attention has not been paid so far to biodiversity despite Fiji’s adherence to the Rio Principles, the ITTO Guidelines and the Convention on Biological Diversity. Some protection is, of course, given to Protection Forests, even if their principal purpose is different.  But, if full attention is to be paid to the conservation of flora, fauna and the forests characteristic of Fiji, the forests must be surveyed for their inherent biodiversity value, and areas representative of all types of forest should be selected for protection for that purpose.  This may, and almost certainly will, include some areas which are suitable for commercial timber extraction or even for agriculture.  The selection of areas for biodiversity protection on their own merits has become standard practice in many countries and their effective protection is likely to become a condition of certification for any Fijian timber in the future. 

63. In addition, some measures will be necessary even in areas under licence for timber extraction – to protect particular species (such as the endemic palm recently found in mahogany plantations).  

64. There is some recognition of these needs in the proposed “A Rural Land-use Policy for Fiji” at present being considered by Cabinet.  It suggests (Section 3a) that there should be “a regulatory framework for the protection and sustainable development and management of rural land resources that recognises the following: the indigenous forests will be protected and managed for their biodiversity, conservation and production values by adopting Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) principles; ……”

65. It then recommends a forest use classification, as follows:-

· Multiple-use natural forests 

· Protection forests 

· Nature and Forest Reserves – and other areas of known unique heritage, ecological and geological importance that should be protected for biological diversity and ecological values

· Plantation forest 

66. This will only be achieved if there is a thorough survey of the forests for their biodiversity, suitable provision in law, a campaign of landowner awareness and suitable compensation for removing forest from commercial use.  There may however be some sympathy for such protection because of the large number of indigenous plants collected and used for food and medicine, and the possibilities of income from ecotourism.  

67. A Biodiversity Strategy was prepared in 1999 but little progress has been made since then except locally, such as the measures for the protection of the Sovi basin.  

Forest Policy

68. The existence of a national forest policy supported by appropriate and adequate legislation are key principles of SFM as set out in the guidelines.  Fiji conforms to both.  A national forest policy was approved in June 1950 by the Legislative Council under the then colonial administration.  With some additions, it is still the basis of forestry in Fiji.  The key components are:-

· the protection and development of natural vegetation whose retention is necessary for climatic reasons, for soil and water conservation in support of downstream agriculture and continuity of the supply of forest products;

· the development of economically viable timber production for local purposes and surplus for export;

· to ensure the best use of all timber species and promote the use of lesser known species;

· the promotion and establishment of an export timber trade;

· the maintenance and improvement of soil fertility by preserving and extending the forest estate;

· to check soil erosion and rehabilitate already eroded areas; and

· to provide and improve amenities.

69. Of the several additions over the last five decades, one of the most important is the recent adoption by Cabinet of the high quality export driven strategy for the sector as recommended by the FAO Sector Review in 1988.

70. A possible criticism of this forest policy is that there was little consultation in its formulation and adoption.  It is looked upon, therefore, as something that the Government wishes to enforce rather than what the people, including the land owners, want from their forests.  Its interpretation, too, is really in the hands of the Forestry Department. 

71. A new draft policy statement is now available which will provide the basis for wider participation in the formulation and adoption of a clear, broad-based and inclusive policy for Fiji. This revised policy should also include the need for better coordination in the forestry sector. The initial funding for consultations on this draft has already been provided to the Forestry Department by the South Pacific Commission.

72. The NLTB has, however, also produced a national policy statement, promulgated in 1985 and since subsequently revised and supplemented. The argument the Board then advanced for having its own policy was the perceived failures of actual operations to come up to what it felt were the appropriate standards of native land-use for the benefit of the landowners.  In effect it is an implicit criticism of the performance of the Forestry Department rather than of its policy.  In that sense, it provides yet more evidence of the work force constraints on performance relative to the aspirations of policy.  But it also contains three notable additions to the older national policy namely the objectives of timber industry rationalisation, sustainable forest management and a national integrated land-use planning policy.

73. It may well be that both policies are needed.  The leased native forest land – “alienated land” – to which the Forest Ordinance applies does not include all of the forested native land.  So presumably there is a need for a NLTB policy over the unalienated native land.  The two are however similar enough in intent and content for them to be taken together as the national forest policy.

74. A policy, however, is merely a statement of intent.  It does not necessarily coincide with what actually happens in practice.  By and large, forestry in Fiji probably does work within the policy and towards its fulfilment but not always particularly or equally successfully everywhere.   The criticism underlying the NLTB forest policy shows how wide the gap can be between promise and performance.  All the same, the combined national policy is still more than just a  paper policy.

75. For the pine plantations, the main policy implication of this is that of maintaining, expanding and even extending beyond East Asia the wood chip market already developed.  For the mahogany plantations, the need is for markets yet to be developed on a many times greater scale than that of the present embryonic exports.  For the indigenous forests there are two possibilities.  One is to continue harvesting as now, but to cease almost completely once competition in present market outlets becomes too intense to match.  In terms of timber trade economics this might be the easiest thing to do.  But the easiest is not necessarily the best.  The social and political consequences of leaving a large number of disappointed, in fact almost defrauded, landowners whose forests would not be scheduled under SFM for harvesting for several decades or not at all are hence much more serious than the economics of the timber trade as presently structured.  This is apart, of course, from the opportunity cost of leaving unutilised a resource of high-value harvestable timber, small though it may be in volume.

76. The other option for the indigenous forests is to concentrate on market development for those inherently high-quality species that are less susceptible to the intense competition that could develop as the global plantation resource comes on stream.  That will be difficult enough but even more so will be the complex task of developing sustainable management regimes for those species within the application of SFM for the tropical moist forest as a whole.

77. A lot therefore rests on the timber industry.  The industry alone can generate the income needed to implement SFM to internationally accepted standards.  How it then processes the logs and markets the products will govern how the end users of wood value Fijian timbers and forest products.  So the timber industry in Fiji is worth looking at in some detail.

The Fijian Timber Industry

Its present structure

78. The timber industry is still fairly fragmented although much less so now than it was a few years ago.  There are now 26 licensed sawmills, less than half the number existing ten years earlier and only 18 of those are currently in operation.   The fall in numbers is attributed to implementation of the sawmilling policy requiring mills to install band rather than circular saws – a move that forced the closure of many small mills.  Even so, all but one of the existing sawmills is still small by world standards.  Some are almost minuscule in fact, although three or four are quite substantial in the Fijian context.  There are two smallish, by world standards, veneer and plywood mills, both integrated with sawmills and one large wood chip plant integrated with the one big sawmill.

79. The one big saw mill – that of Tropik Wood Industries, near Lautoka – processes pine logs almost exclusively, taking almost all of the 0.11 million m3 sawlog output from the pine plantations.  As the combined log intake (hardwoods and softwoods) by the industry is around 0.26 million m3, the log output of 0.15 million m3/yr from the indigenous forests and a small volume from the still immature hardwood plantations goes to 25 sawmills, not all of which are currently operating.  The resulting average intake of 5000m3 per mill is a good indicator of the overall small scale structure of the industry.

80. The overall recovery of sawn timber is reported to be around 50%.  It is not clear, however, whether this figure is derived from mill studies of recovery or is simply an artefact of applying a standard value in the calculations for reconciling round wood and processed output figures. The coincidence with a widely used conventional 50% in many countries may be no accident.

81. About half of the mills have kiln-drying units with a total capacity of around 75,000m3/yr.  Most of the kiln drying must be associated with the export market, as domestic consumption of constructional timber is in the green or air dried form and that demand accounts for about 70% of total production.  Although most of the 20,000 or so cubic metres of timber exported is kiln dried, the kiln-drying capacity seems to be greatly under-utilised.  Moreover, from the comments by users of kiln-dried timber, it does seem that the quality, consistency and reliability of kiln drying could all be improved.  This is further evidence of weaknesses in the workforce and management.

82. A very extensive distribution network of about 90 timber retailing firms support the industry in domestic markets.  And on paper, further processing seems to be well catered for with more than 140 firms recorded as active boat builders, furniture manufacturers and fabricators of small items.

83. But the future for the timber industry does not lie in Fiji.  The present structure may be adequate for the domestic market, although perhaps only just, judging from the complaints of dissatisfied customers. But it is totally inappropriate for the major drive that the export-driven strategy calls for into the more discriminating and all-powerful overseas markets.  Being largely focussed at present on the domestic market and on exports to associated firms in Australia and New Zealand, its main characteristics are those of internal competition for resources and markets rather than of coordination towards national goals.  But it is the latter more than the former that will determine the success of the high-quality export driven strategy on which the financing of SFM must largely rely.

The institutional base

84. The forestry sector is organised in a mixture of public, private and quasi-private institutions.  For convenience, they can be grouped as either public, semi-public corporations and companies or as government departments.

The statutory corporations

85. The composition and functions of this set has been outlined under the plantations headings. The present arrangements have evolved largely in response to landowner dissatisfactions and disputes.  So they will probably continue to change although the essentials are not likely to change much.  The basic issues will continue to be long-term leases of land to the government or delegated government bodies and distribution of the proceeds from timber sales.

The Forestry Department

86. The forestry sector as a whole is governed by the Forest Decree 1992 and various regulations under it.  The Decree, which restates and strengthens the Forest Act of 1950, confirms the establishment of a Department of Forestry and the position of a Conservator of Forests as its head, reporting to a Minister responsible for forests and forestry.  The Decree authorises the declaration of forest reserves and nature reserves formed out of State-owned land and forested native land formally leased to the government for forestry and conservation purposes.

87. The Decree provides for a Forestry Board broadly representative of other government bodies with interests in or affected by the conservation, utilisation and management of the forests together with non-governmental interests such as the timber industry.  The Board may set up ad hoc forestry committees as requested by the Minister to look into specific issues.  In practice, the Board seems to have been an optional extra rather than a permanent instrument of policy or management.  It is not required to meet regularly or at any other time than decided by the Conservator who alone is responsible for convening it.  Thus the Board can go for long periods, in existence as required by the Decree but not actually functioning.  Moreover, being limited by the Decree in size with a majority of its members being ex officio governmental representatives, it does not cater particularly well for the diversity and range of private and NGO interests affected by the policy and management decisions applied to the forests.  This weakness can in principle, be overcome through the provision in the Decree for the appointment of ad hoc Forestry Committees to study and report to the Minister on specific issues.

Governance of the forest industries

88. Some control over the forest industries can be exercised through the relevant sections of the Forest Decree 1992 and regulations under it, such as the Forest (Sawmills) Regulations 1968.  All sawmills have to be licensed by the Forestry Department and comply with certain minimum specifications for equipment and management.   Export licences are required for all shipments of exported timber.  The licences are issued by the Forestry Department after inspection of each shipment by its specialist staff for accuracy of the information provided regarding the exporter, the species, sizes, drying or preservative treatment, the customer firm and destination prices. These are the basic input for the national trade statistics and for a computerised departmental market information system (MIS) recording and tracking the movement of logs and analysis of trends in export markets.  Nevertheless, the MIS anticipated under the ITTO export information intelligence project has not yet been set up. There is, therefore, no computerised system at present which can disaggregate information into species, destination, grade, values etc: information for the Mission was extracted manually. That the potential of the system is far from fully utilised seems to be further evidence of the workforce constraint.

89. Timber harvesting is subject to the land legislation administered by the NLTB, the Forest Decree 1992 and its subsidiary regulations, and particularly by the National Code of Forest Practice. That the quality of harvesting in practice falls below the standards set out in the code and so far below the standards for international certification is yet more evidence of the workforce constraint.

90. Under the Forest Decree, timber harvesting from the de facto State forest is authorised under a system of licences issued by the Forestry Department.  These are of three types, namely annual, long-term and concessions.  Annual licences are normally issued where the forest does not “contain sufficient standing volume to warrant felling over a long period”.  The difference between concessions and long- term licences seems to be more semantic than practical.  Long-term licences seem to run for a period of ten years, concessions for 10 to 25 years.

91. Around 0.29 million ha, i.e. about 40% of the total indigenous forest area, has been allocated under concession or long term licence.  Each of these long term licences or concessions applies to gross areas of land that include a mosaic of production, non-commercial and protection forest.  Using the original forest land- use classification, production forest accounts for little more than half of the area under long-term and concession licences, but the proportion is probably closer to 65% given a higher and more realistic estimate of the actual present area of production forest.   The total allowable annual cut from these long-term licensed areas is estimated to be between 0.04 and 0.2 million m3.  The range is so wide that an error in the calculation of estimates seems to be involved.  The near coincidence of the upper limit with what seems to be accepted as the sustainable capacity of the indigenous production forest might confirm that possibility.  But, for present purposes, this would hardly matter.   The upper limit has never been attained, half being the highest yet.  The average annual log output actually achieved is not much more than 20% higher than the minimum level of the estimated allowable annual cut.  And, with about 70% of the total annual output from the indigenous forests coming from annual licence operations, the concessions may not be as significant in the timber economy as believed.  Indeed their significance probably lies more in the adverse social impact that some of them have had.

92. The apparent discrepancies support two ideas that have so far emerged.  The first is that the obsolete yet still in use classification understates the real extent of present timber production operations.  The second is that the failure to reach much more than the minimum allowable cut from the concession areas may also reflect underlying deficiencies in the capacity of the workforce.

Chapter III

The Apparent Main Constraints on

Sustainable Forest Management in Fiji

93. The survey of the sector reveals a number of factors that could be limiting the ability of Fiji to attain SFM.  To some extent, they should have been self-evident.  Land tenure, for instance, almost invariably heads the list.  The view that “land ownership in Fiji can often pose difficulties in the formulation and execution of development strategies for forestry and indeed poses an interesting challenge to the forestry sector”, is symptomatic of the generally held perception.  But it is not the only constraint nor, as it turns out, a particularly immediately critical one.  In theory, the problem it poses for land acquisition applies only to land not yet leased to the government for forestry purposes.  Progress towards SFM on leased land is restricted much more by weaknesses in the available workforce, by structural dysfunctions affecting the existing timber economy, by infrastructural deficiencies and by that ubiquitous factor – inadequate financing.

94. In short, the ability to achieve SFM in Fiji is constrained by many of the scarcities that characterise a developing country.  But not all:  in some of the other characteristics of developing countries such as basic education, health, communications and port facilities, Fiji has relatively high standards and they could eventually help to counterbalance the constraints specific to the forestry sector.

95. However, each of these constraints has, in the Fijian context, some special features that are worth some discussion.

Land – The Fundamental Constraint

96. In the light of the eleven difficulties listed in Chapter I, it might seem inconsistent to highlight land as the source of inability to implement SFM in Fiji.  Three good reasons, however, lie behind the choice.  One is that land is almost always cited as the obstacle to economic development in Fiji.  The second is that security of land tenure for forestry is the first requirement for SFM in the ITTO guidelines.  The third is that the origin of almost all of the discrepancies and discontents which underlie the above list of constraints can, in Fiji, be traced back to land issues.

97. As Clarke and Morrison (1975) point out, land in Fiji “is divided and allocated in a manner that is almost unique in the world and is the product of historical decisions taken by the first generation of colonial rulers”, and that these decisions “have become set in the concrete of Fiji’s multi-racial policies and the country’s complex political economy”.  Underlying that unique solution is the fact that land in the Fijian system encountered by the first colonial rulers is a much wider and more complex concept than the simple Western version of land as a tradable factor of production that those new rulers brought with them.    They tried in effect to transform the all inclusive concept of land underlying the systems, that had evolved in pre-colonial Fiji for allocating and protecting user rights, into one of largely individual basis separate from the collective ownership whilst retaining the collective ownership.

100. These early colonial rulers were bound by the commitment under the deed of cession and associated promises and personal inclination to preserve the Fijian way of life.  This presented them with the problem of adapting the Fijian customary land systems to the pressure from foreign newcomers and interests for access to land for purposes of development as visualised in Western tradition.  In Belshaw’s words they sought to impose order on the “flexible chaos”.  This they did by first devising a system of registration of land ownership and eventually, over several decades, largely by their successor administrations, developing a centralised and uniform system for transferring user rights to non-Fijians.

101. The registration system was based on identifying the land-owning groups, verifying their claims to particular tracts of land, identifying and eventually surveying the boundaries of each identified tract and keeping the register up to date as the membership of the registered owner groups changed over time.

102. The system for granting and protecting user rights to people and companies other than the registered Fijian landowner allowed for the granting of leases of Fijian land to specified users for specified uses for specified periods and under specified conditions through one central government agency.  This agency, the Native Land Trust Board (NLTB), also took over responsibility for the collection of rentals and associated payments and their distribution to the landowner group.

103. One of the main troubles with the order thus introduced (“one of the most enlightened actions of the colonial governments” according to Belshaw) was that it was derived from the system prevailing in one relatively small part of the diverse Fiji islands group.  The land-owner group recognised was the mataqali, a patrilineal descent social group, with relationships upwards to bigger social groups and downwards to smaller social units.  But mataqali were not the land-owning units everywhere; nor were their relationships with related and other social groups uniform or even particularly similar all over the “country”.  And they changed over time and with changing circumstances.  The order thus imposed was at the expense of overriding the local ideas of customary law and behaviour in other parts of Fiji and of fitting a dynamic system into a fairly static frame.

104. This simplification, necessary as it probably was at the time to establish order out of apparent chaos, may have stored some of the many disputes over leases which have bedevilled leaseholders especially in, but not only in, forestry over the last thirty years or more.

105. The system may not be exactly “set in concrete” but, as land is such a sensitive issue, it is not likely to change significantly for a long time yet.  Its essentials, as far as forestry and forest based industry are concerned, can be summarised as follows.

106. The NLTB is – as Ratu Mara (then Prime Minister and later President of the Republic of Fiji) stated – “the institution which handles all land transactions on behalf of the Fijian people”.  The mataqali is the sole communal land-owning unit recognised by law.  So a mataqali or a set of mataqali who, for whatever reason, want to or are willing to let their lands be used for plantation development, or the forests on their land to be used for commercial forest industrial purposes, or reserved for watershed protection and other environmental protection, or in the national interest in general, have to negotiate a lease to that effect firstly with the parties who want access to the land or resource.  This means that the process is usually initiated by the parties who want the land approaching and persuading the mataqali to make their land available for the intended use.  Once the mataqali are convinced and agreement is reached on the terms, conditions and the time for which agreement is to run, both parties to it then take their signed agreement to the NLTB for formal signing and approval by the NLTB.  At this stage, further negotiation may be involved if the NLTB finds that the required majority of the individual members of the mataqali have not signed or there is some irregularity about the signatures, or it has doubts about the capacity of the non-Fijian parties to deliver what they have promised or feels that the interests of the Fijian landowners (and perhaps the nation) have not been adequately protected.

107. Eventually, when the whole process has been satisfactorily completed and the lease formally signed and registered, the land comes into the category of “alienated land” as defined in the Forests Act or Decree and is subject to its provisions and those of the Regulations proclaimed under it.

108. Theoretically the laws concerning Fijians and their land combined with the Forests Act should give some reliability and security to the land base for SFM.  But there are still some gaps, as indicated by the fact that the NLTB has apparently found it necessary to promulgate its own forest policy (NLTB 1988) to supplement the national forest policy.  More unsettling is the fact that security of tenure is almost entirely at the whim of the landowners, not only initially but it also continues to be so thereafter.  The legal security of the leased land can be made ineffective by the landowners, should they subsequently become dissatisfied enough with what they are getting out of the lease.  And they can find or be persuaded to find plenty of real or perceived or fictitious cause to express their dissatisfaction in activities so disruptive that the leaseholder gives up in despair.

109. Thus one of the first requirements for SFM as set out in the ITTO guidelines for a permanent forest estate cannot apply in Fiji, despite governmental endorsement of the principle.  Unless owners of the Fijian land are also of the same opinion and stick to it, a permanent forest estate cannot be guaranteed.  This does not necessarily mean that SFM is unattainable.  It still could be achieved but not at the level or in the form of the requirements set out in the guidelines.

110. This impermanence or uncertainty of permanence would therefore seem to be the ultimate constraint to be overcome.  However, legislation cannot do that job.  Landowners, who do not want to lease their land, have to be persuaded, not coerced, into changing their minds.  Only if the landowners see that it is in their own collective and individual interest to manage or allow their forested lands to be managed under SFM in the national interest is SFM a possibility.


111. But at present, as far as the forest sector is concerned, this does not greatly matter in this short term.  As indicated in Chapter II, much of the land included in the category “production forest” is now under lease and, as alienated land, subject to the provisions of the Forest Decree.  The remaining forested land is largely in the two categories that by definition have little value for agricultural use and little or no appeal as areas for timber exploitation.  In effect the land-use classification adopted in the Land Resources Division inventory serves as a land-use plan despite its informal status.

112. The trouble begins when an area of forest is deemed to have been logged to the satisfaction of the Forestry Department.  The land then reverts to the mataqali concerned.  Once they regain total possession, they are tempted or come under pressure to re-log and re-log the area.  They apply to the NLTB to do so and, if the NLTB approves, to the Forestry Department for a licence, which if granted, is usually for one year.  If the licence is not granted, the landowner is entitled to do what he likes with the land and the trees on it, so that girdling and burning for conversion to grazing is the common response.  The granting of a licence for re-entry for all its problems may be the lesser of the two evils.

113. Nevertheless, land does impose a severe constraint on future land acquisitions.  This is not all that important for timber production purposes.  Much of the land carrying indigenous forest desirable for timber production is already in the “alienated” class for that purpose and, as shown earlier, can sustain the present level of output.  The plantations, especially the hardwood plantations, can sustain any necessary or expedient increase in output.  The situation is, however, very different for the non-timber values of the forests.  Incorporation of the protection forest into the de facto State forest estate could become a necessity, given that helicopter logging could remove the immunity on physical grounds that they have at present from timber harvesting.  Then the question of finance will become critical for the mataqali concerned and the urgency of the income-generating capacity of a successful export drive paramount.

114. So this means that several other obvious constraints limiting the ability to achieve SFM even on land that is free of the land constraint may be at least of equal importance.  One that sticks out is the workforce.

The Available Workforce

115. With the land tenure constraint out of the way, the next obvious constraint is the workforce.  The size and quality of the workforce available to the forestry and forest-based sector and the interest that the people have in working in the sector clearly are a determining factor in whether SFM can be achieved.  At all levels – unskilled and skilled forest and mill workers, craftsmen, foremen, supervisors, contractors, sales and accounts personnel, managers in all specialisations – in forest operations, in processing plants and timber using factories, in log and timber handling and transport – there have to be enough people trained, capable and motivated to implement the twin polices of SFM and high quality exports.

116. As already mentioned, there is plenty of indication and much evidence that the workforce in the sector is not up to the challenge.  There is little margin in SFM or sympathy in the export markets to allow for any of the component jobs being poorly done.  Yet there are all sorts of workforce reasons for some, if not all, of the component jobs being, and to continue being, poorly done.  They combine to form a complicated network of people, skills, motivation, inspiration, leadership, vision, technical competence, initiative and incentive.  Shortages or deficiencies in any category – let alone all categories – inevitably lead to sub-standard performance or output.  This may not matter if the judges of SFM and the markets are entirely domestic or nearly so.

117. Neither of these conditions apply to Fiji.  The sustained yield capacity of the forest resource is many times greater than domestic demand and will be for many years.  To reap the full benefit of the resource, more than 70% of the sustainable output will have to be exported into overseas markets which are tending more and more to insist on products from sustainably managed forests and to judge SFM performance against a fairly strict interpretation of it.  For Fiji, consistently high quality wood products and a high quality level of SFM are therefore inescapable joint imperatives.  The workforce at present is too small, too ill trained, too laxly managed, too under-resourced and too weakly supported for it to be able to deliver what is needed.  Underlying this are several less visible but still critical constraints which can be grouped into two basic weakness – infrastructure and finance.

Infrastructure

118. The physical infrastructure is a mixed bag of the good, the fair, the indifferent and the decidedly poor.  Ports, telecommunications, basic education and law enforcement are good.  Secondary, technical and tertiary education, health, law and order, political stability and public administration (surprisingly enough given the bad press Fiji has had since 1987), electricity, banking, main roads and public transport including air services are fair.  Everything else is indifferent to decidedly poor.

119. All in all, the physical infrastructure could do with considerable improvement but it is not yet a crippling constraint.  In fact, by comparison with many developing countries, Fiji stands quite high in its physical infrastructural base.  However, from the angle of the forestry and forest products sector, it is the technical, managerial, morale and trust aspects of infrastructure that could cripple its development.

Finance

120. Repeatedly raised as a reason for inadequate supervision of the National Code of Logging Practice (NCOLP) particularly was the issue of insufficient resources.  This seems to take two main forms.  One, always highlighted, is the lack of vehicles for getting from field stations to the site of the operation to be inspected and controlled.  The distances involved can be daunting.  An arrangement where it takes all day to reach and return from one site to scale the logs, then to inspect harvesting standards, and then to have to depend for transport on the people to be controlled, must be as close to absurd as is conceivable.  Yet this is not uncommon.

121. The second form it takes is that there are not enough trained inspectors/supervisors.  And, given that most of the output comes from areas operated under annual licences, this is probably also true.  The field work involved in controlling an annual licence is disproportionately greater than for a longer-term licence.

122. The overall system may serve the objective of being cheap to run.  But it ought to be serving the objective of effective control and that it cannot do.  Strict application of the NCOLP might, as far as ground-based logging can go, satisfy virtually unsupervised.  But as things are, it cannot. 

123. This is only one manifestation of a general malaise.  As with most small island countries, the country is too poor to finance adequately all the things that need to be done.  Health, education, roads, police, water supply are all under-resourced.  Forestry is just one of many.  External funding is the only source of additional resources, hence the dependence on overseas development assistance (ODA).  For numerous reasons, many of them spurious, there is never enough of that.  Then, what official aid there is often comes with strings attached or for fixed irrelevant purposes that, by the time the paper work is completed, already over-loaded local resources can only find time to use it by skimping on something else that also needs to be done.  SFM is fairly well up on the priority list for ODA in Fiji, but the scale of it is far too small.

124. Unofficial aid sources also contribute.  But again it is for purposes that seem important to the donor NGO from its point of view.  SFM was, but no longer is, high on the NGO priority list for Fiji.  But where it is, rigidity can be just as limiting a factor as with official aid.  The Sovi Basin Project is a classic example.

125. Private investment is another possible source.  But the motivation is profitability not development, except where that serves the profit motive.  The two different criteria for judging ex-ante profit and ex-ante development don’t always coincide.  Thus a lack of government support, too much government hindrance, insecurity and political instability were all quoted as reasons for not investing in Fiji or for withdrawing from investments already made.  National development is not a relevant consideration.

126. Borrowing is another source and one so widely used in all economies, rich or poor, as to have acquired an air of reputability.  Credit is, of course, an essential part of any economy.  So borrowing up to a certain, though hard to define, limit is a good thing, but borrowings are not income and it is income that, in the end, governs viability.

127. So, all in all, it is a matter of doing the best that can be done with the local resources that can be allowed to forestry, inadequate though they will certainly be.  Two questions then arise.  Can what is available be used more effectively?  Can forestry generate more income so that the resources available can be increased?

128. To the first question – could the present available resources be used more effectively? – the answer is “yes”.  Some improvement can always be made in the use of a given set of resources, in practice if not in economic theory.  The consequential question “how?” is the crucial one.  But the Mission has no answer to that nor could it find anyone who had the answer.  

129. The second question – could the Forest Department endogenously increase its and the national income? – is a different matter.  Different partly because there is no such direct one word answer but, more importantly, in that “how?” is more directly and easily identifiable.

130. Five immediately obvious means are to:

· increase output;

· increase prices;

· increase both;

· widen the range of products sold; or

· add value to the products sold.

131. The first, and to a large extent the fourth, are up to Fiji.  For the other three, however, Fiji is almost totally in the hands of the overseas end-consumers of wood products.  As shown earlier, Fiji, to cash in on the productive potential of its forest resource, will have to export most, perhaps 70% or more, of what it can grow.  Whether it can depends on whether the export markets will take that volume and at what prices and under what conditions.  And in that respect the export markets have all the say.

132. This applies particularly to the value-adding device.  Value adding does not always add value.  The New Zealand experience with the privatisation of the State owned plantations is a salutary example.  Instead of going into domestically produced value-added products as the theory promised, most of the increased output from the plantations to date has finished up as exported logs.  This is the free market solution, as profitability for the individual firm is higher and the investment requirements lower.  Value-adding, without a means of ensuring it does add value, can be a trap.

133. But finance is the fundamental underlying constraint.  More is needed for more to be done.  But where can it come from?  Clearly it cannot be, on any major scale, from Government.  On the contrary, Government has done a sterling job to make the investment it has made to date in plantation development.  But it would be unrealistic to count on that level of support being able to continue for plantation expansion and, at the same time, increase the input into improving performance in SFM.

134. So, where can extra finance be found?  There are two sources: first by reducing the level of expenditure needed; the second by finding external finance.

135. What then is the possibility of reducing the required level of expenditure?  SFM needs more, much more, not less; and, as it is an irrevocable precondition to the export markets of the future, it is not a source of saving.  SFM needs more and there is no fat to cut there.  Expansion of the plantation resource is not, however, an imperative.  Maintenance and improvement of what is already on the ground and regeneration of harvested areas are an imperative, but expansion is not.  The case for expansion as derived from the 1988 Sector Review should be re-examined critically.  The fact that there are still many thousands of hectares of  degraded or denuded land that can only be rehabilitated by reforestation makes that part of the case for SFM, not a case for timber resource expansion.  The latter, if it happens, is a by-product.  

136. To repeat, finance is the fundamental constraint.  Clearly it cannot come on any major additional scale from Government.  But where then can it come from? Several possible sources are tapped or are proposed to be tapped.  They are the usual:-

· official (multi- and bi-lateral) foreign aid – ODA;

· non-governmental voluntary assistance – the NGOs (environmental, social and humanitarian);

· private investment; and

· borrowings.

137. Before turning to them, it would be worth having some idea of the magnitude of the need.  The first thing to know is how much finance would be needed to achieve SFM.  It could turn out to be more than can conceivably be raised.  In that case SFM would be impossible.  It would, therefore, be worth estimating, but the Mission is in no position to do it.

138. A minimum can however be assessed from the undoubted increase in the cost of logging involved in bringing the standard up to that of the NCOLP.  There seems to be general acceptance that a doubling at least in logging costs would be inevitable.  The present cost of logs delivered to the mill is around $110—140 per m3 which means, at present output levels, logging to SFM standards would alone cost an additional $6—$8 million annually. Leaving out the on-road component – around $40 per m3 – would reduce that amount to about $4.5 to $6 million, but adding in the other elements of SFM would push up its cost far beyond that involved in improving the standard of logging.

139. The second thing would then be to see how much of the funds needed could come from funds released by deferring the plantation expansion proposals. The Mission is again in no position to make that estimate beyond the “guess” made earlier of $3.5 million annually.  This would go a long way in covering the cost of improved logging if a way of transferring it to cover that cost could be devised and if logging were the main component of SFM.  But it isn’t.  The total additional cost of SFM is certainly going to be more than $10 million a year and, the higher it is, so the significance of the savings from deferring plantation expansion decreases.

Chapter IV

The Constraints in Order of Priority

140. At first sight and even at second and third sight, land seems to stand out as the overwhelming limiting factor to SFM in Fiji.  Almost all of the forest resource is on communally owned customary land – ‘native land’ as it is termed in the legislation.  Almost everything to do with the utilisation of these forests or their reservation for public purposes depends on the willingness of the mataqali concerned to lease their land to those who want to use it for the required or desired purpose.  Land-use planning, forest policy and a permanent forest estate, all key pre-requisites for SFM depend on the whim of the landowners.  The State has the power under the Crown Acquisition of Lands Act to acquire land “for a public purpose”.  But, given the sensitivity of the land issue, its use can hardly be recommended on the large scale needed for SFM.

141. That alone would apparently warrant land as being the limiting factor to be first overcome.  But paradoxically it is not, in theory at least.  The potential for volatility, insecurity and uncertainty inherent in the land owning system is limited by the registration and leasing system superimposed on it as outlined in Chapter III.  In effect, as soon as land is leased for forest development or public purpose, it becomes State forest for the duration of the lease at the most, or until an area being logged has been declared closed.  The irrelevance of the ideas for SFM set out in guidelines then disappears. But only after the lease is legally finalised and until the area has been logged.  Until then the use or management of forests on unleased land is not subject to the requirements for SFM and cannot be expected to be, unless the mataqali voluntarily elect to do so themselves.  With much of the indigenous forest land still on unleased native land, deliberate management under SFM is not and cannot be nation-wide.

142. So the question comes down to this.  Is the state forest – de facto as well as de jure – being managed to SFM standards?  And the answer has to be an emphatic “No”. Too much damage is done by timber harvesting in the indigenous forests, in the mahogany plantations and to a lesser degree in the pine plantations for any other answer.  In addition, much the same applies to plantation establishment practices.  Then, mahogany has been found to be such an aggressive invader of forest outside the designated plantation area that it causes permanent changes in the ecosystem dynamics and the integrity of closely adjacent forests.

143. So the question then becomes: why isn’t SFM being achieved in the forest areas not subjected to the land constraint?

144. The inadequacy of the workforce in so many aspects seems to be the obvious next constraint in the sequence of limiting factors.  After all, if the workforce is unable to deliver SFM or to produce timber products of the quality needed, then Fiji is unable to implement SFM.  But again, as with land, the obvious is deceptive.  Removal of the workforce constraint cannot on its own enhance the achievement of SFM.  Rather, the near total dependence of the Fiji timber economy on export markets for the realisation of anything like the full potential of the resource suggests that the limiting factor is more likely to lie within those export markets.  In other words, where the land constraint does not apply, the timber economy becomes the limiting factor.  There are two reasons for saying this.  One is that SFM will unavoidably be more financially expensive for all parties involved than continuing with present methods.  The income from a much more extensive and expanded forest-based export economy will be needed to finance, directly or indirectly, the extra cost entailed in SFM.  The second reason is that, as shown earlier, the Fijian timber industry is not well positioned to develop the export potential of the resource.  Export markets do exist for inherently high quality timbers and timber products but they are not there simply for the taking.

The Fijian Timber Economy as the Limiting Constraint

145. It cannot be said too often – export markets are the key to the sustainability of the forestry sector in Fiji.  They are not only those for wood-based forest products, although they initially govern whether the cost of SFM can be met and maintained.   Eventually, perhaps the boost to the national economy from ecotourist markets featuring SFM may provide an additional source of foreign exchange earnings and of favourable publicity for the quality of forest management.  It may provide an appreciable supplement but it is hardly a replacement.

146. Timber exports can only do this job if the industry can capture and hold those overseas markets.  This involves two essentials.  The first is products of consistently high quality supplied exactly and reliably to customer specifications.  The second is acceptance by the customers that forests in Fiji are managed to accepted standards of sustainability.  That is, a sustainable future for forestry in Fiji and, to a fair degree, the future of the Fijian economy is in the hands of overseas consumers.

147. So SFM and the export driven strategy must proceed almost simultaneously.  One without the other will not work but cracking the timber export markets is the immediate problem.  Unless the national economy can carry the extra cost of SFM, a massive increase in the value of timber exports is essential.  It is no function of the Mission to estimate the additional cost of raising forest management in Fiji to a standard that would qualify as SFM in the world’s view,  but it will be plenty.  Some idea of the magnitude of the challenge is given by the following considerations.  Near zero impact or very low impact logging alone would probably add $40 to $50 to the cost of logging either in preventing damage or in repairing it.  With a sustainable output of 1.5 million m3/yr the industry would have to generate at least another $60 million a year from total overseas sales.  That represents an average of around $120 per m3 of secondary processed wood.  In other words the industry has to sell into markets where prices are at least 25% higher than the present average.  Of course, further processed value added products could spread the load but the magnitude of the challenge is still massive.

148. That arises from the near-zero impact harvesting requirement only.  Higher standards of supervision, silviculture and manufacturing will add more to the cost of SFM.  It is conceivable therefore that export markets will have to generate around $200 per m3 more than the present average FOB return.  As presently structured the industry cannot do what is needed. If it could develop the level of coordinated marketing effort needed, which, given the failure of previous attempts, is doubtful, it will still face the problem of a workforce incapable of delivering to the quality and reliability needed to capture and retain the high priced export markets.  But the first thing is not just the coordinated marketing effort.  Before that the quality, consistency and reliability of production has to be mastered.  Yet even before that, the allocation and distribution of the resource has to be coordinated so that the highest quality logs go to the highest qualified producers and their output, in turn, to the highest qualified value adding processors.

149. None of this is new.  It was all raised and discussed in 1985.  But it was then left to relatively “free market forces” whose magical powers were then becoming fashionable.  That they haven’t worked particularly well is painfully evident and also evidence that something more or something different is needed.

150. Some rationalisation (whatever that means) has occurred.  The number of sawmills has halved – the result partly of amalgamations but mainly of closure of very small mills.  Quality control has improved in some of the bigger firms engaged in primary processing and furniture manufacture.  Export markets for higher quality furniture have been established.  But these are no more than a promising beginning.  The scale will have to be greatly expanded and the scope even more greatly widened to an industry-wide coverage.

151. And in that respect the biggest handicap – the lack of coordination – has been barely touched.  Competition between existing firms and would-be entrants in opening negotiations with landowners for log resources, between secondary processors for timber supplies or between primary processors seeking an advantage in existing markets are still the ruling characteristics of the industry.  Good quality logs still go into low value processed end uses.  Exporters of high quality furniture are still hampered by uncertainty and unreliability of supply of the timbers on which their markets are based, yet they still want to buy the raw material timber at lower prices than sawmillers can get from less discriminating buyers.

152. Substandard shipments still drag down the reputation of Fijian timbers and Fiji as a source in key export markets.  Training at all levels in all skills is sporadic and largely left to the individual company, often by their own preference.  Poaching of company trained people is rife and resented so much as to be another barrier to training.  Most companies suffer from chronic scarcity of capital and development finance.  Market research and development are minimal and confined to existing markets rather than engaged in the opening of new and higher value markets on which the future of the sector depends.

153. Ideology says that the market will fix things; experience shows that it doesn’t.  Something more than reliance on market forces is called for.  It seems to be a classic instance of the fallacy of composition whereby the sum of actions that serve individual interests is something different from and less than what is in the public interest.  What actions would serve the public interest is the first of two critical questions that then arise.  Having identified them, the second question is how to put them into effect.  What the public interest requires is obvious enough – a timber industry sector that not only can develop, capture and hold export markets of the size, type and financial capacity to realise all of the productive potential of the total forest but, more important, one that actually does just that.  However, far less obvious is how to bring that about.  The market has shown that it cannot do the job, at least as presently constituted.  But that does not necessarily mean replacement of the market by public sector interventions.  Thus the “public- private partnership” fad is a natural follow up.  There are several fairly clear alternatives. 

· For example, the market forces may have to be supplemented by, and even perhaps led by, government intervention but the actual execution is left to the private sector.  

· Or the government intervention may be in the form of directions issued to a regulatory body which in turn contracts with private firms to execute the policy or specific parts of it.  

· Or the public sector may take on the responsibility for one part, such as a centralised export marketing authority, leaving execution of the other parts to the private sector.  

· Or, simplest of all, to make the issue and retention of licences under present legislation subject to effective participation in a government-industry programme of coordinated raw material distribution, technical training and export marketing.

154. Any number of forms of “public–private partnership” could be visualised but always there is one trap to be avoided – the delusion that private firms can be conned into sharing the costs of providing public goods.  For a “public good” describes exactly the nature of the national necessity imposed by the twinned imperatives, SFM and the export strategy.

155. So the result of the analysis of the sequence in which the constraints on SFM ought to be removed can be summarised as follows:

· first, the uncoordinated structure and functioning of the forest economy;

· second, the inadequacies of the workforce;

· third, the infrastructural weaknesses, especially those affecting morale and trust; and 

· fourth, the design and financing of a compensation basis for landowners disadvantaged by SFM.

156. There is another candidate – land tenure.  Despite the earlier argument to the effect that land tenure is a serious constraint only in the long term, it does have some immediate relevance.  The reversion to the landowners of the land after a logged area is declared closed prevents the use of any partial cutting management system. In theory, closure of the area concerned can be deferred and/or licences allowing relogging refused.  In practice, the landowners can, illegally in the first case, legally in the second, convert the post-logging residual forest to grazing or agriculture.  And quite often that is what they are encouraged to do.  

157. Again, in theory, the NLTB could prohibit the conversion under the “good husbandry” provisions in its empowering Act.  But it seems reluctant to apply that provision (Leslie and Ratukalou 2004, p3).  All in all, land is too sensitive an issue to touch, although it is a major constraint to SFM in the indigenous forests.

158. Concerning land in relation to one form of land-use – forestry in our case –what should be done cannot be done.  It is therefore pointless to recommend that it should be done.  That takes land as a constraint back to where this section started – it is not a high priority because nothing can be done to remove it.

The Uncoordinated Structure of the Forest Economy

159. Partly a cause and partly a consequence of the interplay between the foregoing constraints is the uncoordinated nature of decision making, implementation and development throughout the sector.  Coordination is not totally lacking but it is close enough to being so to be a major constraint to SFM.  As argued earlier, the two sub-sectors, forestry and industry, are inseparable for the achievement of SFM.  They need to be closely coordinated if any noticeable advance towards the national objective is to be made.  At present they are not.  To some extent they act, in fact, more like opponents than allies.  But, more than that, equally and perhaps first, they need to be coordinated within themselves.  That they are not.

160. It is fairly easy to see what is needed.  How to do it is not, as the solution is probably different at each of the three levels of the coordination problem.  For the forests sub-sector, coordination is centred on the forest, for the industry it is centred on the markets.  Within the forest-centred sub-sector the problem is to get government departments, de facto government owned companies and government agencies to work together towards a common national objective.  Within the market-centred sub-sector it is how to get competing private and quasi-government companies in a fluid industry structure to work together and also with the Forestry Department towards the same national objective.  Then, at the third level of the coordination problem, it is to get the two sub-sectors working together in the national interest. 

The forest-centred sub-sector

161. The four main players in the forest-centred sub-sector – the Forestry Department, Fiji Pine Ltd, the Fiji Hardwood Corporation and the Native Land Trust Board, together with several other bodies with interests in land-use, such as the Fijian Affairs and Land Conservation Council, less directly but still importantly involved – all have their own often statutory binding objectives and interests, which are the reasons for their existence.  But, in pursuing those interests, the overall national interest often comes a bad last. 

162. This may be the result of there being in the past no clear unambiguous statement or understanding of what is “in the national interest”.  This excuse no longer has any validity.  The national interest is clear, unambiguous and paramount – a high-value export-driven forest-based strategy.  And to have that means getting to SFM throughout Fiji.  For one of the components to get there while the other two don’t means that Fiji doesn’t.

163. At present, the pine component might be getting close.  The indigenous forests and the mahogany component are well short.  The mahogany component shows signs of improving and may get close in a couple of years’ time.  The indigenous forests are not, and on present indications will not, even cannot.  Part of the reason for the different performance lies in their different financial bases.  The two de facto government owned companies are or could be self-funding with the bulk of the revenue from standing timber sales accruing to them.  The Forestry Department (and hence the State) gets nothing from the sales of standing indigenous timber, except for administrative fees to the NLTB and the Department for log scaling and regeneration. Yet the magnitude of the task of bringing the forest management of indigenous forests up to the standard of SFM is infinitely greater and more complex.  

The market-centred sub-sector

164. The most striking feature of the timber industry in Fiji is the number of disadvantages under which it operates combined with a dearth of countervailing advantages.  It is fragmented, divided and divisive, intensely competitive for resources and markets, undercapitalised, based largely on very short-term security of log supply (annual licences), mutually distrustful and untrustworthy, lacking in quality control and reliability, under-cutting each other in the markets and overbidding each other for resources.  This, it is important to note, is not the Mission’s assessment; it is the industry’s assessment of itself.  

165. It obviously is in no shape to mount the innovative, adventurous and expensive marketing drive that is needed to achieve the national objective.  Yet that is all there is.

166. Mill closures and amalgamations are reducing the fragmentation but doing little to strengthen the capital base.  Foreign investment is scared off by the insecurity of resource tenure and put off by the reputed political instability.  Domestic investment is scarce anyhow and sees better opportunities elsewhere in Fiji or overseas.

167. Yet investment in updated and upgraded mills, in further processing plants and equipment, in training, in market research and development, and in quality assurance is desperately needed.  Coordination and cooperation may overcome or reduce some of the problems, but there is no guarantee that they will.

168. Symptomatic of the nature and depth of the problem is a question posed by one operator: “Why should I pay $40 per m3 more for mahogany logs to sell the timber for the same price in the same market?”  The set of flow-on questions that arise from that question e.g. Why is the timber price the same?  Why are the log prices different? shows how complex the market-centred coordination problem is.

Inter-sub-sectoral coordination

169. If, and it is a very big “if”, better coordination within both of the two sub-sectors can be achieved, lack of coordination between them could still block progress to SFM.  Again, one example is enough to illustrate what has to be overcome.  Harvesting of the full range of obligatory species to a common 35cm minimum diameter limit is required under the regulations under the Forest Decree.  The requirement originates in the forest-centred sub-sector: it impinges on the market-centred sub-sector.  Its impact is felt in both and that impact is bad in both.  As there are no markets for many of the obligatory species, the industry incurs costs that can bring no return. As the logs have no value, the forest-based sector moves closer to overcutting but for no visible purpose.

170. Yet a requirement that originates in the forest-based sub-sector and undermines SFM, while imposing unnecessary unreimbursable costs on the market-oriented sub-sector, still persists.

171. Another example originating in the market-oriented sub-sector is the increasing use of mahogany as a constructional timber.  The relatively low price ceiling for this imposes cost limits on the forest-centred sub-sector just at the time that the sub-sector needs higher prices to cover the added costs of SFM.

172. This may not matter if the constructional material is sourced from sub-grade mahogany logs and timber, but the likelihood is that higher grade material will finish up in such lower grade uses, simply at the dictate of the individual firm linked to the market.

Chapter V

An Action Programme

173. The sequence corresponds to what an application of the law of the minimum has revealed.  But, useful as that is for analytical purposes, it is somewhat inadequately lacking as a programme for action.  The trouble is that in Fiji, a substantial degree of simultaneity should be actually involved. Before a corrected coordination problem can have any substantial effect the workforce problem would also need to have been largely solved and for that some progress would need to have been made in minimising the infrastructural morale impediments that the distrust and antagonism engender in the timber industry and the sector in general.  In other words, the analytical use of Liebig’s law of the minimum for identification and prioritising should then move on to Mitscherlich’s Law for application.

Uncoordinated Sectoral Structure

174. This leaves the two coordination constraints as prime candidates for priority removal.  Superficially they might appear to be similar enough for their removal to involve much the same sort of action, but on examination this is not so.  Coordination of the activities of the Forest Department, Fiji Pine Ltd, the Fiji Hardwoods Corporation and the NLTB is centred on the forest.  Coordination of the activities of the industry players, which includes the first three of the above, is concerned with the use of raw materials after they have left the forest. They impinge on each other and the latter may even depend on the former, but the nature of the coordination action required is different.  

175. To coordinate the activities of the forest-focused bodies is entirely up to the Government and controllable by the Government.  All three entities are State agencies de facto if not strictly de jure. In the final analysis the State can direct them to do what the State wants to do.  And what the State wants to do (in fact what the State has to do) is clear enough – implement SFM and the high-quality export driven strategy.  All that is lacking is an instrument through which to do that.  The action called for is simply to set up such an instrument.  And in effect this involves little more than putting the finishing touches to the recommendations on organisational restructuring in the Sector Review of 1988.  

176. It is not going to be as easy to do as it is to say it.  All sorts of obstacles will arise; some already have.  Accusations of empire building and conspiracy, suspicion of motives, hidden agenda, defence of territory, of vested interests and of hurt egos may have, in fact, prevented it happening before.  But now they have to be over-ridden.  The alternative is failure to achieve SFM and that is the death knell for the export drive.  

177. Hence the first action required is the setting up of an authority to coordinate and, as necessary, direct the activities of the three government bodies responsible for forestry.

178. Coordination in the area centred on raw material use is neither so simple to visualise nor to put into effect.  Yet it is just as vital to secure it. Without SFM the export drive fails.  But without the export drive, SFM, whatever else its merits, is in economic terms useless.  A coordinated industry is the precondition for a successful export drive.  

179. How to bring that about is a real problem.  A monopoly might do it, or even a cartel.  A central export marketing agency might be another possibility.

180. These and other private-sector driven outcomes are, of course, market solutions.  It could, therefore, perhaps be left to the markets to come eventually up with a solution to the coordination problem.  But there is no guarantee that it will or that the solution will be a national interest optimum.  The market’s track record in Fiji is not that impressive. Moreover “eventually” could be a very long time away, and Fiji doesn’t have much time to find a solution and to get it working.

181. Some degree of Government intervention seems, therefore, to be inevitable.  The catch is, in what form?  The problem does seem to call for some detailed but urgent study.  International aid in that study may be desirable or even essential but Fiji itself has to set it going.

182. So the next priority for action is to begin the industry coordination process immediately.  The first step is to bring the parties concerned into a tightly focused discussion of ways and means.  The Mission is loath to recommend more talking.  There has been and still is more than enough of that. Talk apparently is a very palatable substitute for action.  But, for Fiji, action must become the substitute for talk.  

183. That however cannot occur yet as far as the industry coordination constraint is concerned.  

184. What the action should be will have to be first worked out by talks.  The Forestry Board and its subsidiary ad hoc Committees could be the place to start.

185. Neither of the priority actions to remove the coordination constraints require much in the way of foreign assistance.  But it would be circumspect to have a neutral, impartial, knowledgeable outsider to spell out the options and guide the early discussions.  The absence of any obvious suspected vested interest could help to break down the existing impasses before they torpedo the whole process.

Finance

186. Once the two coordination constraints are removed in the sequence, first the forest-focused one, then the industry-focused one, another constraint moves into the limiting position.  This might appear to be the finance constraint.  After all, raising the level of attainment of SFM from its present inadequate level of three to four on the tentative scale in Table 1, to seven or preferably more is going to cost a lot both in first and continuing costs. But, removing the two coordination constraints does not run up against the finance constraint to any significant extent.  Perhaps $50,000 over 18 months or so would cover the neutral outsider in the series of meetings to finalise the industry coordination constraint.  Certainly not much longer than that is available to Fiji and his (or her) presence in Fiji may not be needed or advisable for all the time.

187. So finance is not the next immediate limiting factor.  Rather, it could be the underlying fundamental constraint – land – or more accurately in the immediate sense the landowners.  In a way, however, they are not a constraint.  Rather, they are an objective, but in pursuing what they see as their present interests, they do act as a constraint on the achievement of their and the nation’s long-term interests.  They have to be persuaded to think and act otherwise.  And that persuasion does run into the financial constraint, because income, rural and village development are part of the incentives or persuasion and they require finance.

Landowner Awareness of the Benefits of SFM

188. However, the start of the persuasion process is not primarily cash.  It is raising the landowners’ awareness of  the long-term enduring benefits that SFM can bring and the way that short-termism robs them rather than helps them.  The revived ITTO project for landowner awareness thus becomes the next action to be pursued, but simultaneously  not sequentially.

189. So the next action required is to support firmly and powerfully the ITTO landowner awareness programme, ensure its continuation, widen the range of contributions to it and expand it to cover the whole country within the next 10 years.  International assistance is probably needed to do this and should therefore be directed to that purpose.

190. In the meantime, a big advance towards SFM could be made almost immediately by improving the standard of logging.  Enforcement of compliance to the standards set out in the NCOLP would be a good start.  Ultimately, a substantial programme of re-equipping the logging industry and retraining the logging crews will be required and will involve very considerable capital outlays.  But, in the meantime, simply increasing the effectiveness of field supervision of logging operations, especially in the indigenous forests, would make a big difference.  This could be achieved at no great cost by adding a few vehicles to the fleet in the field and re-deploying a few field supervisors.

In Conclusion and a Rough Costing

191. So that actions that are called for to remove constraints in priority order can be summarised as follows:

· overcome the coordination problems within the sector;

· provide or reallocate two or three more vehicles and redeploy three or four more field staff to logging supervision in the indigenous forests; and

· ensure the continuation, expansion and acceleration of the landowner awareness project.

192. An almost countless number of constraints that need to be removed or loosened could easily be identified.  Lack of silvicultural  knowledge of the indigenous forests, the workforce deficiencies, gaps in the forest policy, behind-the-times aspects of the Forest Decree, the damaging influence of not removing obligatory species and single diameter limit prescriptions, the low priority accorded to biodiversity conservation and so on almost ad infinitum.  Most could be done or given some attention now but to do so runs the risk of diverting effort from the primary purpose of getting the whole sector working together to one end – and that end is forest-based (which largely means mahogany-based) economic and social development for which SFM is a sine qua non.  That end is doomed to fail unless the three priority actions identified above are first taken and made to work.  

193. There is no question that the total cost of implementing SFM in Fiji to the high level of performance acceptable in the importing countries will be high and  continuing.  No attempt has been made to put a figure on it, but it would be no exaggeration to anticipate additional investment and operating costs of over US$ 10 million a year. However, the three recommended actions that are the prerequisites for any advance towards the SFM target involve much more modest sums.  Moreover, not only do they need to be taken first, but they can also be initiated almost without delay.

194. They will, however, require some external aid input.  The neutral independent assistance for developing a coordination mechanism would, the Mission concluded, require about US$ 50,000 for the negotiating period of 12 to 18 months.  A similar amount would provide the initial boost to strengthening the field supervision and enforcement of the NCOLP.  But the funding requirement for the continuation, expansion and acceleration of the landowner awareness programme is on a much larger scale.  Ultimately, to cover the whole country, a programme costing, the Mission estimated, around US$ 0.4 million a year for five to six years would be needed.  However, the current ITTO project is a necessary preparatory and experimental precursor so that country-wide extension could not start before that project s nearing its end.  Thus, 12 to 18 months are available to enable some progress to be concurrently made towards arranging funding sources for mounting the country-wide programme.  And, in any case, the mahogany resource should be starting to make a substantial contribution to the finances of the sector before the end of the 5-6 year landowner programme.
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Annex 1

Terms of Reference for a Diagnostic Mission to Fiji

1. Identify the factors that are most critical in preventing the attainment of sustainable forest management in Fiji.

2. Assemble these constraints in order of importance.

3. Recommend a sequence of actions to remove the constraints, providing cost estimates whenever possible.
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