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This article reports on the benchmarking
of organizational structure, governance
and finances of accreditation in a number
of industries and certification programs in
tourism, as part of the research on the
feasibility and desirability of a
Sustainable Tourism Stewardship
Council. There are a variety of
governance structures widely accepted
and potentially transferable to new
accreditation bodies, with the biggest
changes coming in the form of
outsourcing the accreditation function
from standard setting and compliance
with ISO guides. Financial benchmarking
has shown great weaknesses in the sector,
over-relying on seed funding from donors
and the general inability of the sector to
be self-financing, which casts 
a shadow over the long term survival of
accreditation in its present form.
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INTRODUCTION

Certification of sustainable tourism has
grown exponentially since the 1990s,
with over 60 programs currently setting

standards and verifying them. Most of these
programs are resource based, not market led
(Font, 2001, 2002), and they tend to be small
units linked to specific destinations setting up
locally relevant standards, with an average of
50 certified tourism firms per program (WTO,
2002), a small number when considering that
over 98% of tourism firms are micro-businesses
(Thomas, 1998). The different standards and
procedures, poor marketing and consumer
impact and lack of quality control led to the
Ford Foundation supporting the Rainforest
Alliance to study the feasibility of establishing
an international Sustainable Tourism Steward-
ship Council (STSC) to promote globally recog-
nized, high-quality certification programs forCopyright © 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment.
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sustainable tourism and ecotourism through a
process of information sharing, marketing and
assessment of standards (Sanabria, 2002).

This paper reports on the benchmarking of
organizational structure and accreditation pro-
cedures, governance and membership, and
financial structure of a variety of organizations,
and draws lessons for the proposals for the
STSC (RA, 2003). The organizations reviewed
were (i) global accreditation alliances – In-
ternational Accreditation Forum (IAF) and
International Social and Environmental
Accreditation and Labelling Alliance (ISEAL);
(ii) industry-specific accreditation bodies –
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), Marine
Stewardship Council (MSC), Social Account-
ability International (SAI), International
Organic Accreditation Service (IOAS) and
Marine Aquarium Council (MAC); (iii) one
national accreditation program – National
Organic Program (NOP); (iv) global certifica-
tion programs – Fairtrade Labelling Organiza-
tions (FLO) and Green Globe 21 (GG 21); (v)
national certification programs – Certification
for Sustainable Tourism (CST) and Nature and
Ecotourism Accreditation Program (NEAP) –
and (vi) other bodies such as the International
Organization for Standardization (ISO), Inter-
national Federation of Organic Agriculture
Movements (IFOAM) and Tour Operators 
Initiative (TOI). The primary research was 
conducted through triangulation of annual
reports, phone and email interviews, Web sites
and other relevant documents.

The review of experience from accreditation
in other sectors and certification in tourism is
subsequently used to justify the proposals for
developing the STSC. The stakeholder consul-
tation suggested that the industry would like to
progress with accreditation but the implemen-
tation should be phased to allow the necessary
adjustments from the current certification pro-
grams and to encourage industry, government
and NGO buy-in, proposing two phases of
networking and association prior to a full
accreditation body. In this paper the authors
discuss the planned organizational structure

and financial arrangements when all functions
have been introduced, as the main interest is
the long term feasibility of the organization.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE,
GOVERNANCE AND MEMBERSHIP

There are generally established common gov-
ernance themes applied by most organizations
(though some of them have recently undergone
a revision in their governance structure) that
suggest feasible operational blueprints for the
STSC. This section reviews board composition,
board seats and committees, decision-making
and membership types, rights and criteria.

Appropriately reflecting the stakeholder
balance is a key goal for nearly every organi-
zation studied. FSC, MAC, FLO and TOI have
specific goals for appropriate representation of
different sectors and geographic areas on their
boards. IFOAM and IOAS have no overt board
representation targets although IFOAM regu-
larly succeeds in a balanced board through the
nominating and election process. SAI and MSC
have advisory boards that represent sectoral
and geographic balance while their main gov-
erning boards are smaller and more nimble in
terms of the ease of scheduling meetings and
decision-making. Board size varied widely
although nearly all have between seven and 15
seats. Most have an odd number of seats to
facilitate decision-making, while IFOAM, SAI
and FLO have an even number. FSC, MSC and
TOI have three-year terms and FLO two-year,
accommodating staggered term lengths to
avoid having an entire board retire at once. The
MSC had considered a two-term limit but
found that it was more efficient for the ongoing
operation of the organization to have indefi-
nite, consecutive terms.

Most organizations have a president, a vice-
president who acts on behalf of the president
when not available and a treasurer. Often a staff
person performs the duties of the secretary.
Most boards have, minimally, an executive
committee with three to five members who can
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act on behalf of the full board between meet-
ings. There may be a finance committee, a nom-
inating committee and, for standards-setting
and accreditation organizations, a standards or
norms committee or an accreditation commit-
tee, as appropriate. Generally, the executive,
nominating and finance committees are com-
prised of board members while the technical
committee may include non-board technical
experts. In nonprofits, the board members are
not compensated for their time, though travel
expenses for board meetings are often covered.
At IFOAM, IOAS and SAI, the board members
often fund their own travel through grants to
reduce organizational costs. FLO compensates
producers who serve on the board.

Most accreditation bodies have appointed a
committee for accreditation decisions, while
FSC’s board makes the accreditation decision
and SAI’s president does so based on the rec-
ommendation of an accreditation review
panel. For standard-setters (FSC, IFOAM, SAI,
MSC, FLO and MAC), all groups solicit input
from a broad stakeholder base, and generally
have staff develop the standards for board
approval (FSC, MSC, FLO and MAC).
IFOAM’s membership approves the standards
through ballot, though the board will take a
vote if there is no membership quorum, with
members ratifying decisions at the following
general assembly. At SAI, the advisory board
creates and approves the standards. A quorum
– the number of board members needed to be
present to conduct business – is generally
defined as a majority, though the FSC requires
seven out of nine members.

Not all of these organizations have a mem-
bership base. Only FSC and IFOAM are true
membership organizations, allowing organiza-
tions and individuals from different sectors
into their membership. MSC counts its stake-
holder council as its members. The national
fairtrade programs are FLO’s members. TOI
limits its membership to tour operators. SAI
and MAC are not membership organizations;
IFOAM is IOAS’s sole member. There are
clearly costs (slower, sometimes contentious,

decision-making) and benefits (a wide array of
stakeholders can be given a sense of ownership
over the organization) to having a broad-based
membership. For the membership organiza-
tions, members typically have the right to vote
for board members and on key decisions. They
also have to pay annual membership dues. At
IFOAM, for instance, only full members have
voting rights. The FSC has a complex voting
system across its six sub-chambers (three
chambers: economic, social and environmen-
tal, each with two sub-chambers – one repre-
senting the global South, the other the global
North). Each sub-chamber is given equal
voting weight so that none can dominate. Indi-
viduals are allowed to join as members and
have voice and vote, but their aggregate vote
is weighted so that individuals as a group have
no more than 10% of the sub-chamber vote.

Defining membership criteria and linking
membership type to privileges is seen as nec-
essary to maintaining the integrity of the mem-
bership organization and preventing outside
influences from subverting the organization’s
mission. At FSC, members must be committed
to FSC principles and economic chamber
members must implement the FSC standards
in their operations and have a ‘significant’ per-
centage of sales as FSC-certified products or a
‘significant’ part of their forest production cer-
tified within a ‘reasonable’ amount of time
(defined on the Web site as two years). At
IFOAM, full members must have more than
50% of their turnover in organics and associate
members may have less than 50%. Individuals
can join at the supporter level and must be
active in organic agriculture, but neither asso-
ciate members nor supporters have voting
rights. At TOI, members must be in business
for at least two years, must have signed TOI’s
Statement of Commitment to Sustainable
Tourism Development and must also have
adopted its principles. On paper, TOI has an
associate membership but, as yet, there are no
associate members.

A last issue to highlight with regards to gov-
ernance of accreditation is the growing interest
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in segregating accreditation and standard-
setting functions to be ISO and IAF compliant.
This is leading to the development of a new
operational accreditation model: outsourcing
accreditation to third-party accreditation
bodies. The stewardship councils can continue
to work with their stakeholders and draw on
their standard-setting expertise while experi-
enced accreditation bodies can assess whether
certification programs meet particular stan-
dards and criteria and follow ISO guides. Com-
bining such activities is perceived as, at worst,
a potential conflict of interest, and minimally
as a distraction from an objective accreditation
process. IAF is particularly interested in avoid-
ing perceived and real conflicts of interest, and
several of ISEAL’s members have undertaken
an internal self-assessment of these combined
functions. For instance, FLO and FSC are inter-
nally segmenting their certification and accred-
itation activities from standard-setting and
other activities. With the launching of IOAS,
which operates as a separate legal entity,
IFOAM segmented its accreditation function
from its core standard-setting activities. Seg-
menting such activities provides greater trans-
parency and leads to greater credibility in
international circles. It also helps to clarify the
costs of such activities, which should lead to
more efficient financial models. For ISEAL
members that developed their standards with
a particular environmental and/or social
focus, the competitive advantage and expertise
has been in the standard-setting arena. The
accreditation function has grown out of the
need to monitor compliance with their stan-
dards; segmenting accreditation allows greater
concentration in the area of expertise, although
standard setters need to work closely with the
outsourced accreditation agency to ensure
quality.

Transfer of Experience to the STSC

The STSC, as envisioned in the Rainforest
Alliance’s feasibility study, would progress
over a few years through the phases of being a

network and association to becoming a fully
fledged stewardship council. The stewardship
council would be a legal entity and would take
on roles such as information clearinghouse,
training, marketing and standard setting for
the sustainable tourism and ecotourism move-
ments, much as IFOAM is for the organic
movement. It is planned that the STSC would
outsource accreditation activities but would
implement mechanisms to maintain quality
control. It would also require a membership
structure, for which a fee would be charged.

The STSC level would need a governance
structure to establish its organization and 
operations, especially since it will be a legally
established nonprofit organization. The STSC
proposes to modify the FSC’s corporatist struc-
ture by using three chambers, economic, envi-
ronmental and social, and to give additional
representation (a fourth chamber) to inter-
governmental agencies, which, owing to the
unique needs of tourism, would represent a
broad group of governmental and intergov-
ernmental stakeholders. A goal of the board
would be to have broad geographic represen-
tation but no specific mechanism will be in
place to ensure this. IFOAM has no overt target
but manages to have good geographic repre-
sentation. FSC does have sub-chambers for
North–South, but it may make it difficult to fill
seats if the STSC gets to this level of specificity.

The STSC secretariat would be managed by
an executive director with a small team (4.5
additional staff) to provide year round support
and administration to the board and its com-
mittees, regional networks and membership.
The secretariat would have at least one spe-
cialist staff member to work with standards
and to liaise with the outsourcing accreditation
agency. Membership of the STSC would be
open to those certification programs that
undergo the STSC accreditation process. Mem-
bership would be open to other organizations
and individuals that demonstrate through
turnover or signed declaration a commitment
to the STSC principles. A board-appointed
technical committee would maintain and
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oversee the STSC standard and accreditation
quality, gather multi-stakeholder input and
make a final recommendation to the board for
any standards or accreditation criteria. The
marketing committee would play an important
role in guiding the organization in leveraging
its resources to raise awareness for the STSC
concept. The executive and financial commit-
tees would be internal board committees to
help manage the organization between full
board meetings and the STSC’s finances,
respectively. Other committees and working
groups may be established on an ad hoc basis
by the board.

The research process demonstrated that
some accreditation bodies are segmenting
standard-setting activities from accreditation
functions. This segmentation is reinforced
through ISO 62 certification and espoused by
the International Accreditation Forum. Having
the same body set standards and accredit cer-
tification programs to that standard is seen as
a conflict of interest. This conflict prevents the
standard setter from providing technical assis-
tance and training to certification programs
that might need assistance in implementing
standards. ISEAL has been focusing attention
on the need to segment standard-setting and
accreditation activities. The FSC has not for-
mally split off its accreditation functions, but it
has internally segmented the accreditation unit
from other FSC functions. Some ISEAL
members have been exploring with fellow
ISEAL members the idea of undertaking the
accreditation function on their behalf. Since
quality of the accreditations and financial 
feasibility of the outsourcing arrangement to
STSC, the accreditor and the certification 
programs are key, the STSC would need to
develop criteria to select an outsourcing
accreditation agency and methods by which to
monitor and evaluate its success in measuring
certification program compliance with the
STSC standard. IOAS’s relationship to IFOAM
is a good model to study. IFOAM and IOAS
have a particularly close relationship (IFOAM
is IOAS’s only member), but they maintain

independence in terms of decision-making and
management. IOAS’s director and IFOAM’s
technical director did note that good commu-
nication between the two bodies is essential.
While it is too soon to know what accreditation
fees would be to STSC certification programs,
a potential fee package including projected
accreditation fees is discussed below, as part of
the discussion on financial plans for the STSC.

FINANCES

Few, if any, environmental or social accredita-
tion agencies are at present financially sustain-
able through accreditation fees alone. These
agencies are seeking alternate models such as
segmenting accreditation functions from stan-
dard setting, education, and marketing, as well
as new ways to capture revenues. These agen-
cies are finding that accreditation fees are not
sufficient to cover expenses associated with
providing the comprehensive services that an
accreditation body must provide. Even in the
long run, accreditation agencies may need to
rely on significant outside commitments from
governmental agencies and private founda-
tions. Financial arrangements for both accred-
itation and certification bodies are first
reviewed, to justify the approaches taken by
the STSC.

There are six distinct types of revenue source
among the organizations reviewed: (i) rev-
enues from accreditation services (such as
document review, site visit, benchmarking,
etc.); (ii) revenues from annual accreditation 
or membership fees; (iii) direct industry
support/industry sponsorships; (iv) revenues
from training activities; (v) tax on products or
on operations certified by an accredited certi-
fier (VAT or royalties); (vi) branding or licens-
ing fees that can be tied to a logo or certified
operation or product and (vi) donations and
grants from foundations, governments and
intergovernmental institutions. Revenues from
application and accreditation fees only account
for a small proportion of the overall annual
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revenues of each organization in every case
except for IOAS (see Figure 1). The category
‘other funding sources’ in Figure 1 is signifi-
cant for GG21 as this is shareholder funding,
while ‘royalty fees’ under FLO refer to rev-
enues from the ‘VAT’ that they add to the prod-
ucts that are sold under the FLO scheme. (For
a more detailed outline, see RA, 2003.)

Donations from foundations and/or govern-
ments and intergovernmental agencies are a
very important part of the revenue base for
several of the organizations studied: in all ten
cases, seed money came from donations. The
study has clearly shown that it is possible to
get donor money to fund the initial start-up
costs of an accreditation organization, as well
as for research, development of new standards
or guidelines, and training. However, donors
do not wish to fund projects indefinitely – most
only want to fund projects/organization in an
initial start-up period after which the donor
expects that the project or organization will be
able to ‘stand on its own’ and be financially
independent from its initial donor(s), which is
forcing the financial rethinking of most accred-
itation bodies that have been operating for a
few years. The studied organizations also
show that donations tend to fluctuate a great
deal from one year to the next, which means
that it is difficult to base an organization’s

operational budget on revenues from dona-
tions. Organizations that mainly rely on dona-
tions are often forced to operate under a very
short timeframe – because their revenues fluc-
tuate a great deal – which makes it very hard
to plan any bigger project or how the organi-
zation should grow in the future.

The fee structures employed by these orga-
nizations can be divided into three different
categories, from no fees charged (FLO and
CST), through fees based on cost recovery
(IOAS and NOP), to a graduated fee scale
according to the size of the organization
becoming accredited (MSC, SAI, FSC, GG21
and NEAP). The last system is the most
common one.

When fees are based on the cost recovery
(actual expenditure involved in carrying out
the certification process, including the audit),
the total cost for accreditation depends on the
number of person days charged for document
review and site visit, per diem and travel costs
for site visits, and administrative costs. Grad-
uated fee scales based on the size of the busi-
ness getting certified or the certifying body
becoming accredited have two advantages.
The first is transparency, as the structure is
based on a predetermined graduated fee scale
with fixed fees that vary according to the size
of the product, business or certifying body.
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Normally the cost will vary according to
annual turnover and/or number of awarded
certificates. The second is equity, as the fee
structure takes into consideration the financial
size of the business or product being certified
or the certifying body becoming accredited,
hopefully reducing economic barriers to entry
for small and medium enterprises (SMEs) from
developing countries. The five organizations
that employ this system have set their fees
slightly differently. GG21 and NEAP have dif-
ferent application fees and annual accredita-
tion fees that vary according to the annual
turnover of the certified companies and oper-
ations. For FSC, its new fee structure is going
to work the same way, with certifiers paying a
fee per awarded certificate based on the size of
the forest operation carrying the certificate,
while continuing to charge for costs associated
with assessments and annual audits. SAI has a
fixed application fee and then charges a royalty
fee based on the certifier’s turnover. MSC
charges fees for its accreditation services and
also charges an annual royalty fee equal to
0.1% of annual turnover, with a minimum fee
of $1000.

Table 1 exemplifies how much the fees
charged to certification programs vary by orga-
nization. The initial accreditation fees of SAI,
FSC and IOAS range from roughly $6000 to
upwards of $30 000, depending upon the size,
location and complexity of the accreditation.
Annual fees range from a minimum of $5000
per year for royalties (SAI and IOAS) to $10 000

and up for FSC audits. The royalty fees may be
larger depending upon the certification
program’s annual turnover; FSC audits will
also vary depending upon the location and
complexity of the audit. The FSC typically con-
ducts an office visit and at least one field visit
per year.

The STSC will have to find a balance
between charging accreditation fees that cover
its costs with the willingness of tourism certi-
fication bodies to pay. It seems unlikely that
tourism certification programs will be able to
pay the accreditation fees commanded by FSC,
SAI and IOAS, for the following reasons. First,
national tourism authorities have very clearly
indicated that ecotourism and sustainable
tourism certification programs will not be 
able and/or willing to pay such high fees
(Maccarrone-Eaglen and Font, 2002), as they
already subsidize at least half the certification
programs (Bendell and Font, in press). Second,
certification programs accredited by SAI, IOAS
and to some extent FSC are certifying large
companies and corporations, which means
that certifiers are able to pass on accreditation
bills to those receiving certification. In eco-
tourism and sustainable tourism, the likely
client will be smaller. An examination of the
certified operations of NEAP, CST and Blue
Flag would be appropriate to give an idea of
the typical ecotourism and sustainable tourism
client (see Honey, 2002).

There is an assumption that accreditation
services should operate at least on a break-
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Table 1. Accreditation fees (in US$) charged by selected organizations

SAI IOAS FSC

Application/initial $2000 for one country; $6000 $30000 upwards
accreditation fee $15000 formulti-country

Annual fee/royalty $5000 minimum (1.5% of $5000 minimum ($3000 plus Annual audit fees, with
annual turnover) 0.8% of first $1.5 million,  average $10000–$15000

then 0.2% of next $1.5 million)
plus $1700 annual surveillance

fee

Source: RA, 2003.
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even level, as IOAS is doing. It is more difficult
to break out the financial viability of the other
organizations since they also conduct standard
setting, marketing and, in some cases, certifi-
cation. Because of the challenges in fundrais-
ing, minimizing expenditures is vital. The
annual operating costs vary a great deal
between the ten organizations (see Figure 2),
with the key variables being activity level and
services provided. For example, FSC, MSC,
SAI and GG21 do some combination of stan-
dard-setting, certification and/or accreditation
services. Geographic location of offices and
services and salary levels also affect operating
costs. Salaries (and/or consultant fees if ser-
vices are subcontracted) tend to be the biggest
single budget component. Organizations such
as FSC, MSC and GG21 also operate in several
countries, driving up travel and communica-
tions costs.

Lessons to be transferred to the STSC are as
follows. First, for credibility reasons a trans-
parent fee structure is necessary to make clear
to certifiers exactly how much they will have

to pay in application fees, accreditation fees
and annual ongoing accreditation fees. Second,
fees should be based on the annual turnover of
the certification programs and not a ‘one for
all’ fixed rate, to acknowledge the additional
challenge for developing country and small
certification programs. Third, it is imperative
to charge realistic fees from the outset, because
it is almost impossible to increase fees at a later
stage – certifiers tend not to be willing to accept
a fee increase after an initial period with a low
introduction fee. Fourth, accreditation fees do
not normally cover the expenditures related to
the accreditation activities outside of the direct
audit costs. It is essential to obtain revenues
from other sources that can subsidize the costs
related to other activities such as standard
setting, training and marketing, and use the
most cost-effective methods to deliver them.

Transfer of Experience to the STSC

Only the operational budget, and not the
implementation budget, is reviewed here
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because the main purpose of this paper is to
consider the long term feasibility of the STSC.
Running the STSC should cost less than 
$900000 per year. Nearly half of the budget
expense is for personnel (salary and benefits
for a staff of 5.5). Other similar benchmarked
organizations have much larger staffs (IFOAM,
10; MSC, 20; SAI, 20; FSC, 27; FLO, 15) though
they often combine standard-setting and
accreditation functions. Other expenses bud-
geted include one international annual
meeting, two full board meetings and one
executive and one technical committee
meeting. Costs for a third board meeting are
included in the expenses of the annual
meeting. Attempts have been made to ‘piggy
back’ meeting costs onto other activities. In
reality, these board meeting costs may come in
less, or board directors may find their own
funding as they do in other organizations. Two
buyers’ group meetings have also been bud-
geted. A total of $145000 has been budgeted to
communications and promotion. The need for
marketing should not be underestimated since
it is critical in creating demand for accredita-
tion services and for accredited products. The
STSC will dedicate its resources to business-
to-business marketing. Consumer marketing
will take place in concert with NGO members
and partners. The STSC consultations showed
that most respondents favored marketing as
35% of budget (RA, 2003). In the STSC budget

marketing is 17% of total budget, and when
one includes dedicated marketing staff mar-
keting rises to 25% of budget. Training is a key 
component in STSC’s activities; 50% of the
Technical Accreditation and Standards and
Training Officer’s duties will be dedicated to
developing and delivering training programs
to existing and new certification programs,
assessor training and one-on-one consultan-
cies. Since the STSC does not plan to deliver its
own accreditation services (particularly the
accreditation decision-making), there is no
conflict for it to offer training. Training (includ-
ing staff time) as a percentage of total budget
is 10%.

Despite the range of revenue streams, grants
and donations including those from founda-
tions, NGOs, government, intergovernmental
and development agencies (cash and in kind)
still make up over 70% of the operating budget.
Training fees could bring an income of 
$125000, from one seminar to new certification
programs, one to existing certification pro-
grams, one assessor training and 40 days of
one-on-one consulting to national govern-
ments interested in improving or starting a
national tourism certification program, while
conference fees should bring in just over $20
000. Membership fees, licensing or royalty fees,
the areas with the highest long term potential
for growth and financial stability, are outlined
below.
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Table 2. Expenditure budget (in US$) for STSC

Year 1 of STSC % of total

Personnel (salaries & benefits) $402000 46%
Meetings, conferences, workshops $125500 15%
Marketing & communications $145000 17%
Training $52000 6%
Travel $36000 4%
Research $5000 1%
Office expenses $99300 11%
Overhead $0 0%
Total $864800 100%

Source: RA, 2003.
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Maintaining and growing membership may
be an important revenue stream for the STSC
(though it may be costly) and it may play an
important political and mission role in the
organization. IFOAM and FSC have, as of 2002,
700 and 500 members, respectively. The STSC
is projecting slightly more than 150 members
in its first year, building upon at least one year
of prior membership experience in the associ-
ation phase. This figure has been arrived at
from measuring the probability of potential
members out of an actual universe of compa-
nies, governmental and non-governmental
organizations and individuals involved in 
sustainable tourism and eco-tourism. Some
members will pay far less (individual mem-
berships start at $50 per year) and some will
pay more (large economic members are pro-
jected to pay $3000 per year). Economic mem-
berships for companies are based on annual

turnover of the company or institution (small
firms below $250000 per year, medium 
$250001 to $1000000, and large above that).
While the research suggests that a feasible
annual membership fee would average $650, to
be conservative the membership figures used
in the revenue projections are based on an
average fee per member of $400 per year. Thus,
the STSC could bring in $60 000 in membership
dues in the first year.

Royalty fees were assessed based on
numbers of accredited certification programs
and numbers of certified operations per cer-
tificate. Royalty or licensing fees are used com-
monly in the accreditation and certification
field as noted earlier, though they tend to be
based on a percentage of turnover, rather than
a flat fee. Some of these royalties can run into
thousands of dollars per certification program,
depending on the sector, and can be a healthy
source of revenue to an accreditation agency.
However, other accreditors are learning that
certification programs are unable to absorb
additional costs, regardless of whether or not
they pass them down to the certified operation,
which is typically less able to afford additional
fees. Other sectors are learning that it is key to
pass the costs of certification and accreditation
along the chain to the end-user. Further
research on developing this type of revenue
model for the STSC needs to be done and
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Table 4. Royalty fees for accreditation

Year 1 of accreditation Year 7 of accreditation

Number of certification programs 64 50
Number of accredited certification 10 25

programs
Total number of certified operations 500 (125 are medium–large 1250 (312 are medium–large and 938

and 375 are small operations) are small operations)
Average royalty paid by medium–large $150 (although it may be agreed $260

certified operations during the STSC association
that large programs should
pay higher fees)

Average royalty paid by small certified $50 $100
operations

Total royalty revenues $37500 $175000

Table 3. STSC revenues

Revenues Amount (in US$)

Membership fees $60720
Conference fees $21252
Grants and Donations $770000
Training Fees $125000
Licensing or Royalty Fees $37500
Total $1014472

Source: RA, 2003.
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funding has been earmarked in the pre-
accreditation interim association phase. The
royalty figures and assumptions made should
be used for place marker purposes only since
there are no sufficient data available from
which to derive an accurate revenue model
based on the assumption of passing the costs
along the chain. The amount forecast was
around $37500 for year one, growing to $175
000 by year seven. A key assumption made is
that the number of STSC-accredited certifica-
tion programs will grow over the seven-year
period, reaching a maximum of 50% of the uni-
verse of tourism certification programs, which
will shrink over the same period, due to con-
solidation and attrition.

CONCLUSIONS

The proposals to develop a Sustainable
Tourism Stewardship Council have been
developed by benchmarking a number of
accreditation and certification organizations.
Organizational structure and governance find-
ings suggest that the STSC should strive for a
governing board that balances stakeholder
representation to build recognition and
support for its standards, although not all
accreditation or stewardship councils have
gone this way. Establishing membership crite-
ria that can balance inclusiveness while pre-
venting ‘greenwashing’ will be critical.
Membership criteria should be clear enough to
distinguish between accredited and non-
accredited certification programs, as well as
clearly stating the benefits members receive.
There are a number of formulas working well
in accreditation bodies that can be mirrored,
and the issue here is cost-effectiveness, as
financing is the bottleneck of this sector. Only
one of the programs reviewed is breaking
even, with most relying on donor funding and
currently rethinking their financial models. For
the purposes of the STSC, accreditation fees
should be based on cost recovery. Graduated
fees should be implemented so as not to

prevent the participation of small certification
programs or those in developing countries.
Realistic but accurate prices that include costs
should be set from the beginning, as it may be
too difficult to change prices midstream. The
STSC may need to subsidize part of its budget
through donations, but it should strive to
diversify its revenue sources to increase its
independence and chances for financial self-
sufficiency. The willingness of tourism certi-
fiers to pay for accreditation is expected to be
low, and this means that the STSC may have to
develop a fee structure that is lower than
accreditation fee structures charged by other
accreditation bodies.
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