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This paper outlines the consultation of recreation managers and stakeholders in forests in the United
Kingdom, Portugal and Finland regarding their use of Environmental Management Systems (EMS) to
plan, manage and monitor visitor impacts, The results show that there is a critical mass of sites
already using the components of an EMS or capable of doing so, with some potential to fully
implement an EMS. This informs the development of criteria of an EU funded feasibility study for an
ecolabel for forest recreation and tourism sites. 

INTRODUCTION

Recreation and tourism have great opportun-
ities for development in forest settings. Trees
act as visual screens between recreational
activities, enhance the aesthetic appeal of
sites and provide shelter for a variety
of animals and vegetation of interest to
visitors. Forest owners might be interested in
developing recreational activities in their
sites since the economic returns of timber
extraction are low. At present recreation and
tourism are the second largest use of forest
resources in Europe, after timber production,
and usually considered as an element of
sustainable management of forests to com-
promise between conservation of the forest
biodiversity and economic outputs, since
recreation and tourism are one possible way
in which forests can raise revenues to pay for
the higher costs of sustainable forest man-
agement (Font and Tribe, 2000). 

The main environmental issues in relation
to sustainable forest management are the

preservation of ‘forest soils and sites,
the �ora and fauna they support and the
services they provide’ (Forest Authority,
1998, p. 49). Biodiversity and ecosystem
enhancement are crucial issues to consider,
together with the encouragement of perma-
nent cover, protection of endangered
species, watershed quality and carbon se-
questration (Font and Tribe, 2000). National
bodies are currently developing the adapta-
tion of European-wide forest standards and
protocols (Forest Authority, 1998; FFCP,
1998), which in general will emphasize the
need for forest managers to write manage-
ment plans for their sites complying to the
national standards, and to generate the evi-
dence to prove how these are achieved. 

Introducing recreation and tourism as part
of multipurpose forest management can con-
tribute to meeting the above objectives, yet
they bring their own environmental chal-
lenges. These create environmental impacts
at the development stage of the facilities and
amenities required by visitors, such as the
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creation of paths, car parks, services and
activities. When these have a high potential
to impact on the environment, the devel-
opers will have to prepare a plan that
includes an environmental audit before plan-
ning permission is granted for development
(Diamantis, 1998). Once these facilities are
developed, visitors also generate impacts by
using the facilities. Some of the key impacts
visitor environmental management should
tackle are habitat change and loss, species
change and loss, aesthetic issues, physical
pollution, soil change and damage, noise
pollution, con�icts between users and energy
and water use (Hammitt and Cole, 1998;
Liddle, 1997; Tribe et al., 2000). The day-to-
day running of the forest for visitors needs to
be managed by introducing systems to as-
sess the potential damage, plan actions to
alleviate it, put them into practice and evalu-
ate the environmental improvement arising
from those actions. 

The implementation of Environmental
Management Systems (EMS) into manage-
ment practices is being promoted by the
development of label schemes, recognition
labels and environmental standards to high-
light good environmental management prac-
tice. The most widely known applications of
EMS are the International Standards Organi-
zation, ISO14001 standard (BSI, 1996) and the
EC Eco-Management and Audit Scheme,
EMAS (DoE, 1996). These have been devel-
oped with manufacturing industries in mind,
where the majority of tasks are standardized
and companies are large enough to have staff
dedicated to environmental management
(Font and Tribe, 2001b). Although there are
more than 100 ecolabels that relate to tour-
ism, very few of them are recognized by the
public, and only a handful of these are using
the principles of an EMS and adapting them
to the needs and constraints of the tourism
industry (Font and Buckley, 2001). 

The European Commission has actively
encouraged the development of ecolabels

and sustainable tourism as part of their LIFE
programme, a �nancial instrument for three
major areas of action: environment, nature
and third countries. The results presented in
this paper are part of a 3-year project with
the working name of Tourfor, part funded by
LIFE II. This project had two tasks. First, to
�nd out whether forest owners involved in
recreation and tourism were ready to imple-
ment an EMS. Second, to develop proposals
for a new ecolabel for those sites success-
fully using the implementation of an EMS as
criteria and the certi�cation method to be
followed (Tribe, 1998; Tribe and Font, 2000).

The aim of Tourfor is to assist in the move
towards a more sustainable recreation and
tourism industry, particularly within forest
locations. Tourfor seeks to encourage forest-
based recreation and tourism which sup-
ports sustainable forest management and
which is environmentally sensitive. The key
aim of the Tourfor label is to ensure that
these principles are incorporated into the
corporate management system of the tar-
get organization, and therefore these are
re�ected in the organization’s mission state-
ment, strategy, operational targets and plan-
ning methods (Tribe, 1998; Tribe and Font,
2000).

The Tourfor project used the basic struc-
ture of international standards such as
ISO14001 and EMAS and applied them to the
outdoor recreation and tourism industries
(Tribe et al., 2000). The system was designed
to be �exible enough to be adapted to a
variety of situations and forest types
throughout Europe. The implementation of
this management system aims to help ach-
ieve better working practices and assist
management in improving overall environ-
mental standards, to increase the level of
environmental awareness in tourism, and to
identify opportunities reinforcing positive
interactions between the tourism and for-
estry sectors. 

This paper will review the current attitudes
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of a sample of recreation and tourism man-
agers of forest sites and associated stake-
holders towards managing the en-
vironmental impacts of their visitors by using
an Environmental Management System
(EMS) approach. The sample of sites and
stakeholders broadly represent best practice
in forest recreation and tourism in the United
Kingdom, Finland and Portugal, the three
countries where the Tourfor project was
developed. The choice of countries covers a
variety of forest landscapes, economic situa-
tions and tourism typologies, but it does not
claim to be representative of the European
scene, nor is it able to extrapolate results to
other countries. The results cannot even be
extrapolated to all sites within these coun-
tries, but instead they represent the potential
for the Tourfor project to engage a variety of
recreation and tourism managers already
involved in good environmental manage-
ment.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
SYSTEMS IN RECREATION

Implementing an EMS will help managers of
recreational sites and tourist attractions to
take control of their actions since it will
provide documented evidence to evaluate
performance. A management system is a
method of structuring and processing the
planning and day-to-day workings of a com-
pany or a unit/section within a company
(Hillary, 1997). An EMS speci�cally aims to
identify and incorporate the environmental
issues and consequences of a company’s
activities within its management framework
(Tribe et al., 2000). The whole EMS is based
around the environmental policy of an organ-
ization, which identi�es and states the com-
mitments the organization intends making.
The policy then provides the direction for the
plan-do-review sections of an EMS to create a
closed loop system of management. Each
element of an EMS is further described,
explaining what managers of recreational

sites need to do to implement it and what the
expected outcomes will be. Details of EMS in
forest tourism and recreation can be found
in Tribe et al., 2000; an example of an
assessment of Forest Enterprise sites has
been published in Flynn et al., 2001.

The �rst element of an EMS is the organiza-
tion’s environmental policy. This is a state-
ment of environmental commitments for the
organization and the management of the site,
which will act as a guide to help the organiza-
tion develop its aims and objectives for the
site and should describe the principles and
intentions and provide the direction for
action (Haigh, 1992). The policy should be
seen as an integral part of the organization’s
overall strategy. The key aim of an EMS policy
is the minimizing of environmental impacts.
Management will have to develop an environ-
mental policy for the site, undertaken at the
highest level possible. This policy should be
able to demonstrate a commitment for in-
cluding stakeholder opinions and to comply
with environmental legislation (CRN, 1996).
The expected outcomes from writing a policy
will be the commitment to environmental
management demonstrated through a policy
statement, integrated into the organization’s
culture and providing direction to the EMS.
The documented results will be a written
policy statement framing the environmental
commitments for the management of the site.

The site review will provide an assessment
of the current environmental status of the
site and the performance of the organiza-
tion’s environmental management. All future
developments and changes will be measured
against the baseline established here. The
management of the site will have to assess
and report on the current environmental
management practices of the organization,
including culture, structure and systems.
First, it will provide a background summary
about the site, containing for example in-
formation about land use, features, habitats
and buildings. Second, it will identify recrea-
tion activities, and the environmental im-
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pacts caused by recreation activities, both
bene�cial and harmful. It will further estab-
lish a process for identifying which impacts
are most signi�cant, identify signi�cant envi-
ronmental impacts and assess the probable
causes. Finally it will record the current level
of the signi�cant impacts providing a base-
line measurement, and produce a register of
signi�cant impacts and related activities and
a baseline measurement. The expected out-

comes are the increase in awareness and
attention given to the environmental impacts
of the organization, particularly at the site
level. The documented result will be a report
on current environmental management prac-
tices, the site’s environment, recreation and
signi�cant impacts.

The programme is responsible for setting a
formal agenda establishing environmental
targets and the actions to achieve them,

Figure 1. Elements of an environmental management system
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relating to the signi�cant environmental im-
pacts and management issues identi�ed dur-
ing the site review. This stage of an EMS
translates the policy into environmental per-
formance targets speci�cally at the site level.
In order to develop an EMS programme, the
management will develop appropriate ac-
tions to achieve sound environmental man-
agement for the culture, structure and
systems of the organization. The programme
needs to prioritize the signi�cant impacts
identi�ed in the site review according to what
can be managed and when, according to staff
expertise, urgency or cost. Once prioritized,
the programme will set environmental tar-
gets for priority impacts which should be
achievable and measurable, and develop
appropriate actions and projects to achieve
environmental targets. The expected out-
come of the programme is a greater focus on
environmental issues and problems internal
and external to the site. The documented
result will be a working document identifying
environmental performance targets and man-
agement actions.

The operations element of an EMS de�nes
the development within the management
structure and system to deliver the aims
stated in the policy. This establishes the
procedures to implement the actions and
attain the targets of the programme. At this
stage resources should be allocated to envi-
ronmental management projects and speci�c
tasks, these should be sequenced and sched-
uled to take place, and operating procedures
should be developed and implemented. Spe-
cial emphasis will be placed in keeping
evidence of the work carried out, and the
management team will establish how and
where procedures will be recorded. The
collection of all the operations evidence will
be the basis of the monitoring process for
projects and tasks undertaken to assess
environmental performance and manage-
ment against the programme of actions, and
target results against site review measure-
ments. It is expected that the site manager

will operationalize the actions identi�ed in
the programme and projects are implemen-
ted which have or will have bene�ts to the
environment. The documented result will be
a record of procedures, and means of achiev-
ing targets and monitoring results for the
environmental management of the site.

Finally, the EMS has a regular auditing
cycle which determines the effectiveness of
the EMS and checks environmental perform-
ance against stated targets outlined in the
policy and programme. The audit �ndings
should be reviewed and appropriate meas-
ures taken to improve the EMS to achieve
continued environmental improvement. Be-
fore undertaking the audit, the management
needs to establish who will be responsible
for the auditing process, and how and when
the audit will occur. The audit and review
should assess the effectiveness of the EMS by
checking that signi�cant environmental im-
pacts have been addressed and checking the
environmental performance against stated
targets outlined in the policy and programme
embracing the results of operational mon-
itoring. The results of the audit should be
reviewed by senior management and recom-
mendations made for improvements. The
expected outcome is that strengths and
weaknesses of the EMS are highlighted
and the system is reviewed by senior man-
agement. The documented result will be an
audit report and review incorporating ac-
tions to be carried into the next cycle of the
EMS.

The concept of an EMS applied to tourism
management ensures companies take a pro-
active attitude towards managing their envi-
ronmental impacts, since it is their
responsibility to de�ne an agenda and then
follow it, rather than simply aiming to comply
with external pressures (Tribe et al., 2000).
An EMS will operate on cycles from 2–5 years.
This is a compromise between allowing
enough time for the measurement of en-
vironmental impacts, the preparation of a
programme and its implementation, and
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a feasible cycle for certi�cation and veri�ca-
tion. Its cyclical nature means that
companies can strive for continuous im-
provement from one cycle to another, this in
turn means that every company can apply an
EMS regardless of their present environmen-
tal performance. 

Using the implementation of an EMS as the
criterion for receiving an environmental label
has strengths and limitations. Generally the
cyclical nature of an EMS means that the
company aims for continuous environmental
improvement, and the emphasis is placed on
improvement rather than on setting bench-
marks. The reasons behind this are that more
companies can work towards their own
goals, and that local conditions and re-
sources can be accounted for. The nature of
the forest recreation industry does justify the
continuous environmental improvement ap-
proach, due to the different local conditions
across countries, the limited �nancial re-
sources of forest owners that can be spent on
environmental projects, and the priority in
engaging managers in an environmental im-
provement culture. 

The system can be criticized when the
continuous environmental improvement
does not start from a baseline threshold.
Green Globe 21 (Green Globe, 1999), the
largest certi�cation effort in tourism and one
of the pioneers in using an EMS approach in
the sector, has been recently criticized for
this reason in a report prepared by the
consultancy Synergy on behalf of WWF-UK
(2000). Also, a variety of ecolabels include
social as well as environmental criteria, and
the Tourfor approach could be criticized for
missing such important aspects of sustain-
able management. At this stage the authors
decided to focus their efforts on environmen-
tal criteria only, to identify a core number of
sites involved in the process to achieve the
Tourfor label, acknowledging that the need
for continuous environmental improvement
would incorporate other criteria at later
stages.

METHODOLOGY

This paper presents the results of the con-
sultation carried out as part of the planning
for the feasibility of the Tourfor project. For
this ecolabel and its criteria to be accepted
by the industry it will need to build on
current practices and assist staff in managing
their site. At the same time criteria will need
to be challenging, and therefore will require
the staff and skills to implement an EMS and
manage the paperwork involved. The survey
does not attempt to be representative of the
industry, but it aims to determine good
practice, and identify how this maps out
against the requirements of an EMS. There-
fore the sample frames and sampling proce-
dures aimed to include a number of sites
showing good practice, since these will be
the �rst to be targeted to fully implement an
EMS.

The aim is to �nd out whether there is a
minimum core number of sites willing and
capable to go ahead with the label require-
ments. The purpose of this consultation was
twofold: First, to establish the ability of site
managers to meet EMS requirements. The
consultation process surveyed the level of
implementation of EMS amongst site man-
agers and identi�ed the main management
practices currently used. Second, to under-
stand the attitudes of managers towards the
components of a baseline EMS, and their
willingness to work towards implementing
one. This will inform the process of determin-
ing the feasibility for the Tourfor certi�cation
programme. 

Very little data is available regarding forest
recreation sites, and there are no complete
lists to determine the population of forest
recreation sites, which justi�es the use of a
non-probability sample (Fink, 1995). A sam-
ple frame of 400 forest sites and 60 stake-
holders was reached through convenience,
judgmental and snowball sampling. Second-
ary sources (FTCE, 1995; DGT 1994, 1995,
1997) were complemented with expert lists
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from regional tourist boards, national for-
estry departments, non-governmental orga-
nizations, camping and caravan guides and
nature tour operators. Forest sites in the list
had organized recreational activities, provi-
sion of accommodation, visitor amenities or
a large number of day visitors. Stakeholders
included government-related bodies, private
groups and associations or societies. Re-
spondents motivated by the subject of a
survey are more likely to respond (Litwin,
1995), therefore providing a snapshot of good
practice rather than a representative survey
of all sites. 

The questionnaire was six pages long and a
ten page booklet on EMS for forest tourism
and recreation was enclosed for information
and clari�cation. This was pre-tested through
face-to-face interviews with sites in the three
countries, with questions clari�ed and short-
ened as a result (Flynn et al., 2001). It
included both dependent and independent
variables, the latter aiming to determine
differences against site size, number of visi-
tors, number of staff and location. Most
questions were closed, with open-ended
questions at the end of each section to report
on current practice in their site or opinions.
A parallel article reports on results from the
same survey regarding site’s perception of
the Tourfor award and their willingness to
apply for it, using the same methodology
(Font et al., submitted). 

Site managers were �rst contacted by
phone to check questionnaires would be
correctly addressed. Two mailings and one
reminder follow up resulted on a response
rate of 25%, providing data from 100 sites and
stakeholders. Figure 2 shows the percentages
of responses received for each country,
which represent quite closely the proportion
sent out, except in Finland were the response
rate was lower. The higher proportion of
questionnaires sent out to England and
Portugal is partly because most stakeholders
that were contacted were in those two

countries, but also because there was more
readily available data.

The majority of responses came from
sites managed by governmental or quasi-
governmental organizations, as illustrated in
Figure 3. Private sites were harder to contact
in the �rst place since there were no lists
readily available, and also because response
rates amongst, for example, camp sites or
accommodation providers were low. Good
initial links with the National Trust in the UK
led to high response rates from this group,
and the organization’s interest in the prin-
ciples of Tourfor had been encouraging.
Stakeholders had a higher response rate,
partly because Tourfor had already estab-
lished contact with them.

The size of the properties of respondents
ranges from 9 hectares to 600 square kilo-
metres. Although it was �rst assumed that
small sites would not be interested in
Tourfor, 20 sites of under 100 hectares re-
sponded to the questionnaire, generally rela-
tively small units, and in a few cases these
were managed by organizations that owned
other sites elsewhere. Without counting

Figure 2 Nationality of sample frame and
respondents

% Sent % Received

England 27 34
Scotland 11 10.6
Wales 10.5 11.7
N. Ireland 6.5 5.3
Portugal 30 29.8
Finland 15 8.5

Figure 3 Type of organization of sample frame and
respondents

% Sent % Received

Public sector 36 45.7
Private sector 42 24.5
National Trust 13 16
Stakeholders 9 13.8
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Forest Enterprise sites, over 50% of the sites
that responded had less than ten full time
staff. This contrasts again with the largest
site mentioned earlier, employing 300 staff,
50 of which are in recreation. Numbers of
visitors were also quite varied. Annual visi-
tors range from 70 overnight stays to over a
million day visitors. Those with the smallest
number of visitors proved to be more spe-
cialized, providing speci�c recreational facili-
ties and forest lodges, and therefore gaining
an income directly from the use of their land
for tourism and recreation. Some of the least
visited sites come from the more remote
parts of Finland, where there is also a greater
level of seasonality to visitor usage. Although
the sites may not be representative of the
industry, the range of sizes, activities, staff
and locations provides a wide spread of
respondents.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Respondents generally agreed with the use-
fulness of EMS, although a large number of
them were not aware of how one operates,
and what needs to be done to say you have
one. About 30% consistently did not answer
questions relating to whether they have the
elements in place or whether they could

incorporate them, despite having been pro-
vided with a ten page booklet, although they
report to have an interest in what it could do
for them. This shows the need for clear
guidelines and examples. 

Figure 4 provides a comparison of EMS
elements already in place, those that can be
incorporated in the site’s management, and
the opinions of both site managers and
stakeholders of which elements of an EMS
are necessary. It is interesting to see that
both sites and stakeholders think that a
policy or a statement of intent is more
necessary than other elements. It is also
noticeable that there are more sites with an
environmental policy and an environmental
programme than the number carrying out a
review or an audit. Each element will be
discussed individually, making reference to
this table of results, and making reference
to cross-tabulations only when these are
particularly relevant.

Environmental policy
Over 90% of sites and stakeholders consider
that it is necessary to have an environmental
policy as the statement of intent and the
guiding principle through which an organiza-
tion declares its environmental aims and
objectives. Only three sites replied that it
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Figure 4. Comparison of EMS elements already in place or that can be incorporated in the site’s
management against site managers and stakeholders consideration of necessary elements (%)
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should not be a requirement, and two of them
were local authority sites under 100 hectares
in England, suggesting that they already
followed the local council’s environmental
policy. The general consent was that it is a
necessary document since it describes inten-
tions and principles and provides a frame-
work for action. Fifty-two per cent of the sites
already had an environmental policy in place,
or a general management policy that in-
cluded environmental issues. From those not
currently having one, a further 5% say they
could incorporate one in the short term. The
rest of the respondents didn’t know what was
required to write one, and generally thought
this would be a formal and lengthy docu-
ment, which is not the case. 

Over half the sites surveyed said the policy
should not have a speci�c format or length,
while 25% thought it should and the other
25% didn’t know. Higher than average respon-
ses favouring a speci�c format were received
from Portugal and Finland, sites under 100
hectares and privately owned and managed
sites, the latter two regardless of country of
origin. Most of these sites did not have a
policy at present, and would rather have
clear instructions as to what they need to do.
Private sites and the National Trust were less
likely to accept stakeholder input as part of
policy development than publicly owned
sites, and sites in England were less likely to
accept stakeholder input than in any of the
other countries. However the majority of
sites and stakeholders agreed that the site’s
policy should be made available to the
public, with no signi�cant differences across
segments. 

Sites and stakeholders were asked what
commitments and aims could be expected
within a policy, and these are shown in Figure
5. Most of the suggestions prompted in the
questionnaire are felt to be of some im-
portance and relevance. It is interesting to
see that 76% of the sites consider that
continuous environmental improvement
should be something to aim for in a com-

pany’s policy but not something that should
be assessed. Differences for country of ori-
gin, ownership and property size are not
signi�cant, although smaller, privately
owned sites showed concerns as to the
feasibility of committing to matching best
practice with limited resources.

Site review
Around 70% of sites and stakeholders con-
sidered a site review as necessary, much
lower than the 90% of respondents consider-
ing a policy as a requirement. Qualitative
responses varied, but could be grouped into
two reasons. First, some of them thought that
a paper review would be too onerous, and
that a site visit should be enough, yet this
does not meet the requirements of a formal
management system, with an emphasis on
recording performance and keeping evi-
dence. Second, some sites thought that the
audit and review of the previous cycle could
act as the following site review. This would be
possible only if the site had gone through the
cycle at least once, and in any case it would
only work for surveys of environmental per-
formance and visitors, but not necessarily
management components. 

About 40% of the sites have carried out a
site review that can be used as a baseline
from which improvements and changes can
be measured, but another 15% suggested
that they could complete one with guidance.
Privately owned sites under 100 hectares,
and most sites from Finland were less likely
to accept the burden of a site review. Prop-
erty size was the most signi�cant variable to
segment respondents; owners of small prop-
erties were less likely to accept some of the
suggested requirements from a site review
discussed below. 

When surveyed, 73% of respondents think
management teams should produce a regis-
ter/list of all environmental legislation that
affects them and their site. Respondents
that thought it not necessary argued that it
would be the same for every site. This might
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be the case for large organizations such as
Forest Enterprise or National Trust sites, yet
the purpose of listing legislation is for each
site to acknowledge their legal responsibili-
ties and to make this information easily and
readily available to all employees. Also differ-
ent activities will be governed by different
regulations across Europe, so it will not be
the same between sites. 

There was agreement that major environ-
mental issues should be identi�ed, however,
some of the comments suggest this should be
rephrased to ‘signi�cant’ issues. The term
’major’ can be ambiguous, and it may lead to
spending time on issues important nation-
ally, but which are not signi�cant to the
management of their property. However 80%
think that major impacts should be identi�ed
and nearly 70% that they should be priori-
tized. There is more concern with the im-
pacts that site activities have on the natural
environment than in identifying the manage-
ment status of the organization with regards
to environmental performance. There may be
a lack of understanding as to the difference,
or it may re�ect the position of the respond-

ent within the site’s management structure.
Besides the suggested signi�cant environ-

mental issues and impacts, the most com-
monly suggested additions to the site review
include biological/ecological surveys and
some form of visitor assessment. These may
have been considered important because
many already carry out these activities or
have previously found that they would be
useful for certain tasks.

Programme and operations

Previous interviews with site managers
showed that there was a lack of under-
standing of the difference between the pro-
gramme and operations elements, and that a
large number of them did not keep separate
information for these two elements. For this
reason they were dealt with together in the
survey. 54% of the sites said they had a
programme that was operationalized, and
another 3% said they could implement these
requirements. 

When questioned about whether there
should be a formal method to set up a
programme and operations, 70% said yes.
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Figure 5. Site managers and stakeholders expectations of commitments and aims in an environmental
policy (%)
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Site size again leads to signi�cant differences,
all the ‘no’ and ‘don’t know’ responses to a
formal programme were from sites under 500
hectares. Responses raise the issue as to
whether site managers understand the con-
tents of an EMS, since a surprisingly higher
number of respondents agreed on the need
for each one of the main requirements of an
environmental programme than the number
who agreed on the need for a programme in
the �rst place. For example, between 76% and
80% of respondents consider that actions
should be recorded, targets and achievement
dates should be set by the management team
and recorded, and the outcomes and results
of these procedures be recorded too (see
Figure 6). Fewer respondents (66%) consider
that operational restructuring, staff responsi-
bilities, training and resource requirements
should be recorded. There were no sig-
ni�cant differences across segments other
than those already outlined earlier.

Some of the comments highlight fears of
in�exibility, an onerous workload and too
much bureaucracy. The results show again
the need for clear information about what is
needed, coupled with site visits to help
managers understand how an EMS works in
practice. Keeping records of the operations
is standard in general business practice, yet
each recreational site will keep records in a
different format. The key to implementing an

EMS will be to ensure the records kept
provide evidence of actions with relevance to
environmental issues. However, the pro-
posed EMS should avoid overloading site
managers by giving a clear and concise
account of what is expected within these
sections. 

Audit and review

Two-thirds of sites and stakeholders agree
with the need to have a formal audit and
review process, as a continual cycle of
auditing management decisions, procedures
and outcomes and then to reassess the
results and make changes where appro-
priate. Although only 40% of sites state they
currently have one, another 16% claim
they could incorporate it. The evidence
provided suggests that the majority of sites
have some of the elements needed to carry
out a review of the cycle, shown by the fact
that 45% of respondents said there are other
ways than an EMS audit to demonstrate
continual improvement that they could al-
ready meet. Forest Enterprise (see Flynn et
al., 2001) and National Trust sites usually
mentioned internal audits, whereas a high
proportion of small sites mention interviews
with the manager as an informal, but more
ef�cient method to review progress. Speci�c
methods listed were surveys (e.g., woodland
ecological monitoring, biological species re-

80
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81

66

actions

targets

outcomes and results

operational restructuring and
training

Figure 6. Site managers and stakeholders expectations of evidence recorded for an EMS (%)
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cords) and potential veri�ers (external con-
sultants, external auditors, third party
appraisal, inspectors, public and stakeholder
enquiries). On their own, these methods
have a limited scope and cannot provide a
holistic view of site management, but they
are valid elements of a management audit. 

Most sites are used to some type of audit,
and there should be the skills present within
organizations to transfer auditing to an EMS
structure. This EMS must allow for, or include
any audits already carried out, and make the
review of the EMS a quick and concise affair.
A balance between the formal practice of
auditing and reviewing and its costs must be
found without compromising the adherence
to the system. Site managers have com-
mented that ‘audit and review could be from
existing systems not necessarily constructed
on site for this scheme, it will not be adopted
without incentive’. Respondents say that due
to pressures on staff, simple management
plans and results act as an audit and review.
Those sites with timber production consider
that it would be easier to mirror existing
systems such as the ISO 14001 standard and
to the Forest Stewardship Council require-
ments. 

CONCLUSION

This survey provides a snapshot of environ-
mental management in recreation and tour-
ism sites in forest settings across a wide
range of sites, ownership regimes and loca-
tions. Although data cannot be extrapolated
due to the non-probability sample, it pro-
vides a baseline from which to develop
benchmarks and criteria to recognize good
practice in the following ways. 

Results show the capability and conditions
under which a wide range of companies have
or have not implemented elements of envi-
ronmental management. Almost 60% of the
respondents have the components of an EMS
or could implement them. This gives Tourfor
a core number of sites to pilot the ecolabel

and to demonstrate good practice across the
sector. Yet although the majority of sites
responding have elements of good practice,
they do not manage their operations with a
systems approach, unless this is required by
a parent company. This raises the question
as to whether the criteria for the ecolabel
need to evolve from low, introductory cri-
teria to stricter requirements through a
process of continuous improvement, as a
method to raise the pro�le in the start-up
period, or whether stricter criteria need to be
used from the beginning. This is a question
that most new ecolabels face, and funding
tends to be the deciding factor (Font and
Buckley, 2001). 

There is a considerable difference between
the management elements that are con-
sidered necessary, and the number of sites
having those elements in place or the capa-
bility of integrating them. This has
been partly attributed to the newness of
EMS in the industry, the fear of increased
administrative burdens on an already over
stretched industry, which suggests the need
for increased communication and EMS train-
ing. Results suggest that a �rst round of sites
could be taken on board with environmental
policies and a programme of actions, and at
the end of the �rst cycle these sites should
have been trained in running a review that
could be used in the �rst round as both site
review and an audit. 

Pro-active sites either approach imple-
menting an EMS as a way of learning how to
formalize their intentions and practice or as
a straight jacket within which to �t what they
are already doing. The �rst group demand
how-to manuals and case studies, (see Tribe
et al., 2000), which have been further piloted
in three sites, Swinley Forest of the Crown
Estate Windsor (UK), The Forest of Mercia
(UK) and Tapada Nacional de Mafra (Portu-
gal). The second group demand the �exibility
to continue in the same way and be recog-
nized for past performance, not for con-
tinuous improvement. The second group are
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necessary in the short term to provide the
core numbers, whereas the �rst group repre-
sents the target market of the Tourfor project
since the aim is to improve performance of
sites. 

The majority of those that do not have
most elements of an EMS acknowledge an
interest in the subject, but lack the knowl-
edge of an EMS requirement to say whether
they would be interested in implementing
one. The validity of the �ndings from this
research was further tested through causal
research during site visits to respondents.
Site visits, the provision of case studies,
subsidized conferences in England and Fin-
land and training sessions were developed in
order to support sites, yet there is still a need
for further action. 

The cross-tabulation of results against
property size, ownership and location shows
that size of property plays an important part
in the acceptance of formal systems to
provide evidence for veri�cation. Larger or-
ganizations can justify the need for for-
malized systems internally, as well as for
external veri�cation: Center Parcs (Collins,
2000) and the Finnish Forest and Park Service
(Metsähallitus, 1998) have been certi�ed
with ISO 14001 for their recreation and
tourism operations in forest settings, while
Forest Enterprise sites in the UK have the
majority of elements to introduce an EMS
(Flynn et al., 2001). The majority of forest
recreation organizations are small and for-
malized systems will be cumbersome for day
to day management; the challenge is to
develop a framework �exible enough for
large and small companies to demonstrate
their performance and management against
benchmarks, but taking into account their
capacity. 
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