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The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) is an independent, not for profit, non-government
organisation based in Bonn, Germany.
The mission of the Forest Stewardship Council is to support environmentally appropriate,
socially beneficial, and economically viable management of the world's forests.
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FSC develops, supports and promotes international, national and provincial standards in line
with its mission; evaluates, accredits and monitors certification bodies which verify the use of
FSC standards; provides training and information; and promotes the use of products that carry
the FSC logo.
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1

Summary

1.1
Expert Team D Terms of Reference, in brief (chapter 2)
FSC convened a technical working group (Expert Team D) during 2008-2009 for issues of
“conversion” which had not been resolved by the policy phase of the FSC Plantations Review
during 2004-2007. Expert Team D was specifically charged to study the cut-off date of
November 1994, after which the FSC would normally not certify areas of forest management
units which have been converted from natural forest to plantations (Criterion 10.9 in the FSC
Principles and Criteria – P&C) (TOR ‘A’). Expert Team D was also to make recommendations
for conversion of non-forest natural ecosystems (TOR ‘B’), and for revised Criteria for the P&C
in respect of these issues (TOR ‘C’).
1.2

FSC certification deals with the whole spatial area inside the FMU boundary, and
all types of vegetation and open space (sections 3.10, 3.13 and 5.1.9)
A review of formal FSC documents and the informal papers of the several working groups on
plantations since 1994 showed that FSC as a certification system had appreciated that The
Organization having ultimate decision making power over a forest management unit (FMU)
was responsible for the entire area inside the FMU boundary, including the planning and the
implementation of management in that area. FSC had agreed by 2005 that its certification
system covered all types of vegetation, not only those related to growing trees. Compliance
with the conservation Criteria in Principles 6 and 9 requires The Organization to have regard
to the entire bio-physical space, not only that which is related to trees; including, for example,
wetlands and open space. Previous attempts to restrict FSC coverage to natural forests, or to
distinguish between natural forests and plantations, are thus not correct in relation to
compliance with the P&C holistically. This conclusion automatically disposes of TOR ‘B’.
1.3
How conversion is differentiated from silviculture (sections 5.1.7, 5.1.8 and 6.2)
In spite of the volume of discussion about conversion, FSC has not so far offered a definition,
to stand alongside its definitions of natural forest and plantation, or to differentiate conversion
as a sub-set of the (defined) silviculture. Expert Team D offers a definition incorporating the
notions of short duration and relatively intensive activity.
Upwards and downwards conversion with respect to six attributes of the
vegetation (section 6.7 and chapter 7)
Expert Team D differentiates between potentially certifiable ‘upwards’ and non-certifiable
‘downwards’ conversion. Upwards conversion maintains or enhances six attributes of the
target area of vegetation: species biodiversity, habitat diversity, structural complexity,
ecosystem functionality, economic productivity, and social significance. These attributes are
congruent with the output(s) of the parallel Expert Team B (on Maintaining Ecosystem
Integrity) in the technical phase of the FSC Plantations Review. Downwards conversion
degrades any of these six attributes. It is self-evident that certifiable management of areas
containing HCVs requires maintenance or enhancement of those areas.
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1.5
Sequential test for acceptability of conversion (section 6.3.1)
Expert Team D offers a decision chart or flow diagram to guide a decision on the acceptability
for certification purposes of a proposed conversion. The decision chart is both textual and
supplied as a figure.
1.6
Restoration of degraded vegetation (section 6.3.2)
Expert Team D offers the possibility of certification of vegetation which has previously been
subject to downwards conversion, degrading one or more of the six attributes. Enhancement
of the six attributes to status equal to or better than the status at the beginning of downwards
conversion, and at a predefined rate of upwards conversion, might allow certification. Expert
Team D gives two examples, a simple case and a sliding scale for successful restoration.
1.7
Labeling of products from converted vegetation (section 6.4)
Following the approach used in the FSC policy on excision of uncertifiable areas, Expert
Team D offers guidance on when products from converted areas would and would not be able
to carry on-product FSC labels.
1.8
Proposed revision of P&C Criterion 6.10 (chapter 7)
In accordance with TOR ‘C’, Expert Team D offers revised wording for P&C Criterion 6.10 on
Conversion of vegetation, and associated guidance notes. This proposed revision could be
inserted directly into the current consultation draft of the revision of the P&C (FSC-STD-01001 D5-0 D2-0 July 2009).
1.9

Effect of changes in ownership or managerial control on responsibility for
conversion (current C10.9) (section 5.1.6)
Expert Team D retains November 1994 as an important and reasonable date marker for
decisions about the acceptability of converted vegetation. Expert Team D noted the longstanding FSC principle that manager applying for certification must demonstrate adherence to
all P&C, in accordance with current Criterion 1.6 in the P&C. Attempts by an organization to
escape from censure of downwards conversion by rapid changes in ownership should be
trapped by scrutiny of compliance with Criterion 1.6. At the same time, there should be no
discouragement of attempts by new management or new ownership to engage in upwards
conversion of previously degraded vegetation.

1.10 Issues not completed
Expert Team D regrets that it did not have time to complete discussion of four technical issues
on restoration of degraded vegetation (items (a) – (d) in section 6.3.2.5). Expert Team D also
suggests that there are six long-standing policy issues or beliefs which cannot be resolved by
technical fixes but which need resolution by policy decision at the highest level in the FSC
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Note: the FSC international Board of Directors approved in July 2009 a Policy for the
Association with FSC which will complement or supersede P&C Criterions 1.6. However, the
Policy for the Association currently lacks operational guidelines, so it is correct to refer to
Criterion 1.6 as the long-standing bulwark against ‘greenwashing’.
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system (sections 5.1.9, 5.1.10 5.1.11, 5.1.12, 5.1.13 and 5.1.14). Failure to clarify the nature
of these policy issues or beliefs, and the options for resolution, appear to have been the main
reasons why ‘Conversion’ (and ‘Plantations’) have been controversial for FSC for so long.
Expert Team D hopes that by putting these issues into plain language it has made possible
rapid resolution by FSC senior management and/or international Board of Directors.

Forest Stewardship Council

2 Terms of Reference of Expert Team D
Certification of plantations has been part of the FSC system since the first published version
of the FSC global Principles and Criteria in November 1994. By the year 2002 the certification
of plantations had become a cause of continuous stakeholder disputes.1 In response to Policy
motion 37 as approved at the General Assembly 2002, the FSC Plantations Review was
launched at the multi stakeholder Plantations Review meeting on the 09th of September 2004
in Bonn to address the issues related to plantation certification.
The plantations review was designed with two phases; a Policy Phase led by a chamber
balanced Policy Working Group aimed at identifying, examining and resolving the underlying
policy issues facing FSC certification of plantations and a Technical Phase aimed at providing
technical solutions to problems raised and policy positions agreed upon in the Policy phase.2
The Policy Phase was launched in March 2005. After five Policy Working Group meetings and
several stakeholder consultations the Policy Phase came to an end when the Board of
Directors at its 44th meeting in March 2007 approved the final report of the Plantations Review
Policy Working Group.
For the Technical Phase, an international team of 4 technical experts ‘Expert Team D Investigating the Impacts of FSC Criterion 10.9’ was established in late summer 2007. Based
on the recommendations in the final report of the Policy Working Group the Team D was
provided with Terms of Reference (see Annex 2) requiring it to:
A.) Produce a report analyzing the current effects of the cut off date, the possible
impacts and implications of keeping or changing the cut off date and what other
systems might be better suited to achieve the goals underlying the cut off date of 10.9.
This shall include an analysis and recommendations on what the term “normally” in
Criterion 10.9 could mean, which exceptions to 10.9 could be permissible and which
process and procedural mechanisms for granting exceptions could be used.
B.) Produce recommendations on how FSC should deal with the conversion of nonforest natural ecosystems.

Expert Team D met three times in the course of the year 2008 and this report represents the
findings, conclusions and recommendations of the Team D.

1
2

FSC (July 2002), page 4
FSC (September 2004a)
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C.) Support the revision of the Principles and Criteria by analyzing the need and
making recommendations for the revision of Criteria in order to address the issues
above.

Forest Stewardship Council

3 Current FSC Positions on Vegetation and Land Use Types and Conversion
At its first meeting Expert Team D concluded that any recommendation on alternative
approaches to conversion and the cut-off date would have to be consistent with the principles
and vision of the FSC in regard to:
•
•
•
•

preferred vegetation types
preferred land uses
acceptable and unacceptable conversions
the declared roles of plantations within the FSC system

The analysis of FSC’s position on these issues was based on a wide range of FSC
documents.
Expert Team D did not collectively look at the plantation-related criteria and indicator work by
the CGIAR Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) and by the International
Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO), although these well-funded studies would certainly be
worth detailed review in a more thorough revision of the FSC P&C.

The purpose of the Association shall be:
1. to promote an adequate management of forests, providing the assistance required to achieve an
environmentally appropriate and economically viable exploitation of natural resources, avoiding
deterioration or affectation of such resources, of the ecosystems, or of the surrounding communities.
To promote a viable management of the forest resources and a forestry production that preserves
the environment’.
2. to promote the Principles and Criteria of responsible management of the world’s forests through the
development of the forest management standards and a voluntary accreditation program;
3. to conduct educational activities aimed to increase the awareness of the importance of improving
forest management;
4. to provide guidance and assistance to developers of forest management policies, forest managers,
legislators, and to any other person interested in forest management;
5. to provide assistance and to collaborate with all kinds of entities and agencies around the world,
public or private, dedicated to care and maintain forests;
6. to promote the development of all kinds of activities addressed to the preservation and maintenance
of forests
7. to establish offices for the research, information, and analysis of forest matters; (…)

3

FSC (February 2009a), page 1:
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3.1 FSC Statutes of 1994, last revision in February 2009 (Document 1.3)
With regards to preferred land use and vegetation type section 4 of the FSC statutes refers
several times to forests and forest management and the emphasis is clearly on forest-based
vegetation. However, paragraph 1 also refers to avoiding deterioration of natural resources, of
the ecosystem or the surrounding communities and preservation of the environment in general
terms. This indicates that the scope of the FSC system extends to non-forest land uses and
vegetation types.3

Forest Stewardship Council

3.2 FSC By-Laws of 1994, last revision in February 2009 (Document 1.1)
For the FSC mission as laid down in the by-laws a similar conclusion can be made. Again, the
focus of the formulation is on forests and forest management. However, because the mission
statement is also generally referring to environmental appropriateness (paragraph 1) and the
ecosystem (paragraph 4), other land uses and vegetation types are covered as well.4
1. The Forest Stewardship Council A.C. (FSC) shall promote environmentally appropriate, socially
beneficial, and economically viable management of the world's forests. Environmentally appropriate
forest management ensures that the harvest of timber and non-timber products maintains the
forest's biodiversity, productivity, and ecological processes.
2. Socially beneficial forest management helps both local people and society at large to enjoy longterm benefits and also provides strong incentives to local people to sustain the forest resources and
adhere to long-term management plans.
3. Economically viable forest management means that forest operations are structured and managed
so as to be sufficiently profitable, without generating financial profit at the expense of the forest
resource, the ecosystem, or affected communities. The tension between the need to generate
adequate financial returns and the principles of responsible forest operations can be reduced
through efforts to market forest products for their best value.

3.3

Principles and Criteria of November 1994, last amendment in 2002 (FSC-STD-01001 Version 4-0)
The choice of wording in the Principles and Criteria, that is, the frequency of the use of words
such as forest and forest management, indicates a clear focus on forest vegetation and
management.
However, the wider scope of the FSC system is given in the Introduction to the Principles and
Criteria where the first sentence refers to associated lands, and therefore implies other land
possibly not covered by forest.

Other indications of a possibly wider scope concerning vegetation and land use types are
provided in Principle 6, Criterion 6.1 and 6.4. Principle 6 generally promotes conservation of
unique and fragile ecosystems and landscapes as aims of forest management. Criterion 6.1
requires environmental impact assessments to include landscape level considerations.
Criterion 6.4 requires the protection of representative samples of existing ecosystems within
the landscape.6

4
5
6

FSC (February 2009b), page 1.
FSC (2002), page 3.
FSC (2002), page 6.
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This becomes even clearer in the third paragraph of the introduction which refers to other
vegetation types. In this paragraph it is stated that the ‘Principles and Criteria (P&C) apply to
all tropical, temperate and boreal forests (…). Many of these P&C apply also to plantations
and partially replanted forests. More detailed standards for these and other vegetation types
may be prepared at national and local levels.’5

Forest Stewardship Council

This formulation was in the introduction of the original P&C as published in November 1994,
thus indicating that plantations have from the beginning been intended to be within the scope
of FSC certification.7
Principle 10 on Plantations was ratified by the FSC membership and Board of Directors in
February 1996.8 According to this Principle ‘Plantations shall be planned and managed in
accordance with Principles and Criteria 1 - 9, and Principle 10 and its Criteria.’ The role of
plantations is then defined: ’While plantations can provide an array of social and economic
benefits, and can contribute to satisfying the world's needs for forest products, they should
complement the management of, reduce pressures on, and promote the restoration and
conservation of natural forests.’9
In this context natural forests are defined in the P&C as: ‘Forest areas where many of the
principal characteristics and key elements of native ecosystems such as complexity, structure
and diversity are present, as defined by FSC approved national and regional standards of
forest management.’ Plantations are then defined as: ‘Forest areas lacking most of the
principal characteristics and key elements of native ecosystems as defined by FSC-approved
national and regional standards of forest stewardship, which result from the human activities
of either planting, sowing or intensive silvicultural treatments.’10
In the various discussions on conversion, natural forests and plantations, documents may also
refer to primary and secondary forest – see for example FSC-GUI-20-200 FSC guidelines for
certification bodies (March 2005), Part 2, section 2.15 - but these terms are not defined in any
FSC glossary.
A prohibition on conversion of natural forests to plantations and other land uses was already
included in the first ratified version of the P&C as published in November 1994:11
Principle 9:
Primary forests, well-developed secondary forests and sites of major environmental,
social or cultural significance shall be conserved. Such areas shall not be replaced by tree plantations
or other land uses.
Criterion 9.1: Trees planted in natural forests may supplement natural regeneration, fill gaps or
contribute to the conservation of genetic resources. Such plantings shall not replace or significantly alter
the natural ecosystem.

Since January 1999 conversion is addressed in Criterion 6.10 and 10.9:12

7
8
9
10
11
12

FSC (November 1994): Introduction.
FSC (2002), page 9.
FSC (2002), page 9.
FSC (2002), page 12.
FSC (November 1994)
FSC (2002), page 7, 9 and 10: Criterion 6.10 and 10.9 and a new version of Principle 9 were ratified by
the FSC Members and Board of Directors in January 1999.
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Criterion 6.10: Forest conversion to plantations or non-forest land uses shall not occur, except in
circumstances where conversion:
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a) entails a very limited portion of the forest management unit; and
b) does not occur on high conservation value forest areas; and
c) will enable clear, substantial, additional, secure, long-term conservation benefits across the forest
management unit.
Criterion 10.9: Plantations established in areas converted from natural forests after November 1994
normally shall not qualify for certification. Certification may be allowed in circumstances where sufficient
evidence is submitted to the certification body that the manager/owner is not responsible directly or
indirectly of such conversion.

While both criteria generally prohibit conversion they also provide for exceptions to the
prohibition of conversion of forest or natural forest to plantations or non-forest land – and this
has undoubtedly led to some confusion and concerns. One principle concern was that it was
possible that the exceptions could be ‘interpreted’ and used to justify forms of conversion that
would enable this prohibition to be circumvented. However, the exceptions are quite specific
and can only be considered according to the second sentence of Criterion 10.9 – certification
may be allowed if the manager/owner is not directly or indirectly responsible for the
conversion.13
Both Criteria (6.10 and 10.9) prohibit (with exceptions) the conversion of forests but are clearly
not designed to cover conversion of non-forest vegetation types. In contrast, Principle 9 of the
November 1994 P&C (see above) not only required the conservation and prevented the
replacement of forests by plantations and other land uses but also that of other sites of major
environmental, social or cultural significance.

3.4
FSC Discussion Paper (FSC-DIS-30-001) on FSC Plantation Policies of July 2002
Even though as shown in the previous paragraph there is currently no direct prohibition of
conversion of non-forest vegetation in the Principles and Criteria this discussion paper
provides the interpretation that such vegetation may be protected from conversion. For
example, it is argued that the conversion of non-forest habitats to plantations may sometimes
be incompatible with Principle 6 and Principle 9 as these principles require the protection of
rare, threatened and endangered species and their habitats, in all cases. Special vigilance is

13
14

FSC (2002), page 7 and 10.
FSC (2002), page 9: Principle 9 was ratified by the FSC Members and Board of Directors in January 1999.
REVIEW OF FSC CONVERSION POLICY - FINAL REPORT OF EXPERT TEAM D, FSC-DIS-30-005 V1-0 EN

13 of 71

®2009 FSC, A.C. All rights reserved. FSC-SECR-0002

When both criteria were introduced in the P&C in January 1999 also original Principle 9 of
1994 was replaced with new Principle 9 ‘Maintenance of high of high conservation value
forests’. This revision narrowed the approach to prohibiting conversion of sites of major
environmental, social or cultural significance as specified in Principle 9 of 1994 as both
Criterion 6.10 and Criterion 10.9 refer to the conversion of (natural) forests and not other
vegetation types or other social or cultural uses. Hence, non-forest vegetation types are not
explicitly covered by the prohibition of conversion since the revision of the P&C in January
1999.14
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required when the area contains High Conservation Values which should be maintained or
enhanced.15
The discussion paper also clarifies that the ruling against the replacement of natural forests as
stipulated in Principle 9 of November 1994 was not intended to penalize Organizations for
activities carried out before the Principle had been adopted. FSC did not wish to prevent
certification in areas of old or historic deforestation, but intended to discourage continued
clearance and conversion. In order to address this situation the cut-off date of November 1994
(date of publication of the first ratified version of the P&C) had been introduced in January
1999 (see above).
3.5

FSC Advice Note on the Interpretation of C10.9 (FSC-ADV-31-001 (2003)) of
January 2003
This advice note provides an interpretation according to which use of the word ‘normally’ in
Criterion 10.9 would mean that there are possible exceptions from the cut-off date other than
owner/manager responsibilities as long as conversion is not ‘normally’ permitted.
In this specific case a National Initiative was mandated to allow in its national standard
certification of plantations converted between November 1994 and the end of 2001 (date of
approval of the national standard at the national level) in cases where the converted area
would be converted back to a more natural condition. This endorsement was based on the
rationale, that ‘The proposed national standard meets the requirement that certification of
converted forest is not ‘normally’ permitted, and accepts that in the case of a plan to reconvert
the forest area to a natural condition an exception may be made, for those areas converted to
plantation prior to 2001’.16
FSC Policy on the Excision of Areas From the Scope of Certification (FSC-POL20-003 (2004)) of March 2004
This Policy provides an indication of the types of possibly acceptable conversion. It was
developed to provide guidance on several cases in which: A) There are impacts on a forest
management area which are beyond the control of the forest manager, or B) There are parts
of a forest management area for which the management objectives do not meet the
requirements for certification, but the managers wish to seek certification for the remaining
area.
In the case of situation A) conversion is acceptable according to the FSC Guidelines for
Certification Bodies (FSC-GUI-20-200 Revised March 2005) if the requirements of FSC-POL20-003 (2004) are met. These cases would have to be addressed through appropriate
management as defined in the Policy and could amongst others not exceed 0.5% of the FMU
area in any one year, nor affect more than 5% of the FMU area.17

15
16
17

FSC (July 2002), page 17.
FSC (January 2003), page 1f.
FSC (March 2004b), page 3f.
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3.6
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Cases falling under situation B would be addressed through excising those areas from
certification. Conversion of natural forest to plantations or non-forest uses is generally
prohibited by the policy if the management of the excised area remains in the control of the
pre-conversion Organizations. Note that there is no discussion about the condition or status of
the area proposed for conversion. However, the Policy also provides an exception to this rule
for community forest areas where they are part of a community endorsed Land Use Plan.18
There is no definition of a community forest area, although the FSC Glossary (FSC-STD-01002 (2004)) defines community forestry. It is unclear if “area” is the same as an FMU
submitted for certification. Possible examples of when such conversion (e.g. clearance for
housing and agricultural use) could qualify for excision were provided in the paper for the
Board of Directors of July 2003, which preceded the development of the Policy POL-20-003
(2004).19
3.7

FSC Advice Note on Conversion of Plantation to Non Forest Land (FSC-ADV-30602) of March 2004
This Advice Note is in part directly related to FSC-POL-20-003 (2004). According to this
Advice Note there are two ways for accepting conversion of plantations to non forest land. The
first option for accepting this type of conversion is based on compliance criteria provided in
Criterion 6.10 a-c of the P&C and the Advice Note provides further guidance of the meaning of
this criterion in regards to conversion of plantations to non forest land.20

The main conditions prescribed in the Advice Note can be summarized as follows. Certification needs to
take into account the relative conservation value of the area before and after conversion. The extent to
which an increase in the converted area provides additional conservation benefits. Conversion of more
than 5% of a forest management unit over a five year period cannot be considered ‘very limited’ except
in exceptional circumstances. None of the converted area is ‘High Conservation Value Forest’. The
restored non-forest vegetation has ‘High Conservation Values’. The certified FMU continues to manage
natural forests and plantations. The cleared areas are managed to restore a mixture of forest and nonforest vegetation, characteristic of the natural vegetation and landscape of the region. Finally, the
techniques of restoration have proven to be successful.

18
19

20

FSC (March 2004b), page 4f.
FSC (July 2003), page 4f and 14f. The first example was that of a commercial plantation in South Africa
which was subject to agreements to change land use some of which involved clearance for housing and
agricultural use. The other example was that of certified ejidos [areas under communal land title] in Mexico
where specified forest areas had been designated for community agricultural development.
FSC (March 2004a), page 1f.
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Additionally, according to the Advice Note there are circumstances in which conversion of
plantation to non-forest land is considered appropriate (for example in the context of
landscape planning, or for social reasons) when the requirements of Criterion 6.10 a-c are not
met. Conversion may be acceptable if the converted area is excised from the FSC certified

Forest Stewardship Council

area in compliance with the conditions laid down in FSC-POL-20-003 (2004) FSC Policy on
the Excision of Areas from the Scope of Certification (see above).21
In the first case, where conversion complies with criterion 6.10a-c, the converted area remains
part of the certified forest management unit and wood from the converted area may be sold as
FSC certified. In the second case the converted area is excised from the certified area and
wood from the excised area cannot be sold as FSC certified.22
3.8

Draft Advice Note on Interpretation of C6-10 and C10-9 (FSC-ADV-30-605, Draft 10) of July 2004
This draft advice note was developed to resolve a perceived contradiction between Criterion
10.9 and 6.10. Criterion 10.9 rules out certification of plantations resulting from conversion of
natural forest after 1994. On the other hand Criterion 6.10 appears to establish circumstances
in which conversion to plantations could be acceptable after the date of issue of a certificate
(see section 3.3 above). Thus in case of forest converted after 1994 Criterion 6.10 would allow
the conversion itself to take place but the certification of the plantation would be prohibited
according to Criterion 10.9. This was interpreted to be at least inconsistent if not directly
contradictory.
In line with previous Advice Note FSC-ADV-31-001 the advice given in the draft Advice Note
is that plantation establishment on land converted from forest in compliance with Criterion
6.10 constitutes an acceptable exception to the normal disqualification from certification
established by Criterion 10.9.23
Draft Advice Note on the Establishment of Plantations on Rare or Threatened
Habitats (FSC-ADV-30-607) of September 2004
With regard to conversion of non-forest vegetation types, this draft advice note puts forward
the interpretation that ‘The establishment of plantations on rare or threatened non-forested
habitats is not compatible with the FSC Principles and Criteria.’ As a basis for this
interpretation it is argued, amongst others, that ‘It is quite clear (that) Criteria 6.1, 6.2 and 6.4
should prevent the establishment of plantations in a way which results in the destruction of
rare, threatened and endangered species and their habitats (e.g. nesting and feeding areas)...
It is hard to envisage how destruction of a rare or threatened ecosystem (forest or non-forest)
could be compatible with compliance with this Criterion. Principle 6 does not refer explicitly to
the protection of rare or threatened non-forest habitats, but is clear that destruction of such
habitats would not be compatible with Criterion 6.2.’ 24

21
22
23
24

FSC (March 2004a), page 1 and 3.
FSC (March 2004a), page 1f.
FSC (July 2004), page 1f.
FSC (Sep 2004b), page 1f.
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3.9

Forest Stewardship Council

3.10

Draft Advice Note on Further interpretation of C6.10 (FSC-ADV-30-608, Draft 1-0)
of December 2004
Criterion 6.10c requires that acceptable conversion enables clear, substantial, additional,
secure, long-term benefits across the forest management unit. This draft Advice Note provides
two options for interpreting the intent of the criterion.
It is pointed out that reference in 6.10 to the forest management unit could be interpreted to
mean that the income generated as a result of conversion of a certain site could be used for
achieving these conservation benefits at another site within the Forest Management Unit.
Recognizing practical questions (e.g. proportion of income to be used to provide conservation
benefits, evaluation of such benefits versus loss from clearance) and a lack of clear
consensus for such an interpretation, a simpler interpretation of the intent of Criterion 6.10c
was provided in the draft Advice Note.
According to this interpretation it is the intent of Criterion 6.10c to clarify that conservation
benefits of conversion may be achieved across the FMU. Thus the benefits may be achieved
outside the converted area. For example, introducing additional open space into a forest may
create more ‘edge habitat’ or grazing area and therefore create a more diverse forest.
However, these benefits must be the direct result of the conversion, which would not apply to
benefits resulting from reinvesting income from conversion in biodiversity measures on
different sites.25
3.11 FSC Guidelines for Certification Bodies (FSC-GUI-20-200 Revised: March 2005)
These guidelines clarify in Part 2, Subject 2.20 that land clearance is acceptable when this is
a result of activities that are beyond the control of the forest manager and if the requirements
of the Policy on the Excision of Areas From the Scope of Certification, FSC-POL-20-003
(2004), are met. The wood resulting from such activities and that can be salvaged may be
sold as FSC-certified.26

25
26

27

FSC (December 2004), page 1f.
FSC (March 2005), Part 2, Subject 2.20 (March 2005) – Products of land clearance. The respective
paragraph 2.3 in the guidelines does not use the term conversion, however, the subject title and the
background clearly indicate that the entire section refers to situations of land clearance.
FSC (March 2005), Part 2, Subject 2.9 (March 2005) – Cut-off dates.
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The guidelines in FSC in Part 2, Subject 2.9 also emphasize FSC’s preferred position of
preventing further conversion and clearance of natural forests by restricting certification of
converted areas to those that have taken place before November 1994. The guidelines also
clearly point out that, even though such proposals have been made (e.g. for forest reserves),
the cut-off date concept (and thereby the conversion prohibition) has not been extended to
include issues other than conversion of natural forest to plantations.27
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According to Part 2, Subject 2.10 of the guidelines, conversion between plantation species (for
instance from rubber plantations to palm oil plantations) is possible so long as the plantation
system prior to conversion and the one after conversion are both certifiable.28
The guidelines in Part 2, Subject 2.2 also provide another indication that forest vegetation is
not always the preferred vegetation type. According to the guidelines, clearance of natural
regeneration and even early secondary forest is not forbidden as long as this does not conflict
with other FSC criteria, in particular criterion 6.10. Clearance may be required in order to
comply with the P&C (e.g. Criteria 6.2, 6.9, 10.7), when encroachment by natural regeneration
is degrading the (non-forest) habitat of rare, threatened or endangered species or where such
encroachment is by exotic species.29
Primary forest may be certified within the FSC system when its management is in compliance
with the requirements of the applicable Forest Stewardship Standard including but not limited
to the requirements in relation to FSC Principle 9 (Part 2, Subject 2.15).30
3.12

FSC Discussion Paper on the Scope of Application of the P&C (FSC-DIS-01-001)
of May 2005
A more detailed interpretation of the above mentioned third paragraph of the P&C introduction
(FSC-STD-01-001 Version 4-0) is provided in the FSC discussion paper FSC-DIS-01-001. The
discussion paper points out that: ‘This (the third) paragraph explicitly provides for the
application of the P&C not only to plantations, but also, specifically, to 'other vegetation types’.
The discussion paper continues: ‘It could be argued that 'other vegetation types' is completely
non-specific, and therefore should be applicable to any vegetation type of any sort.’

Also based on the reference to ‘other vegetation types’ in paragraph 3 of the introduction it is
argued that ‘the scope of application of the FSC P&C could be tied to the notion of any landuses involving the growing of trees. If this approach is accepted, then any area of land on
which trees are growing would be within the scope of the FSC P&C, including all the examples
of land use listed in paragraph 1.1 (of FSC-DIS-01-001 2005). The question of whether such
systems can be certified using the FSC P&C would then not be a question of scope of
application of the FSC P&C, but a question of implementation of the P&C, and compliance
with their requirements.’

28
29
30

FSC (March 2005), Part 2, Subject 2.10 (March 2005) – Conversion between plantation species.
FSC (March 2005), Part 2, Subject 2.2 (March 2005) – Clearance of encroaching forest.
FSC (March 2005), Part 2, Subject 2.15 (March 2005) – Primary forests.
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Referring to the first paragraph of the introduction to the P&C it is then stated in the paper
that, “…the introduction to the FSC P&C refers to ‘forest resources and associated lands”, and
to “purchases of wood and other forest products”. Whilst not definitive, these references
suggest a clear limitation of the scope to vegetation types associated with “forest lands”,
and/or that result in the production of “wood” and “other forest products”.
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The discussion paper concluded by proposing ‘that the concept of “other vegetation types”
should be limited to those land-uses involving the growing of trees, but then rather confuses
the limitation by adding that it ‘should include, in principle, all such land-uses.’31
3.13

FSC Policy on the Scope of Application of the FSC Principles and Criteria for
Forest Stewardship (FSC-POL-10-004 (2005)) of June 2005
This Policy, which is an outcome of the above discussion paper clarifies that ‘the scope of
application of FSC-STD-01-001 FSC Principles and Criteria for Forest Stewardship includes
natural forests, plantations and other (i.e. non-forest) vegetation types. The concept of 'other
vegetation types' should be limited to those land-uses involving the growing of trees but
includes, in principle, 'non-forest' land-uses as they contribute to the mission of FSC.’32
3.14

FSC Controlled Wood Standard for Forest Management Enterprises (FSC-STD30-010, Version 2-0) of October 2006
According to this standard ‘No conversion of natural and semi-natural forests and other
wooded ecosystems such as woodlands and savannahs to plantations or non-forest uses
take place, except as permitted by Section 6.3 below’. Section 6.3 then reads: ‘The Forest
Management Enterprise shall provide verifiable evidence to demonstrate compliance with
Section 6.1 above. Forest conversion to plantations or non-forest land uses shall not occur,
except in circumstances where conversion:
a)
b)
c)

entails a very limited portion of the FMU;
does not occur on high conservation value forest areas, and;
will enable clear, substantial additional, secure long-term environmental and
social benefits across the FMU.’33

This formulation extends the conversion prohibition to other ecosystems such as savannahs.
The exceptions provided in this section of the standard are identical to those provided in
Criterion 6.10 of the P&C (see above).
FSC Standard for Company Evaluation of FSC Controlled Wood (FSC-STD-40005, Version 2-1) of April 2007
In line with the broadened prohibition of conversion in the standard above (FSC-STD-30-010
V2-0), this standard lays down that ‘The district of origin may be considered low risk in relation
to conversion of forest to plantations or non-forest uses when the following indicator is
present: There is no net loss AND no significant rate of loss (> 0.5% per year) of natural
forests and other naturally wooded ecosystems such as savannahs taking place in the ecoregion in question’. A clarifying note points out that ‘Change from plantations to other land
uses is not considered as conversion.’

31
32
33

FSC (May 2005), page 7 and 10.
FSC (June 2005c), page 3.
FSC (October 2006b), page 10.
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Wood coming from sources which have been identified as low risk may be treated by the
company as FSC Controlled Wood. 34
For wood coming from sources which have not been identified as low risk the standard lays
down in section 4.1 that ‘The Company shall demonstrate that all types of natural and seminatural forests and other wooded ecosystems such as woodlands and savannahs in the FMUs
are not being converted to plantations or non-forest uses in accordance with the requirements
outlined in Section 4.2 below, except as permitted by Section 4.3 below.’
According to section 4.2 ‘The Company shall keep records of evidence to demonstrate
compliance with Section 4.1 above for a minimum period of 5 years.’ Section 4.3 of the
standard then reads: ‘Forest conversion to plantations or non-forest land uses shall not occur,
except in circumstances where conversion:
a)
b)
c)

entails a very limited portion of the forest management unit;
does not occur on high conservation value forest areas; and
will enable clear, substantial, additional, secure long-term environmental and
social benefits across the forest management unit.’35

3.16 FSC Global Strategy of 2007
Somewhat contradictory to the Policy on the scope of Application of the FSC Principles and
Criteria the sheer number of times of usage of the word forest throughput the Global Strategy
- alone or in combination with other words (for instance forest ecology, forest biodiversity etc)
– seems to indicate that the focus of the FSC system with regards to preferred vegetation
types and land use types is on forests and forest management.
Conversion of forests is directly addressed in the global strategy under objective 1 (g) which
reads: ‘FSC provides effective instruments to partners confronting a situation where
competing land uses are leading to the conversion or destruction of natural forests.’ The
respective indicator reads: “Those engaged in dealing with competing land use recognize and
adopt FSC developed systems and standards”.

34
35
36

FSC (April 2007), page 10 and 21.
FSC (April 2007), page 27.
FSC (2007), page 6.
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The second indicator to objective 1c defines one of the roles of plantations to be to ‘Directly
contribute to reducing pressure on natural forests and to the conservation of nearby High
Conservation Value Forests as confirmed by formal mitigation and other legal agreements that
link the two.36
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3.17

Draft Policy for the Association with FSC (FSC-POL-20-002, V3-0, D2-2) of May
2009
This draft policy limits conversion of natural forests to plantations to 5,000 ha or 10% of the
natural forest area per enterprise either already certified, in the process of certification or
otherwise associated with FSC over a period of 5 years.37

37

FSC (May 2009), page 8.
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Development of this policy was not co-ordinated with the Expert Team D so that the
justification for these further restrictions on conversion to plantations is not known to the
Expert Team D. The Team does not try to counter-argue in chapter 6 against these arbitrary
restrictions, but concentrates on a more rational approach to conversion.
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4 Historical FSC Discussion on Conversion of vegetation
This section provides an overview of the discussions on the topic of conversion within FSC.
These discussions have rarely led to definite conclusions and viable policy options, although
many policy recommendations in general terms have been provided. If and how these issues
have been addressed and resolved by FSC will be provided in the subsequent chapter.
4.1
Pre-Plantations Review Phase (1994-1998)
The original P&C as published in November 1994 included P10 on Plantations as a draft
Principle only. Previously, comments had been invited on draft P10 specifically on issues such
as use of exotic species, use of chemicals, definitions (of plantations, primary and secondary
forests etc). Criteria and guidelines for land conversion were raised by stakeholders as an
additional issue to be addressed in the Plantations Principle.38
A Plantations Working Group met in December 1994 and conversion was a major theme of
discussion at this meeting. A draft version of a new (additional) criterion 9.3 was developed at
this meeting, proposing that that some forms of conversion (including from natural forests to
plantations) are certifiable under specific circumstances depending upon the temporal and
spatial scale and intensity of change, provided that the fundamental ecosystem structures are
maintained at the landscape level and provided that appropriate safeguards are
implemented.39
This approach represented a modification of the FSC policy on conversion as laid down in
Principle 9 of the November 1994 version of the Principles and Criteria, which prohibited the
conversion of sites of major environmental, social or cultural significance (see above). This
approach was further elaborated in a discussion paper on Forest Conversion, which clarified
that according to this modification no form of conversion would categorically exclude a forest
operation from possible FSC certification. Certifiability would be dependent on case-specific
circumstances concerning the ecological, social and economic implications associated with
such conversion.40

The issue of conversion was then taken up again in January 1996 after the approval of
Principle 10 in the previous month, when an article on conversion issues was published in
FSC Notes. A new draft of Principle 9 was produced in response to comments received on the
January article and discussed by a Principle 9 Working Group at the 1996 General Assembly.
The main issues discussed internally and with stakeholders during this period were:

38
39
40

FSC (November 1994), page 4.
FSC (December 1994), page 1.
FSC (February 1995), page 1f.
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Realizing that a change of policy would require further analysis and stakeholder input the
Board of Directors, at its 6th meeting in April 1995, decided to decouple the issue of
conversion from the process of further developing and approving Principle 10 on plantations.
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•

•
•
•
•

•

mechanisms (safeguards) or criteria for accepting conversion (e.g. small scale conversion
as result of community land use plans, eco-region planning, stakeholder involvement,
restoration),
social issues (e.g. benefits to local communities),
mimicking natural disturbance patterns (as an acceptable form of conversion),
timing of conversion (e.g. cut off dates),
extent of primary forest areas and equity issues between south and north (need of
conversion for economic development, conversion as a means to enable protection of
remaining natural forests)
definitions of conversion (including terminology such as modifications, temporary
modifications) and forest (e.g. natural forest, semi natural forest, primary forest).41

As a follow-up to the 1996 Principle 9 Working Group meeting (held in conjunction with the
General Assembly) a new draft of Principle 9 was published in December 1996 for
consultation.42 Following this, several internal drafts were developed by FSC staff and the
Board of Directors resulting in another draft of Principle 9, which was then published for
consultation in January 1998.43
A new chamber-balanced Principle 9 Working Group in September 1998 developed the
wording of current Principle 9, Criterion 10.9, Criterion 6.10 and the definition of high
conservation value forests as referred to above (FSC-STD-01-001 Version 4-0). These
proposals were approved by the FSC membership in November 1998 and endorsed by the
Board of Directors in January 1999.44
4.2
Plantations Review (2004-2007)
The plantations review was launched in response to continued stakeholder disputes.45 As a
first step in the Plantations Review process FSC, in September 2004, conducted the FSC
Plantations Review Meeting, with a diverse group of more than 100 stakeholders (FSC
members and non-members). Apart from agreeing upon a process for the Review consisting
of a Policy and Technical Phase a number of issues of concern were identified at this meeting.
These issues were

•

41
42
43
44
45

Ambiguity of Principle 10 and the need for an improved definition of the term plantation
(vs. natural forests) but also of other terms, e.g. degraded ecosystems.
Conversion (of forest and non forested natural habitats, inconsistencies between criterion
6.10 and 10.9, negative consequences of the 1994 cut-off date for developing countries
and progressive companies, clear definitions related to conversion, checklist for
acceptable conversion).

FSC (May 1996), FSC (June 1996), page 2 and 7.
FSC (December 1996), page 8.
FSC (July 1998).
FSC (September 1998), page 2f. FSC (2002), page 9 and 11.
FSC (July 2002), page 4.
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•
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•
•
•
•

Conservation and restoration requirements (targets, e.g. percent values, scale and
intensity sensitivity).
Economic Viability
Social Issues (related to internal and external stakeholders, assessment of social impacts,
stakeholder consultation)
Chemical Usage.46

During the Policy Phase of the Plantations Review (March 2005 to March 2007) the Policy
Working Group (PWG) took up most of these issues again. The working group also carried out
a number of stakeholder consultations (in person and written).47 In its final report the Working
Group made specific recommendations for approaches and mechanisms for addressing
conservation and restoration, social issues, chemicals use, the certification process and
Principle 10.48
However, while recognizing that Conversion is one of the most sensitive issues within the FSC
the Policy Working Group refrained from making clear recommendations for changes to the
existing conversion policy. Instead, the Group recommended a number of issues to be
clarified during the Technical Phase of the Plantations Review. The Working Group
recommended that FSC in the Technical Phase should prepare a future decision on keeping
or changing the 1994 cut-off date, clarify the meaning of the word “normally” in Principle 10.9
and identify already permissible exceptions to the date and which mechanisms are currently
used and should be used in the future for granting exceptions.
The Policy Working Group also recommended that rights of indigenous peoples to control
forest management on their lands should be given higher priority than the prohibition of
conversion in Criterion 10.9. The Policy Working Group provided no rationale for this
recommendation, which runs counter to the long-standing FSC principle that the FSC
Principles and Criteria have equal weight and priority; except that under Principle 1 any validly
developed and correctly applied legislation takes priority over other FSC requirements.
Proposed new Criterion 1.9 in the draft revision of the P&C (FSC-STD-01-001 V5-0 D2-0 July
2009) gives guidance on difficulties which arise because of opposing requirements of national
or local law and FSC requirements.

46
47

48
49

FSC (September 2004a), page 3f and page 6-9.
For instance a side meeting on the Plantations Review was conducted at the 2005 General Assembly,
FSC (December 2005). Prior to finalizing the Policy Phase stakeholders were invited to comment on draft
recommendations of the Policy Working Group, FSC (June 2006) and FSC (September 2006).
Stakeholders were also asked and did submit a number of comments and position papers before and
throughout the entire Policy Phase.
FSC (October 2006), page 7 to 19.
FSC (October 2006), page 14f.
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Finally, the Working Group requested FSC to clarify how non-forest ecosystems of High
Conservation Value should be dealt with in relation to conversion.49
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5 Problems – Description and Analysis
This chapter provides an overview of the issues and problems raised or identified in relation to
conversion since 1994. Some of these issues have been addressed or resolved by FSC either
partly or entirely, while others have not at all been addressed. There is also a group of
persistently recurring issues. These have been analyzed in more detail with regards to
identifying the underlying reasons for their reoccurrence. These issues are provided in section
5.1.9 to 5.1.14.
The section concludes with an overview of how the issues and problems have been resolved
or addressed through the review and revision of Principle 9 (from January 1996 to January
1999), the Policy Phase of the Plantations Review (March 2005 to October 2006) or other
actions taken by FSC in the form of developing Policies, Standards and Advice Notes, etc., as
summarized above.
5.1

The Main Historical Issues Concerning Certification of FMUs Containing
Converted Vegetation

5.1.1 Conversion prohibition discriminates against southern and tropical regions
This is a recurring theme, based on the argument that the conversion prohibition favors
developed countries, most of which had converted their natural forest prior to 1994, and
disadvantages those (usually developing) countries which had not done so. The first time this
was documented in the Plantations Working Group paper on conversion of February 1995.
The issue comes up again in comments made at the FSC Plantations Review Meeting in
Bonn in September 2004 and again in the stakeholder comments on the draft
recommendations of the Policy Working Group of June 2006.50

5.1.3 Conversion resulting from management objectives that do not meet the
requirements for certification
Allowing small-scale conversion within community land use plans which maintain core areas
of native forest ecosystems was proposed as an acceptable conversion in a comment on the
January 1996 conversion issues paper. While FSC-POL-20-003 (2004) addresses the point of
conversion resulting from community land use plans the suggestion of maintaining core areas
of native forest ecosystems appears to have been dropped or forgotten.
50
51

FSC (February 1995), page 2, FSC (September 2004a), page 7, FSC (September 2006), page 26.
FSC (September 2004), page 7, FSC (September 2006), page 25.
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5.1.2 Conversion prohibition prevents certification of progressive forest managers
This issue was mentioned at the Plantations Review Meeting in September 2004 and brought
up again in the consultation on the draft recommendations of the Policy Working Group of
June 2006. The argument here is that progressive companies that seek to establish and
manage plantations responsibly but have converted or are planning to convert after 1994
would be excluded by the cut-off date. It has also been argued that this would be a penalty
rather than an incentive for good forest management, and preclude FSC from influencing such
conversions in a positive way (especially in developing countries).51
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Other examples of questionable conversions are those resulting from national or sub-national
land use planning policies and regulations that seek to replace forest-related vegetation by
other forms of land use considered to be more valuable, for example wind farms, roads,
landfills, housing, plantations or agriculture. These issues were raised in comments on the
draft recommendations of the Policy Working Group of June 2006 and by Hubert de Bonafos
at the first Meeting of Expert Team D in January 2008.52
In these latter cases FSC has accepted that validly developed and correctly applied legislation
takes priority over FSC requirements, through Principle 1 of the P&C, and that these issues
have been covered by the FSC policy on excision. Proposed new Criterion 1.9 in the draft
revision of the P&C (FSC-STD-01-001 V5-0 D2-0 July 2009) gives guidance on difficulties
which arise because of opposing requirements of national or local law and FSC requirements.
5.1.4 Conversion resulting from reasons beyond control of the forest manager
This issue refers to cases in which conversion takes place in a certified area as a result of
activities that do not comply with the FSC standards and are beyond the control of the forest
manager. One common type of case is the conflict between different government agencies
having rights to prescribe or permit different and incompatible land uses over the same parcel
of land, without inter-agency coordination. An example of this could be mineral exploration
and exploitation concessions, e.g. in Chile and Canada, which can cause widespread damage
to the forest area.53
5.1.5 Apparent contradiction between criterion 6.10 and 10.9
This contradiction was addressed in draft ADV Note FSC-ADV-30-605 of July 2007 (see
above), the Plantations Review Meeting in September 2004 and by Hubert de Bonafos at the
first meeting of Expert Team D in January 2008. 54
The problem appeared because one criterion in the FSC P&C establishes a general
prohibition on the certification of any areas converted from forest to plantation that have taken
place after 1994. However, at the same time Criterion 6.10 provides exemptions to this.

52

53
54

FSC (May 1996), section 1.2, no pages indicated, FSC (September 2006), page 27, FSC (January 2008),
page 7.
FSC (July 2003), page 4.
FSC (July 2004), page 1-3, FSC (September 2004a), page 7, FSC (January 2008), page 7.
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The specific nature of the exceptions detailed by C6.10 should be adequate to ensure that
underlying prohibition stated by 10.9 is not routinely abused.

Forest Stewardship Council

5.1.6 Ownership Loophole in Criterion 10.9
As pointed out in the previous section, Criterion 10.9 allows certification of converted areas in
‘circumstances where sufficient evidence is submitted to the certification body that the
manager/owner is not responsible directly or indirectly of such conversion.’
This exception was also raised as a problem in one of the discussion papers submitted as
input to the Plantations Review. In the paper it is pointed out that because ‘timberland is
frequently sold or traded, including after conversion and plantation establishment’, criterion
’10.9 will increasingly function as a loophole, allowing significant amounts of post-1994
plantations to be certified.
Hubert de Bonafos at the first meeting of Expert Team D in January 2008 pointed out that this
exception in Criterion 10.9 creates problems in cases where an Organization might not have
owned the land when conversion took place but where The Organization might have
encouraged (or by contract) required the previous owner to convert. In these cases, The
Organization is directly responsible for the conversion but manages to comply with 10.9.55
Under these circumstances the Team believes that such case is covered by current C1.6 requirement to show long-term commitment to the principles of the FSC. Equally however,
there is no doubt that a range of possibilities exist for Organizations to circumvent this
Criterion and establish a false or inadequate picture of company involvement with any
conversion. Determined Organizations can demonstrate the absence of involvement or
responsibility for previous conversion. In some countries, as in the USA and Canada, a
variety of legal instruments can direct and constrain choice of management activities in
perpetuity, through successive changes of ownership. Generally, constraints such as
conservation easements operate in favour of no conversion or ‘upwards’ conversion (see
section 6.2 below). Where the constraint operates in favour of ‘downwards’ conversion, FSCHowever, a change of ownership can also be an opportunity and when bad management is
replaced by good management then this needs to be recognized and the incoming
Organization not held responsible or penalized for previous bad practice.
POL-20-003 (2004) – the policy on excision – should be applied; see section 3.6 above.

5.1.7 Mimicking of natural disturbances patterns
The question of whether management activities that mimic natural disturbances constitute a
conversion and the circumstance under which such management should be allowed was
addressed in comments on the January 1996 FSC Notes article on conversion, during the
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American Lands Alliance (September 2004), page 4.
REVIEW OF FSC CONVERSION POLICY - FINAL REPORT OF EXPERT TEAM D, FSC-DIS-30-005 V1-0 EN

27 of 71

®2009 FSC, A.C. All rights reserved. FSC-SECR-0002

The need to establish motive and intent – particularly historically – is difficult and these two
examples have shown why a new approach is required and these have contributed to the
solution developed and put forward by this Expert Group.
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Principle 9 Working Group meeting at the 1996 General Assembly and during the consultation
of the January 1998 draft of Principle 9.56
This issue is complicated because natural disturbance patterns range from the catastrophic
single occurrence (fire and hurricanes) to small scale and subtle disturbances which occur
over long time scales and whose impact can only be determined when observers are able to
compare forest structures over many years. For instance, even low population intensity and
low-level interventions practiced by forest dwelling communities can have significant impact
on the number and distribution of tree species at a large scale.
But in general it is fair to say that this argument is used in support of accepting only smallscale localized disturbance patterns related to tree-level disturbances or the sorts of changes
characterized as ‘gap dynamics’.
However, forest management and silviculture embrace a broader scope of activities than
small or local scale interventions, and this is reflected in the past and current definitions of
silviculture. Management requires dealing with situations which may be extensive in area
(such as inundation or a pest attack which targets one particular species) or intensive and
catastrophic changes which fundamentally alter the nature of the vegetation type - such as fire
or previous harvesting.
The Organization managing an FMU should be aware of the different natural disturbance
regimes which operate on different spatial and temporal scales. The choices of silvilcultural
systems and management activities depend on the objectives declared in the FMU
management and the ecological options disclosed in the data analysis for that plan. Plus, of
course, the feedback from monitoring and the subsequent adaptations of the plan; see
Principles 7 and 8 in the P&C.
5.1.8 Conflicting definitions and expectations of what constitutes ecosystem change
and conversion
The need for regional safeguards to define acceptable conversion was already identified at
the Plantations Working Group Meeting in December 1994 and the subsequent conversion
discussion paper of March 1995. Respective comments including proposals for specific
safeguards were also provided on the January 1996 FSC Notes Conversion Article.57
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FSC (May 1996), Section 1.6 and conclusions section (no pages indicated), FSC (June 1996), page 2 to
9, FSC (July 1998), page 29.
FSC (May 1996), page 6.
FSC (December 1994), (no pages indicated), FSC (March 1995), page 4, FSC (May 1995), section 1.2
and 2 (no pages indicated), FSC (October 2006), page 15.
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The need to analyze the existing options and procedures and to discuss options for a future
procedural mechanism for exceptions to the conversion prohibition, hence acceptable forms of
conversion, was also identified by the Policy Working Group of the Plantations Review.58
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This issue is also related to the apparent contradiction between Criterion 6.10 and 10.9 (see
above) as both provide criteria for acceptable conversion.
The issue of what levels of disturbance are acceptable reveals the different perspectives of
the various stakeholder groups with respect to disturbance, change and conversion. It is clear
that most stakeholders accept that vegetation cover within an FMU will change – both over
time and in response to management interventions. This is reflected in the definition of
silviculture – which appears in the Glossary of the P&C.
Silviculture: The art of producing and tending a forest by manipulating its establishment, composition
and growth to best fulfill the objectives of the owner. This may, or may not, include timber production

Although this definition might be preferable if changed to ……..’the science of producing…..’
the definition does include a presumption that significant changes to the tree component of the
FMU (including management-induced change) are a legitimate part of management. This
definition has not been questioned – at least to Expert Team D’s knowledge. However, the
degree of change to the forest is not specified, what constitutes acceptable change is not
defined and, indeed, there is no presumption that any change must be beneficial.
This lack of clarity is clearly relevant because it underpins the debate on what levels of
disturbance are relevant and whether and to what extent natural disturbances can be
mimicked.
For other vegetation types and non-forest ecosystems within the FMU there is not even this
level of definition or common understanding.
Many stakeholders are clearly of the opinion that same sort of definitions holds for nonforested ecosystems within the FMU – that is a broad acceptance these other types of
vegetation can also change - within certain limits and as a result of management interventions
- but at a certain (and undefined point) these changes effectively count as conversion and are
therefore unacceptable.

To reach a position which will enable consistent and science-based decisions to be made,
FSC needs to clarify and define the words ‘change’ and ‘conversion’ in clear and simple
language and which decouples them from any pre-conceptions or assumptions that they may
come with.
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Part of the problem is that the terms ‘change’ and ‘conversion’ come loaded with preconceptions and the implicit definitions of the people using them – and these definitions may
not coincide. And in the absence of even the limited guidance provided by the Silviculture
definition, there is no way of ensuring a consistent understanding or agreement.
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Conversion is simply the changing from one state to another – although the effect of the
change implied is long-term, and may even be permanent.
At the same time there is an assumption that is frequently made but often unvoiced, that
conversion is intrinsically a bad thing. This is not necessarily the case. Conversion is not
always a bad thing. The change of secondary (degraded) forest to primary is conversion, but
is commonly perceived as a ‘good thing’ and therefore acceptable. But it should be realized
even this simple rule is more complex than it appears. Conversion will no doubt benefit some
members of the population affected by the change and may even benefit the majority. But
equally it will have a seriously negative effect on other members of the same population.
Moreover, this change does not occur in one step and there is little thought as to what the
incremental changes may be and whether each (if taken independently) would automatically
be considered acceptable – even if the ultimate forest structure ends up being an acceptable
conversion.
If any change is permanent then this is considered conversion. In the example above the
whole process would be considered an acceptable conversion – because secondary forest
has been converted to primary. But no forest ecosystem is static and again there is little
thought given to what changes could be considered acceptable once the primary forest has
been re-established. Are managers allowed to modify forest so far – but no further?
It is important to revisit these basic concepts because all forest management is about change.
Enrichment changes the very fabric of the forest – but is perceived as a beneficial change
which hopefully will bring about a permanent change (conversion) of the forest structure.
FSC is predicated on active and responsible forest management. The definitions in the
glossary show that constant and repeated change in the forest environment is expected and
so implicitly is ‘beneficial’ conversion, though this is not defined in the glossary. Indeed there
is no definition of conversion at all – and this is clearly an oversight that this working group
intends to rectify.

•
•
•
•
•

collection of stakeholder opinions
collation of supporting technical information in support of the different opinions and
positions
analysis of the technical and philosophical arguments
a decision that is broadly acceptable to the stakeholders
dissemination of this decision to the FSC stakeholders. This decision is accompanied by:
o revised definitions: to clarify the new position
o production of Policy Papers - to explain the rationale and elaborate the process
underpinning the decision
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It is clear that the successful resolution of many of the issues which have been encountered
by FSC in the past have involved a similar process:
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o

provision of Advice Notes and Guidance – to provide practical explanations and
eliminate - wherever possible – any misunderstandings or attempts to misinterpret
the decision

Of course even this process may result in decisions that some stakeholders will simply find
unsatisfactory or unacceptable because of their philosophical position. Nevertheless it is
necessary that this process is undertaken in order to reveal the underlying logic of its own
position and the decision it finally takes.
Essentially, the issues that remain unresolved are either because of fundamentally different
positions taken by certain stakeholder groups that comprise FSC’s disparate membership or
because certain steps within the process have been ignored or incompletely applied.
It is impossible for this Expert Team D to find solutions to issues of fundamental philosophical
incompatibility between stakeholders.
What is clear is that many of the issues could be resolved through ensuring that the process
outlined above is completed in its entirety. In particular definitions related to contentious
issues are produced, and are as clear and explicit as possible. And that these are
accompanied by supporting documentation that offers clarifications, explanations,
interpretations and – where feasible - a range of examples.
The resolution of this issue - of differing understandings and expectations of what constitutes
ecosystem change and conversion - will require this process to be executed in full.
Only then will it be possible to provide consistent rules and guidance to Organizations and
certifiers about what constitutes acceptable and unacceptable change and conversion within
an FMU.

This Expert Team was not charged with seeking to redefine forest plantations or whether
forest plantations should be legitimately covered by the FSC P&C. But currently, plantations of
trees – as defined by FSC – are covered, and are intended to be covered by the FSC P&C.
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C. Lang (March 2004)
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5.1.9 The presumption against plantations as an acceptable form of conversion
This is probably best summed up by the argument that ‘Plantations are not forests and so are
(or should be) outside the scope of the FSC system.’59 This is an opinion held by a number of
external stakeholders and opponents of FSC’s current certifications. It reflects an underlying
policy and position that is frankly contrary to FSC’s declared position and is clearly
contradicted by the FSC documents referenced in sections 3.8, 3.11, 3.12 and 3.13 above.
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It is also important to understand that all land, vegetation and spaces inside the boundary of
the applicant FMU are subject to FSC P&C. It is the FMU as a whole which is being evaluated
for compliance, not just the natural forest component of the FMU.
The current problem therefore, is not one of principle but rather the failure of FSC and the NIs
to understand, and transmit, the existing definitions clearly to all stakeholders and enquirers. It
is a failure of communication. This issue should be easily resolved by a clear and fully
referenced statement from the FSC IC to stakeholders.
5.1.10 Conversion of non-forest ecosystems
The issue refers to establishing plantations on natural or semi-natural ecosystems (e.g.
grasslands, peatlands, heathland) as well as other ecosystems, e.g. valuable agricultural
lands. The questionable acceptability of plantations established on open land and to replace
non-forest ecosystems was firstly identified as a topic at the Principle 9 Working Group
Meeting at the 1996 General Assembly. This issue was mentioned as a problem at the
Plantation Review Meeting in Bonn in September 2004. Several position and discussion
papers submitted by stakeholders in the course of the Policy Phase of the plantations review
address this issue as well.60
A significant number of comments in support of preventing conversion of non-forest
ecosystems were also made on the draft recommendations of the Plantations Review Policy
Working Group of June 2006.61
It is clear that as FSC has conducted more forest certifications it has encountered more and
more practical examples and problems related to a range of issues. This has forced it to refine
its thinking and develop more detailed and explicit recommendations and advice. This applies
equally to the issue of conversion.
It is fair to say that the original thinking – and certainly the early versions of the P&C – was
focused on forests and forest-related ecosystems. But as FSC-certification has advanced it
has become clear that management of the FMU includes more than just the manipulation of
the trees and even the tree-related ecosystems. It concerns all ecosystems and certification is
rightly recognized as having landscape-level impacts.

Consequently, the current standards do not reflect the same level of integrated thinking or
sophistication that have been applied to forest ecosystems and the issue of their conversion
60
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FSC (June 1996), page 2; Timberwatch Coalition (no year), RSPB (November 2004), page1, WRM
(2006), no pages indicated.
FSC (September 2006), page 26f.
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As a consequence forests and ecosystems that have particularly high conservation values
and needs have been recognized and received specifically-targeted criteria within principle 9.
It has also led to debates on the roles and obligations of forest management in relation to
these non-forest ecosystems and particularly on their conversion.
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continues to remain less well-defined. It is therefore important that this Expert Team D fully
incorporates the issue of non-forest ecosystems in the analysis and recommendations.
5.1.11 Natural forests are automatically preferred as the ideal vegetation type
To preface this section the current definition of natural forest is restated below:
Natural Forest: Forest areas where many of the principal characteristics and key elements of native
ecosystems such as complexity, structure and diversity are present, as defined by FSC approved
national and regional standards of forest management.

The preference for natural forest is understandable but this preference can be interpreted in
two ways. Firstly, that any forest which exists and has a composition approaching natural
must be maintained and preserved, as it is the preferred type. Therefore no change to
vegetation which meets this definition would be permitted.
But it also implies that any type of vegetation should be considered for conversion to natural
forest. This second interpretation is more vulnerable to criticism and may even be
contradictory to the aims that FSC is striving to achieve. As an example, the implication is that
eliminating a swamp or wetland ecosystem within an FMU by draining it and establishing
lowland natural forest, would be an acceptable activity (acceptable conversion). The Expert
Team D is of the opinion that this is not what is intended or what is desirable and should
certifiable under the FSC – certainly not without considerably more supporting documentation.
The statement also fails to recognize that FMUs do not comprise solely forest ecosystems. It
does not distinguish between the many types of tree cover that may be called natural forest or
the variety of vegetation types that an Organization will encounter within the FMU. Many of
these will be degraded and some may even be at a point where recovery of natural forest
(assuming that this is desirable objective) cannot be achieved without significant human
intervention.

It is possible that something approaching a plantation – or analog forest – could be beneficial
in order to progress towards an original ecosystem. But this statement says nothing about this
type of activity, and indeed, could be interpreted as precluding them.
One of the original concerns with FSC was that through increasingly prescriptive and precise
definitions, it could effectively determine the management objectives of organizations seeking
to be certified. Organizations have a wide range of objectives, policies and aspirations and
these have be respected and covered by FSC standards and P&C. This kind of statement
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Areas which may have been natural forest, but which have been degraded by design or
accident - burnt due to anthropogenic causes or natural calamities - would need intervention.
Leaving it and assuming natural regeneration would provide opportunities for activities which
might ensure that it never returns to a forested state – e.g. shifting agriculture.
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can, unintentionally, restrict the management objectives and limit the scope of management
activities that could enable Organizations to achieve good forest management.
This statement clearly needs further explanation and should be supported by qualifications. As
it stands - and without suitable qualification - the Expert Team D believes it could contradict
FSC’s declared aim of good forest management.
This issue has been raised in the past and has been addressed and partly resolved by the
redefinition of natural forests. The introduction of HCVF has clarified the definition and status
of natural forests within an FMU. What remains unresolved are a series of related issues. For
instance what is the relationship between natural forests and other vegetation types and
ecosystems within an FMU? Is there, or should there be, a hierarchy of preferences for
particular types of vegetation within an FMU; and whether Organizations should be obligated
to pursue the establishment of natural forests as the default land use for any or all FMUs.
What is required now is a more comprehensive policy statement on the relationship between
the natural forest component of an FMU and the other ecosystems or vegetation types that
comprise it – or which Organizations may wish to establish. This will then provide a clear
position on the types of vegetation that an FMU can legitimately support and clear guidance
and examples to assist Organizations to make the most appropriate decisions, consistent with
FSC expectations and the P&C.
Alternatively, FSC accepts that each Organization has its own legitimate preferences amongst
types of vegetation in the FMU, which depend on the objectives declared in the FMU
management and the ecological options disclosed in the data analysis for that plan, plus, of
course, the feedback from monitoring and the subsequent adaptations of the plan. See
principles 7 and 8 in the P&C.

The specific concern addressed in this argument is that FSC certification should compensate
for the absence of integrated land use planning (ILUP), or the failure to implement ILUP,
including Environmental or Social Impact Assessment (ESIA). Conversion of small-holder
farms, even if the farmers have been compensated according to the national and local laws, is
not felt to accord with social justice if the small-holders do not have alternative lands or
livelihoods of equivalent or better quality.
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WRM (July 2006), no pages indicated.
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5.1.12 FSC should follow social justice considerations when evaluating large-scale,
industrial intensity plantations on land previously owned by small-holders
In recent years, the real or perceived social, environmental and economic problems relating to
plantations have repeatedly been raised (for example at the initial FSC Plantations Review
Meeting in September 2004), and they continue to stimulate criticism by a range of influential
stakeholders.62
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Proposed revisions to Principles 2, 3 and 4 of the P&C (FSC-STD-01-001 V5-0 D2-0 July
2009) substantially reduce the scope for subjective evaluations of large-scale, industrialintensity plantations.
But this argument hints at a broader concern, which proposes that ‘the right of indigenous
people to economically benefit from their exotic, industrial plantations (see Principle 3) should
be given greater weight when this conflicts with other FSC principles’. This was proposed in
one of the discussion papers submitted in the course of the plantations Review Policy
Phase.63
It is important to understand that this suggestion actually covers 3 separate issues:
•

•

•

Firstly, there is the question about the relative weighting of FSC principles and whether
one or more (in this case P3) should outweigh other FSC Principles. There is no rationale
provided though it implies that FSC should be concerned primarily with social justice
issues – in this case seeking to ensure indigenous peoples have an equal opportunity to
be involved in the management of the forest resource or to benefit from it.
A second issue relates to whether any particular stakeholder group (in this example,
indigenous peoples) has a right not to conform to the biodiversity and habitat conservation
requirements laid down in the P&C.
Thirdly, there is the implicit issue about FSC not certifying large-scale, industrial-intensity
plantations created on land legally purchased from indigenous and traditional peoples, or
squatters, which would then displace the sellers from their historic terrain and traditional
livelihoods.

As indicated above, these are issues which can only be resolved through the medium of
analysis, consensus, restructuring and re-organization and cannot be addressed by the
manipulation of specific criteria or even single principles.
Both these arguments are effectively requiring FSC to act as an alternative mechanism to
replace or substitute for weakly developed or weakly implemented governance by using the
FSC P&C to protect what are perceived to be the weaker elements of society.

What is required is for FSC to clearly identify this as a policy issue which has not been clearly
or adequately expressed previously. As a policy issue it is not capable of being resolved
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NZFOA, NZFIC, NZFFA (no date), paragraph 40d.
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The implication is that FSC should engage in delivering social justice, for example, to protect
small-holders who have sold their lands at market prices to capitalist enterprises and who may
then have squandered the income on short-term consumer goods. This is clearly a
fundamental policy issue that should have been tackled by the policy phase of the FSC
Plantations Review.
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through technical solutions or modifications to the existing P&C. The full process described
above (section 5.1.8) will have to be adopted if this issue is to be resolved satisfactorily.
5.1.13 Conversion to plantations must demonstrably reduce pressure on natural
forests
This is a specific type of conversion, aimed at the conversion to one type of tree cover – forest
plantations. The implication here is that if plantations cannot be proven directly to contribute to
reduced pressure then no conversion of natural forests to plantations should be permitted.64
This is a much larger issue and one that has been considered by the international community.
The recent consensus is that it is difficult to prove – or that there is contradictory evidence –
that plantations do actually reduce pressure on natural forests.
There are two points of principle here. The first is whether the assumptions on which FSC has
based some of its fundamental principles are flawed. If this is the case, and one or more
principles and criteria have been formulated based on this incorrect assumption, then FSC
must reconsider whether the respective principles and criteria need to be reformulated.
If a comprehensive review of the existing evidence is capable of generating a clear and
unequivocal response which can inform FSC’s decision, then it would sensible to invoke the
full process (section 5.1.8 above) to ensure a balanced stakeholder debate and resolution. But
the FSC position on forest plantations as a viable form of tree cover that can be considered for
certification is based not only on this but a number of other premises, and even if the
assumption could be proved to be false it should not automatically debar FSC from including
plantations (however they are defined) as land uses acceptable for certification.
Expert Team D is of the opinion that as this is a specific case, part of a broader generic issue,
it is not appropriate to try and correct this at a local level or through certification of a specific
FMU.

5.1.14 FSC must retain the 1994 cut-off date to prevent creation of new plantations from
natural forests
The ruling against conversion was included already in the first approved version of the FSC
P&C. November 1994 is the cut-off date primarily because it is against natural justice to make
new rules retroactive prior to the date of FSC’s establishment. FSC has readily acknowledged
that it cannot penalize current Organizations for deforestation a thousand years ago.
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FSC (August 1995), comment on Criterion 10.2 (no pages indicated).
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The proposed revision of Principle 10 of the P&C (July 2009) no longer specifies that forest
plantations specifically meet this requirement and the adoption of the relevant sections of the
revised P&C would effectively resolve this issue.
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November 1994 was the date of publication and widespread communication of the first
version of the P&C.65
The argument over retention or change or removal of the cut-off date, during the policy phase
of the FSC Plantations Review, largely failed to differentiate between Organizations seeking
certification for inappropriate conversion (see chapter 6 below) undertaken under the same
Organization, and Organizations which seek to satisfy fully the current Criterion 1.6
(compliance with all FSC requirements including the P&C in all corporate land holdings).
Part of the problem results from the implicit beliefs of what comprise ‘natural forest’ held by
different stakeholders. FSC has attempted to provide definitions but these have clearly not
helped resolve the issue.
Conversion of any areas of forests containing HCVs is clearly unacceptable and has been
specifically dealt with in Principle 9.
For other ‘natural forests’ there are concerns as the definition of natural forest can be
interpreted in many ways. And a number of stakeholders hold to the view that any tree cover
that retains even the smallest component of the original forest structure, should be regarded
as natural forest: what many other stakeholders would define as degraded forest.
There then follows a second point of contention which is that even when it can be accepted
that the forest is ‘degraded’ many stakeholders assume that at some point the degrade is
either irreversible or so severe as to prevent the re-growth of anything approaching a natural
forest structure within a realistic time frame. It is then perceived as legitimate to convert this
type of tree cover to something else – frequently to plantations of trees.
FSC does not attempt to define the cut-off point where natural or enhanced processes of
recovery can be assumed to fail - and indeed it is still the subject of intense debate within the
international community about whether and where such a cut-off point occurs.

Nevertheless, the default position of no conversion does not resolve the issue of how these
forests can be expected to recover.
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FSC (June 1996), page 1f, FSC (July 2002), page 16.
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The default position for many FSC stakeholders is, therefore, to continue to define all forest
that was once ‘natural’ – and irrespective of the level or intensity of degrade – as still being
‘natural’ and therefore ineligible to be converted, irrespective of the planned land use. Given
that ‘degraded forest can only survive by being converted’ is an argument frequently put
forward by Organizations intent on establishing commercial plantations, this caution is
understandable.
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If one holds the view that it is practically impossible to regenerate a complex ecosystem
comprising many hundreds of plants and animals, then it makes sense for FSC to assume a
blanket ban on all conversions and try to hold on to the natural forest that exists. Under these
circumstances harvesting of any kind (but particularly commercial harvesting of timber) also
has to be precluded and the FSC certificate becomes a certificate of biodiversity conservation.
However, the current positions of FSC as well as the ‘natural forest advocates’, indicate that
they believe even degraded natural forests have value – either because they contain a
remnant of the original ecosystem or because they are capable of regenerating or being
restored.
If this is the case then it follows that some form of restoration is feasible and if an where
conversion has taken place that it is logical – and even should be enshrined as an FSC
principle – that restorative activities should be part of ‘good forest management’.
ASI and PSU confirmed to Expert Team D that the cut-off date was not a significant problem
in evaluations for certification. However, some major ASI-accredited conformity assessment
bodies (certification bodies) did not share this view, noting that the 1994 cut-off seemed to be
discouraging some legitimate applicants from FSC certification.
Clearly the concerns remain and the issue can effectively be considered unresolved. It falls
into the category of a policy issue but given that this issue has been addressed repeatedly in
the past and partial solutions have been adopted, it is unlikely that invoking the full FSC
process again would enable full resolution and a satisfactory conclusion to be obtained.
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As consequence Expert Team D has given considerable attention to this particular issue and
has formulated a new and innovative approach that could fully resolve this issue.

Forest Stewardship Council

Table 1: Overview of resolved and unresolved conversion issues
Resolved or addressed by Principle
9 Review and Revision (19961999)?
Maybe: The word ‘normally’ in 10.9
could indicate that exceptions are
possible but clarification on what
these are is not provided.

Resolved or addressed in Policy
Phase of Plantations Review (20052007)?
Indirectly Addressed: PWG
recommended clarification of the word
'normally' and what exceptions to the
cut-off date are already possible and
what mechanism should be used in
the future.

Prohibition on conversion prevents
certification of progressive forest
managers (see section 5.1.2)
Conversion resulting from
management objectives that do not
meet the requirements for
certification (see section 5.1.3)

See previous row

See previous row.

No

No

Conversion resulting from reasons
beyond control of the forest
manager (see section 5.1.4)

No

No

Perceived contradiction between
criterion 6.10 and 10.9 (see section
5.1.5)

No: Both criteria were introduced in
the P&C in the course of the revision
of Principle 9.

Addressed: The PWG concluded that
the P&C are unclear in terms of
potentially conflicting requirements of
different Principles.

Conversion prohibition
discriminates against southern and
tropical regions (see section 5.1.1)

Resolved or addressed through
Other Actions/Decisions?
Partly resolved: According to FSCADV-31-001 national standards may
deviate from the cut off date if
conversion continues to be not
normally allowed and when the
converted area is restored to more
natural conditions.
Partly resolved: But only if national
standards allow deviation according to
FSC-ADV-31-001 (see previous row).
Resolved: In compliance with FSCPOL-20-003 (2004) the converted
area can be excised from the FMU. If
the excised area remains in the
control of the forest manager then
conversion of community forest areas
is possible if they are part of a
community endorsed land use plan..
Solved: If management of the factors
beyond control is in compliance with
FSC-POL-20-003 then conversion is
acceptable according to the FSC
guidelines for CBs (FSC-GUI-20-200
Revised: March 2005).
Partly addressed: Draft advice note
FSC-ADV-30-605 (2004-07-13)
argues that C 6.10 is an exception to
the ‘normal’ disqualification in C 10.9.
However, this is only a draft advice
note.
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Description of Issue
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Ownership Loophole in Principle
10.9 (see section 5.1.6)
Mimicking of natural disturbance
patterns (see section 5.1.7)
Conflicting definitions and
expectations of what constitutes
ecosystem change and conversion
(see section 5.1.8)

The presumption against
plantations as an acceptable form
of conversion (see section 5.1.9)

Conversion of non-forest
ecosystems (see section 5.1.10)

Resolved or addressed by Principle
9 Review and Revision (19961999)?
No: Criterion 10.9 was introduced in
the P&C in the course of the revision
of Principle 9.
No

Resolved or addressed in Policy
Phase of Plantations Review (20052007)?
Addressed: The PWG recommends
clarification on what exceptions to the
cut-off date are already possible.
No

Resolved or addressed through
Other Actions/Decisions?

Partly addressed: Criterion 6.10
defines criteria for acceptable
conversion. Also Criterion 10.9
defines an acceptable form of
conversion.
The word ‘normally’ in 10.9 could
indicate that other exceptions are
possible but clarification on what
these are is not provided.
No

Addressed: PWG recommends
clarification of the word ‘normally’ and
what exceptions to the cut-off date are
already possible and what mechanism
should be used in the future

Partly addressed: Draft advice note
FSC-ADV-30-605 (2004-07-13)
argues that C 6.10 is an exception to
the ‘normal’ disqualification in C 10.9.

No

Addressed: FSC Policy on the Scope
of Application of the FSC Principles
and Criteria for Forest Stewardship
(FSC-POL-10-004 (2005)) clarifies
that plantations are part of the FSC
system.
However, this has not been
communicated by FSC properly.
Partly addressed: Draft advice note
FSC-ADV-30-607 addresses this
issue and concludes that ‘the
establishment of plantations on rare or
threatened non forested habitats is
NOT compatible with the P+C.’
However, this is only a draft advice

No: The wider prohibition of
converting sites of major
environmental, social or cultural
significance as per the original P&C
(November 1994) was removed in
January 1999 through incorporation of
new Principle 9..

Addressed: PWG required FSC to
clarify how HCV non-forest
ecosystems should be dealt with in
relation to conversion.

No

No
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Description of Issue
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Resolved or addressed by Principle
9 Review and Revision (19961999)?

Resolved or addressed in Policy
Phase of Plantations Review (20052007)?

Natural forests are the
automatically preferred vegetation
type (see section 5.1.11)

Addressed: Only partially resolved by
the adoption of the concept HCV
forests

No

FSC should follow social justice
considerations when evaluating
large-scale, industrial intensity
plantations on land previously
owned by small-holders (see
section 5.1.12)

No

Conversion to plantations must
demonstrably reduce pressure on
natural forests (5.1.13)

No

Partly addressed: The PWG
recommended that in case of conflict
between indigenous peoples’ rights in
P3 and requirements of P10.9,
indigenous peoples’ right to control
forest management on their lands and
territories should be accorded higher
priority (subject to NI approval, or in
the absence of an NI, subject to
approval by FSC IC).
No

FSC must retain the 1994 cut-off
date to prevent creation of new

Addressed: Proposed criterion 10.9
upheld the idea of discouragement by

Addressed: PWG recognized that the
rule was central with regards to halting

Resolved or addressed through
Other Actions/Decisions?
note.
Partially resolved: Certain key issues
remain unresolved and these need to
be specifically addressed:
• the relationship between natural
forests and other vegetation types
and ecosystems within an FMU
• whether there is a hierarchy of
land use preferences
• whether forest managers should
be obligated to pursue the
establishment of natural forests
as the default land use for any or
all FMUs
No: This remains a source of debate
and FSC has not attempted to
conduct a debate or draw a firm
definitive conclusion which might
inform FSC policy

No

No
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Description of Issue
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plantations from natural forests
(see section 5.1.14)

Resolved or addressed by Principle
9 Review and Revision (19961999)?
clearly introducing the cut-off date in
the P&C.

Resolved or addressed in Policy
Phase of Plantations Review (20052007)?
deforestation but that alternative
mechanisms should be evaluated.

Resolved or addressed through
Other Actions/Decisions?
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Description of Issue
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5.2
Why conversion still is a problem
Table 1 above shows that a number of issues have been addressed and partly or wholly
resolved.
The outstanding durability of these unresolved issues is notable, in spite of several working
groups and many proposed motions at FSC General Assemblies. Reviewing the working
group records (see section 5.1 above) suggests that there have been five broad areas of
failure. These are:
a. Failure to define clearly what is meant by technical terms and to provide practical and
meaningful explanations. As an example, for a long time there was no acceptable
definition of Forest Management Unit.
b. Failure to adhere to FSC’s glossary definitions (or to create new formal definitions for
insertion into the glossary);
c. Failure to review arguments that had already been debated and, on which a
consensus or general agreement had been reached, perhaps because past records
were not readily accessible or well-compiled;
d. Failure to disaggregate problems into soluble pieces;
e. Failure to present motions to FSC General Assemblies in words which explain clearly
the nature of the philosophical argument, for example, about FSC as a social engineer;
see section 5.1.12 above.
The chronology of FSC IC [PSU] documents shown in chapter 3 above, shows that technical
or practical problems have gradually been clarified – even if they have not always been
resolved. However, the gradual process means that it can be difficult for any one stakeholder
to keep track of changing FSC requirements and qualifications.

One conclusion is clear: the issues that remain the most intractable are policy-related or are
related to rather fundamental beliefs. They require a detailed analysis of the underlying
situation and forces at work but – even more importantly – they need FSC to derive from this
analysis a clear and unequivocal policy decision that is then transmitted to the members and
enshrined in the P&C. The report of the policy phase of the FSC Plantations Review missed
an opportunity to clarify to the broad stakeholder base of FSC what are the underlying
principles and assumptions relating to forest plantations and what the current requirements
are.
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It is tempting to think that ‘practical issues’ (that is issues that relate to the application and
practice of management) are more easily resolvable. But the examples above tend to disprove
this. Although conversion that results from reasons beyond the control of The Organization
has now been effectively resolved – and could be perceived as largely a practical issue – the
questions of what constitutes natural disturbance patterns, and how and why an Organization
should be obliged to mimic any one or several such patterns, are also largely a practical issue.
But it remains stubbornly unresolved.
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The PSU has also not ensured that linked prescriptions are fully documented as being linked.
In particular, the clarifications of the requirements of the P&C have not been shown in
successive versions of the P&C through explicit links to PSU advice notes, guidelines,
procedures or standards.
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The same problem exists with any analysis of the FSC P&C, including the report of this
working group. Chapters 4 and 5 above are not easy to read but they do show that some of
the apparently persistent problems have actually been solved, but the solutions have not been
communicated with sufficient force or clarity to FSC stakeholders. These solutions could be
communicated by a formal statement by FSC IC which summarises FSC requirements
regarding plantations.
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6

A New Approach to Conversion

6.1
Options and factors considered
With regards to options for approaching the conversion issue the Expert Team D considered
the current definitions of acceptable conversion as laid down in Criterion 10.9 and Criterion
6.10 and if a new approach should be pursued in this respect. The Expert Team D also
considered several options for dealing with the cut-off date.
A number of different combinations of these options were then analyzed with regards to their
possible advantages, disadvantages and consequences in relation to FSC’s preferred
vegetation type and land uses and problems and issues as outlined in the previous chapters.
Based on the analysis of advantages and disadvantages of these options in relation to the
conversion items the Expert Team D agreed upon a new approach towards conversion
consisting of a definition of acceptable conversion, unacceptable conversion and
compensatory scheme for unacceptable conversion.
The detailed analysis of options is provided in Annex 1 below. The following chapters describe
the underlying principles and the details of the proposed new approach to conversion.
6.2
Underlying principles
The analysis of FSC’s position on preferred vegetation and land use types showed that
forests, plantations and other non-forest ecosystems all are a legitimate part of FSC
certification. Although the documents analyzed seem to favor FSC to be in existence to
maintain and enhance the sustainability of natural forests, a more careful analysis indicates
that the FSC system covers the full range from primary natural forest to intensive plantations
and other land uses including farm trees.

In the discussions of the previous working groups on plantations and conversions there seems
to have been a notion that all natural and semi-natural ecosystems are in good ecological
health. There has been hardly any recognition that most of the world’s natural and seminatural ecosystems have been damaged and degraded, and that they could be brought closer
to the ideals of stability (assuming that they are not in ecological seral states) and sustainable
production. This implicit notion has been contrasted with the equally untested view that
plantations are unstable and ecologically inferior to natural forests, without being specific
about how that inferiority might be expressed.
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Expert Team D concluded that although this order of priorities is not documented in any
approved FSC standard or procedure natural forests are assumed or inferred to be FSC’s
preferred land use option, other natural ecosystems are the second most preferred option
followed by plantations which are the least preferred option. Generally, more complexity in
structure and diversity as indicators of sustainability and stability is preferred by FSC, but
subject to location-specific evidence.

Forest Stewardship Council

FSC implicitly endorses silviculture as a component of forest management, and provides a
glossary definition in the P&C – “The art of producing and tending a forest by manipulating its
establishment, composition and growth to fulfill the objectives of the owner. This may, or may
not, include timber production”. However, word ‘silviculture’ is not otherwise to be found in the
current version of P&C (FSC-STD-01-001 Version 4-0) and no inclusion in another PSU
document could be located. However, ‘silviculture’ is allowed in the Draft 2-0 revision of the
P&C.
Why, then, is ‘conversion’ – which is a management activity - deemed to be a negative
activity, and why is it not defined in FSC glossaries? Expert Team D suggests that this
negative view may be caused by a presumption that ‘conversion’ means conversion of mature
and healthy climatic climax forest with mixed species and complex structure, and which has
not experienced human interventions for a long time, if ever (that is, primary forest), into largescale, industrial intensity plantations with one or only a few main crop tree species. This
restricted view is nowhere explicit in the FSC discussion documents, but it appears from
conversation with FSC stakeholders to be a dominating image.
Expert Team D takes a much broader view, based on the understanding that FSC certification
covers all kinds of vegetation inside the boundary of an applicant FMU. Silvicultural and other
management activities are undertaken to advance the objectives of the organization which
owns or manages the FMU. Conversion is a relatively rapid, usually intensive and short-term
management activity for transforming one type of vegetation to another, and is undertaken to
advance the organization’s objectives. Conversion is not restricted to silviculture which
transforms natural forest into plantations. By the nature of conversion as here defined, the
permitted activity in P&C Criterion 6.10 (c), enabling “clear, substantial, additional, secure,
long-term conservation benefits across the forest management unit”, would be easy to assess.
Expert Team D notes that the proposed definition of conversion, which if adopted needs to be
included in the FSC glossary of terms, would require a revision of FSC-POL-010-004 (2005),
Scope of Application of the FSC Principles and Criteria for Forest Stewardship because the
definition of conversion is based on the understanding that the FSC system covers all types of
vegetation within the FMU.

One form could be described as “downwards” conversion of an ecosystem with respect to a
set of attributes. This form of conversion would not generally be acceptable. Downwards or
unacceptable conversion is defined as follows:
Unacceptable Conversion: An anthropogenic process leading to long-term elimination of most of the
complexity, structural and diversity elements of high conservation values of an existing ecosystem
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While the documentation shows that conversion under certain circumstances is congruent
with FSC’s visions this does not mean that conversion from natural forest and other natural
ecosystems to plantations is certifiable in general. There are basically two forms of conversion
which could change any one type of vegetation to another type.

Forest Stewardship Council

within a forest management unit.

Unacceptable “downwards” conversion would mean a decline in one or more of the below
mentioned attributes, from the previous to the new type of vegetation.
The other form of conversion would be acceptable because it would result in maintenance or
enhancement of those same attributes of a given ecosystem – this is “upwards conversion”.
Acceptable conversion: A natural or anthropogenic process, which maintains or enhances the
complexity, structural and diversity elements of the existing ecosystems within the Forest Management
Unit.

Acceptable “upwards” conversion would mean a change from one type of vegetation to
another in which the status of the below mentioned six attributes would be either maintained
(which would be unlikely) or enhanced. No attribute could decline in status; some or all
attributes might be enhanced.

a. Species (alpha) biodiversity – greater diversity is generally associated with more stable
ecosystems;
b. Habitat (beta) diversity – greater diversity is generally associated with ecosystems
which are more stable ecologically and economically;
c. Structural complexity of the vegetation – greater complexity is generally associated
with more mature and stable ecosystems;
d. Ecosystem functionality – a greater variety of ecological functions and greater
integration between those functions are generally associated with more mature and
stable ecosystems;
e. Economic productivity – greater economic productivity generally allows more resources
to be given to sustaining the ecosystem for continued productivity in a variety of
ecosystem aspects;
f. Social significance – greater social significance generally means that stakeholders will
be active in maintenance and enhancement of ecosystems which are perceived to be
socially beneficial.
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The attributes to be considered were based on what the Expert Team D understood to be the
likely recommendations from the parallel Expert Team B (in the technical phase of the FSC
Plantations Review) which was charged with clarifying “Ecosystem Integrity” and developing
generic indicators which could be applied to the Criteria in Principle 6 of the P&C. In practice,
the recommendations from Expert Team B were not available during the work of Expert Team
D on conversion. However, reviewing two sets of minutes from Expert Team B meetings and
the current P&C suggested to Expert Team D that attributes to be linked to a decision on
conversion were, as a minimum –
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Clearly, these generalities are not valid everywhere and at all times, hence the observation
that local situations need to be examined in each case.
Examples of indicators that demonstrate successful upwards conversion are:
a. Species (alpha) biodiversity – increase in the number of animal species which are
pollinators or seed dispersers of preferred trees; increase in the number of plant
species associated with older woodlands; increase in the species characteristic of
locally-defined HCVs.
b. Habitat (beta) diversity – increase in the number of distinct types of floristic
associations in the vegetation; recovery of riverine fringes and wetlands; decrease in
the areas of ephemeral vegetation and replacement by more stable associations
c. Structural complexity of the vegetation – increase in the variety of dimensions and the
range of sizes in growth habits of plants; more layers in vegetation; greater variety in
ground layers of vegetation, with persistent seedlings, saplings and poles; presence of
mosses and liverworts and lichens; dynamic layering of humus.
d. Ecosystem functionality – a increase in the number and species of animals high in the
food chain (trophic structure) such as woodpeckers, raptor birds or carnivorous
mammals; increase in the number of species of beetles, especially those associated
with old decaying wood; increase in the number of springs and perennial water
courses with clean water.
e. Economic productivity – a greater variety and volume of year-round products from the
converted vegetation with stable or increasing markets and stable or increasing unit
values, harvested on sustainable schedules.
f. Social significance – greater local importance of the converted vegetation for
livelihoods of local people, as a source of employment, tangible products or cultural
significance including physical recreation and spiritual renewal or social cohesion.
These benefits may not be obtained immediately. Indeed, especially if the vegetation being
converted is in a strongly degraded state, there may be a short-term decline in attributes a-d
until the new vegetation becomes established. This decline should be foreseen in the FMU’s
management plan and evaluated accordingly by ASI-accredited conformity assessment
bodies during audits for FSC certification.

Under existing and proposed FSC requirements (Criterion 7.1 of the current P&C, FSC-STD01-001 V4-0, and proposed Criterion 7.2 of Version 5-0 Draft 2-0 of the P&C) is that those
responsible for managing the FMU prepare a management plan. Plans for upwards
conversion should be detailed in the management plan.
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It should be evident from the nature of the six attributes that vegetation with, or associated
with, HCVs could only be improved, thus maintaining or enhancing those HCVs. Any activity
which diminishes the HCVs is contrary to P&C Criterion 9.3.
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If the arguments made above in this section, and the definition of upwards conversion, are
accepted, then cautions (b) and (c) in P&C Criterion 6.10 – see immediately below - are
integrated into the more generic approach to conversion which Team D is proposing.
Forest conversion to plantations or non-forest land uses shall not occur, except in circumstances where
conversion:
a) entails a very limited portion of the forest management unit; and
b) does not occur on high conservation value forest areas; and
c) will enable clear, substantial, additional, secure, long-term conservation benefits across the forest
management unit.

Also, the restriction to a very limited portion of the FMU – (c) above - (which is nowhere
justified in a FSC policy document) can be eliminated. That elimination will require changes to
other FSC guidance and policies, such as FSC-GUI-60-001 Version 2-0 of May 2009
(Guidance on the interpretation of FSC Principles and Criteria to take account of small scale
and low intensity) and FSC-ADV-30-602 Conversion of plantation to non-forest land. This
Advice Note states that conversion of more than 5% of a forest management unit to non-forest
land use over a five-year period cannot be considered ‘very limited’, except in exceptional
circumstances and with the clear support of environmental and social stakeholders at the
national and local levels. Likewise, the restriction on conversion area in the FSC Controlled
Wood Standards, FSC-STD-30-010 Version 2-0 and FSC-STD-40-005, Version 2-1 (see
section 3.14 and 3.15 above) will need to be deleted.
In addition, all Controlled Wood documents which exclude products from conversions of
natural forest will need revision; it being clearly understood that we are here referring to
upwards conversion.

The approach is also based on an objective, rigorous quality management and reference to
principles applicable to all rather than specific types of forest management units (e.g. small
scale) or vegetation types. All decisions are based on a clear and predetermined
methodology, intentions need to be demonstrated in a Forest Management Plan and
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment.
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The new approach is based on the principle of avoiding rewards for downwards
(unacceptable) conversion. However, downwards conversion taking place after November
1994 would not necessarily prevent a Forest Management Unit from being certified. If
unacceptable conversion has taken place after 1994, compensatory measures - that is
restoration - would have to be applied and demonstrably in operation prior to certification. This
introduces a principle of compensatory restoration that, by definition, would have to be
upwards.
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6.3
Description of the new approach to conversion
This section provides an overview of the new approach to conversion based on new
definitions of acceptable and unacceptable conversion, and a sequential process for
assessing the acceptability of different types of conversion.
6.3.1 Assessment of acceptability of converted vegetation in a FMU
The assessment of acceptability follows a sequential process:
Step 1: Has the organization (which has effective managerial control of the FMU) evaluated
the vegetation proposed for conversion to identify HCVs? – P&C Criterion 9.1
Yes – conversion is potentially acceptable, go to step 2.
No – conversion is unacceptable.
Step 2: Does the entire FMU consist of HCVs?
No – conversion is potentially acceptable, go to step 3.
Yes – conversion is unacceptable.
Step 3: Is the conversion described and rationalized in the FMU’s management plan, with
reference to the change of status in the six attributes, and designation of locally-relevant
change indicators for these six attributes?
No – conversion is unacceptable
Yes – conversion is potentially acceptable, go to step 4
Step 4: Has a valid ESIA, including stakeholder consultation, been undertaken for the
proposed areas and types of vegetation and has that ESIA been correctly reported /
communicated to stakeholders?
No – conversion is unacceptable
Yes - conversion is potentially acceptable, go to step 5
Step 5: Is the conversion proposed for a site which has suffered catastrophic change?

Step 6: Has the organization predicted maintenance or enhancement of all six attributes if
conversion of the vegetation takes place?
No – conversion is unacceptable if any one attribute is predicted to decline [in the longterm]
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No – conversion is potentially acceptable, go to step 6
Yes – the pre-catastrophe status of vegetation must be restored or enhanced
according to the best available technology.
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Yes- conversion is potentially acceptable, go to step 7
Step 7: Is the area proposed for conversion covered by a monitoring scheme to track the
change indicators proposed at step 3 above?
No – conversion is unacceptable
Yes – upwards conversion can be undertaken and is potentially acceptable for
certification. The ASI-accredited conformity assessment body will verify the condition of
the change indicators for the six attributes during evaluation for certification.
Figure 1: Assessment of potential certifiability of a conversion
Has the organization undertaken an evaluation to
identify HCV’s?
YES

Does the entire FMU consist of HCV’s?

NO
Conversion is potentially
acceptable

YES

Is conversion described in FM Plan?

YES
Conversion is potentially
acceptable

NO
Has valid ESIA been undertaken, consulted and
documented?

YES
Conversion is potentially
acceptable

NO
Is conversion proposed to take place on site which
has suffered from catastrophic change?

NO

Conversion is potentially
acceptable

Pre-catastrophic
ecosystem must be
restored or enhanced

NO

Conversion is
unacceptable

NO

Conversion is
unacceptable

Is conversion covered by monitoring scheme?

YES
Conversion is potentially
acceptable

YES
Is maintenance or enhancement of all six
attributes predicted if conversion of the vegetation
takes place?

YES
Conversion is potentially
acceptable

Conversion is
unacceptable

CB verification of change
indicators of six attributes

6.3.2 Restoration system for downwards conversion
6.3.2.1 Introduction
FSC accepted from the first publication of the P&C in November 1994 that it was against
natural justice to require silvicultural improvement (including restoration) in areas previously
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Conversion is potentially
acceptable

NO
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subject to downwards conversion; because The Organization could not have known about any
such requirements.
A variety of restrictions have been imposed on silvicultural choices since 1994, mostly aimed
at preventing the transformation of natural forest (in any condition or state of degradation) to
plantations (viewed implicitly as monocultures on a large scale and operated at industrial
intensity of management); see chapters 3-5 above.
However, prevention frequently has not worked and the result is that the forest once
converted downwards, remains converted. Little thought seems to have been given towards
improving damaged or degraded vegetation that is, of a status below its natural potential in
terms of the six attributes suggested above. This is in spite advances in the silvicultural
techniques of forest restoration. There are many circumstances where a committed
Organization may be able to redress the impact of previous downwards conversion.
In this section, Expert Team D is suggesting that some of these concerns are no longer valid
and coupled with the new restoration techniques available make an alternative methodology a
viable, and desirable option.
Although Organizations responsible for previous downwards conversion are the target group,
the methodology employed is just as viable for other Organizations who wish to consider
upwards conversion.
6.3.2.2 The cut-off date for conversion
This system maintains, but changes the purpose of, the November 1994 date. On the one
hand it is a continuation of the current procedure, which allows certification of forest
management units that include vegetation which was converted prior to November 1994,
irrespective of the type of conversion and the state of degradation. It thereby recognizes the
principles of natural justice according to which Organizations should not be penalized for
conversions that took place before the first publication of the P&C.

After The Organization makes an application for certification, unacceptable (downward) forms
of conversion are not permitted by FSC. The application date is the critical date. Upwards
conversion and restoration would still be possible after that critical date.
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On the other hand the date is not used any longer to effectively exclude those forest
management units that have (been) converted after November 1994 from certification.
Instead, the date provides a point in time beyond which unacceptable forms of conversion
require compensatory measures, that is restoration, as a basis for certification. This ensures
continuation of a certain disincentive for doubtful conversion for Organizations that are
knowledgeable about the FSC system and are considering application for FSC certification.

Forest Stewardship Council

Table 2: Restoration requirements in relation to conversion situation
Timing of conversion
Before November 1994
After Nov 1994 until time of
application
After application

Downwards Conversion
Restoration not required
Restoration is required

Upwards Conversion
Restoration not required
Restoration not required

Not applicable because
downwards conversion is no
longer permitted.

Restoration not required

As Table 2 shows, once an Organization applies for or receives certification, downwards
conversion is not permitted.
In addition, Organizations which inherit FMUs which have been subject to downwards
conversion after 1994 but for which they were not responsible, continue to have no obligation
to restore. Consequently, there is no change from the previous P&C. However, Expert Team
D would like to think that under these circumstances a responsible and commited
Organization which is applying for FSC certification would seek to make some restoration
anyway as part of its future management of the FMU.
What this revision is principally intended to cover are Organizations which have been
responsible for downwards conversion since 1994 but are now seeking FSC certification.
6.3.2.3 Restoration system – the restoration tariff
The obligation to restore is a cornerstone of the proposed methodology. What is less easy to
specify is the precise level of obligation.
The first step will be to establish the area and type of forest (or ecosystem) that existed prior
to conversion and to score it objectively on the basis of the 6 attributes described above. The
rate of conversion should be relatively easy to discover. This will be the baseline against
which any compensatory restoration must be compared.

•
•
•

Area to be restored – this could be a total area or a combination of areas by restoration
type
Rate of restoration – overall rate or rate for each type of restoration proposed
Quality of restoration – the target status to be achieved for each restored area based on
the improvements in the 6 attributes specified above.

Any restoration in response to downwards conversion which has taken place after November
1994 would have to start prior to the application for certification as a demonstration of good
faith and not just a statement of intention in the forest management plan.
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Any restoration would then follow a tariff which would be clearly defined and described. The
restoration tariff would comprise:

Forest Stewardship Council

6.3.2.4 Restoration system – the simplest case
We start by considering how the simplest case of restoration of previous downwards
conversion could be treated.
The rate of restoration shall be at least as high as the rate of the preceding downwards
conversion. These provisions are aimed at discouraging applicant Organizations from rapidly
converting downwards prior to their application for certification. The requirement to restore
ceases once the restored area has reached the required spatial size and status of the six
attributes. Note that FSC-POL-20-003 2004 (The excision of areas from the scope of
certification), section 5.1, requires restoration “to at least the same ecological condition as it
was”.
Figures 2 and 3 below provide examples of cases of certification of FMU’s that have been
involved in unacceptable (downwards) conversion. The graphs show that the rate of
restoration (the velocity of restoration) as represented by the co-efficient β equals the rate of
conversion (co-efficient α). Once the downwards conversion area has been fully restored to
the pre-conversion ecological condition / status of the six attributes, the restoration can stop.
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While Figure 2 provides an example of a case where conversion has ceased some time
before the application for certification, Figure 3 provides an example of a more extreme case
where conversion took place at a much higher rate and ceases only at the latest possible
point in time, which is the application for certification. FSC will not allow certification of areas
which have been subject to downwards conversion after the application for certification has
been submitted, even if The Organization then offers restoration (upwards conversion) at a
faster rate than the original downwards conversion.

Forest Stewardship Council

Figure 2: Certification of an FMU that includes unacceptable conversion (simple case –
example 1)
Area

α = Downwards conversion rate
β = Restoration rate
Downwards
conversion area
= Restoration area

β

α

Time
Restoration end

Application for certification

Restoration start

1994

Figure 3: Certification of an FMU that includes unacceptable conversion (simple case –
example 2)
Area

α = Downwards conversion rate
β = Restoration rate
Downwards
conversion area
= Restoration
area

Time
Restoration end

Application for certification

Restoration start

1994

β

The section above considers the simplest possible situation for recovery from downwards
conversion of vegetation. It supposes that:
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α
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a. the status of the six attributes before downwards conversion can be known accurately;
b. restoration to the situation as it was before downwards conversion is technically
possible;
c. restoration to the situation as it was before downwards conversion is financially
feasible.
6.3.2.5 Restoration system – more realistic scenarios
In many, perhaps most situations, it would be difficult or even impossible to restore the whole
area which had been subject to downwards conversion after November 2004, with respect to
all six attributes suggested above. There may not be detailed information about the status of
these six attributes before the start of the downwards conversion, so the desired status at the
end of the restoration is not clear. The techniques for restoration may not allow exact
prediction of outcomes. It may be much more feasible to restore or enhance some attributes
than others, or the speed of restoration may differ notably between those six attributes.
It may well be that the status of the vegetation at the start of downwards conversion is not at
all the status which a good FMU manager would wish to take as the objective of restoration,
especially if the vegetation had been subject to substantial degradation. The aim, as indicated
in the management plan of the applicant Organization, should be to match the vegetation to
the objectives of management of that Organization. So “restoration” may not mean
“replication” of the status before post-1994 downwards conversion.
Team D did not have time to conclude discussion on restoration issues (a) – (d) below. The
proposed requirement for an Environmental and Social Impact Assessment prior to starting
upwards conversion (restoration) should inform decisions on these four issues, but Team D
was not able to develop specific guidelines in the time available to the working group. Team
D notes that there is a large literature on restoration ecology, some of it developed or
coordinated by IUCN, which should be worth consulting to help develop such guidelines.

a. restoration to what status (quality) for each of the six attributes?
b. minimum restoration in terms of area or speed (rate) of restoration (as a demonstration
of good faith and progress prior to evaluation for certification).
c. possible trading between attributes, so that (for example) more or faster restoration of
species diversity might permit slower progress on economic productivity?
d. if the vegetation was already in a somewhat degraded state before deliberate
downwards conversion, should FSC require restoration only to that somewhat
degraded state or to a much enhanced status for the six attributes; and, if so, to what
limit ?
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It seems likely that in many situations, especially when there have been changes of FMU
ownership or management between the time of downwards conversion and the desire for
restoration, the three suppositions (a) – (c) above (section 5.3.3.4) will not hold true. Team D
therefore discussed what FSC could reasonably require of a new owner or manager who
proposes to undertake restoration. There are five issues –

Forest Stewardship Council

e. restoration of areas which carried HCVs before downwards conversion; some of these
areas may still have remnants of those HCVs ?
For issue (e), restoration of areas formerly carrying HCVs, the FSC requirement should be (i)
restoration of the HCVs to the highest status practically attainable (the more preferred option)
or (ii) restoration of the HCVs to the known or probable status prior to the downwards
conversion (the less preferred option).
The new approach requires the restoration of High Conservation Values (forest and non
forest) to vegetation which was converted after 1994. The definition of HCVF was only
introduced in 1999. However, because of the formulation of the original Principles and Criteria
in November 1994 (see section 3.3), these conversions should not have been certified in the
first place.
As originally, HCVs were defined in terms only of HCV Forests in 1999, the question about
holders of areas containing non-forest HCVs and degrading them by downwards conversion
should not be a concern. Until the P&C are revised, FSC is only concerned about forestrelated HCVs.
6.3.2.6 Restoration system – the sliding scale as an example of a more realistic
scenario
An example of a more realistic scenario could be that of a sliding scale that requires different
areas or ratios of restoration; different rates and different levels of restoration based the age of
the conversion; the rate at which it was converted and the original pre-conversion vegetation
type.
For example older conversions (that took place for instance between 1994 and 1995) would
have a lower restoration tariff and requirement than conversions which took place between
2007-8 - which might have a tariff requiring 1:1 restoration of converted area.
The higher tariff required would reflect that fact that appreciation of the impact of conversion
has grown since 1994 and FSC’s commitment to reduce downwards conversion has been
increasingly publicized. A higher tariff for recent conversion would also discourage companies
who might be contemplating completing their conversion activities and then applying for
certification.

The tariff would also reflect the severity of conversion. So for downwards conversions which
have destroyed High Conservation Forests the restoration tariff would require a 1:1 restoration
in terms of area or may require the restoration to achieve a higher level of restoration – based
on improvements in the 6 key attributes.
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Equally, very rapid or large-scale downwards conversion would result in a higher restoration
tariff than small-scale conversion or a slow rate.
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The Expert Group has had insufficient time to develop a fully integrated Tariff matrix and
indeed this should be discussed and developed more fully in consultation with technical
experts skilled in restoration techniques as well as the broad membership and stakeholder
base of FSC.
Restoration of some forest ecosystems is relatively well understood but restoration of other
ecosystems are largely unknown or the practicality of restoration unproven – for instance
aquatic ecosystems. It needs to be agreed whether this principle should be extended to cover
the restoration of all high conservation ecosystems within the FMU and whether this is
feasible or practicable.
But using a pre-determined tariff system it would be possible to establish clearly and
objectively:
•
•
•

the area to be restored;
the rate of restoration
the key attributes that the restored vegetation cover should possess.

The resulting restoration table might appear as something similar to Figure 4 below.
Figure 4: Restoration table of projected restoration activities and timetable

Descriptions

Current ecosystem
Score Descriptions

1

Broad description of
ecosystem

Broad description of
ecosystem

2

Description of key attributes

Description of key attributes

2.1 Species (alpha) biodiversity

Species (alpha) biodiversity

2.2 Habitat (beta) diversity

Habitat (beta) diversity

2.3 Structural complexity of the
vegetation

Structural complexity of the
vegetation

2.4 Ecosystem functionality

Ecosystem functionality

2.5 Economic productivity

Economic productivity

2.6 Social significance

Social significance

2.7 HCVF status

HCVF status

3

Area converted

4

Rate of conversion

Restoration requirements and tariff
Score Required outcomes Area requirement Projected time scale
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Original ecosystem (preconversion)
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6.4
Forest products from conversion areas
There are several options for approaching marketing of timber by Forest Management Units
that have been involved in upwards conversion or restoration following downwards
conversion. Option should be compatible with FSC-POL-20-003 2004 (The excision of areas
from the scope of certification).
Companies involved in upwards conversion without prior downwards conversion are allowed
to market as certified, timber
•
•
•

only from areas that have not been converted (Option 1),
from areas that have not been converted and areas that have successfully been converted
upwards (Option 2),
from areas that have not been converted, that have successfully been converted upwards,
and that are undergoing upwards conversion (Option 3).

Companies involved in restoration from previous downwards conversion are allowed to market
as certified timber:

•
•
•

Only from areas that have not been converted at all (Option 1),
from areas that have not been converted at all and areas that have successfully been
restored by upwards conversion (Option 2),
from areas that have not been converted at all, areas that have successfully been restored
by upwards conversion, and areas that are undergoing successful restoration (Option 3),
from areas that equal in size those areas that have successfully been restored (Option 4),
from areas that equal in size those areas that have successfully been restored and areas
that are undergoing apparently successful restoration according to The Organization’s
management plan (Option 5)
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•
•
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7 Proposal for revision of Criterion 6.10
The issue of conversion is currently addressed in Criteria 6.10 and 10.9 of the FSC P&C.
Team D recommends that in the course of the revision of the P&C during 2009, from version
4-0 to version 5-0, the approach above will replace current Criteria 6.10 and 10.9.
Accordingly Team D recommends that Criterion 6.10 be revised as follows:
Criterion 6.10: Conversion (a short-duration and relatively intensive management process – see
glossary – for replacement of one type of vegetation by a different type) shall be upwards in value with
respect [or, in relation] to six attributes - species and habitat diversity, structural complexity, ecosystem
functionality, economic productivity and social significance. Conversion shall provide clear, substantial,
additional and secure long-term social and conservation benefits. Conversion since November 1994
which has been downwards in value must be reversed in order to restore at least the values of these six
attributes in terms of area or intensity of restoration.

6a.
6b.

®2009 FSC, A.C. All rights reserved. FSC-SECR-0002

Guidance:
1. Vegetation with HCVs shall not be converted but may be maintained or enhanced by less
intensive silvicultural activities. HCV covers any type of vegetation with high conservation
values.
2. Conversion between vegetation types with no HCVs within a Forest Management Unit (FMU)
shall maintain or enhance species and habitat diversity, structural complexity, ecosystem
functionality, economic productivity and social significance.
3. Vegetation converted prior to the November 1994 (the first publication of the FSC global P+C)
shall be evaluated for certification in the same way as unconverted vegetation. From the date of
application by The Organization for certification, only upwards conversion shall be permitted.
4. FMUs containing vegetation converted after the November 1994 shall be evaluated for
certification according to a specific sequential process for the converted areas. (REMARK: This
refers to the process outlined above in the section 6.3.1).
5. The Organization shall include in the management planning documentation a record of
conversions undertaken since November 1994 to the current date, which identifies the
vegetation type prior to conversion and the pre-conversion status of each of the six attributes so
far as they can be determined. If this process shows that conversions have resulted in
downward conversion, compensatory restoration will be required. The organization shall show
in the FMU management plan how the areas subject to downwards conversion from November
1994 onwards have been, are being and will be restored with respect to the six attributes.
6. Compensatory measures shall restore areas which have been subject to downwards
conversion after November 1994:
at a rate and
over an area and
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6c.

with respect to maintenance or enhancement of the six attributes
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which are specified in the restoration tariff. NOTE: The final formulation of this guidance is
subject to clarification of the outstanding issues in section 6.3.2.5.
2. Restoration shall be demonstrably in progress before evaluation for certification.
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Annex 1: Review of FSC Conversion Policy, Final Report of Expert Team D
Options for a new approach to conversion and effects on identified conversion issues
The main options for approaching conversion discussed by the Expert Team were the
following:
•
•

Status quo maintained (cut-off date of 1994, no changes to Criteria 10.9 and 6.10)
(Option 1)
New definition of acceptable (upwards) and unacceptable (downwards) conversion:
o Without a cut-off date (Option 2a),
o Plus the current cut-off date (Option 2b),
o Plus a revised cut-off date. The cut-off date could be established in several
ways (Option 2c):
 Date of application for certification
 Certain point in time prior to application (e.g. 5 or 10 years),
 Defined period after application but prior to certification during which
conversion is not possible,
 Date of establishment of a National Initiative,
 Date of implementation of next revision of P&C
o Plus a compensatory scheme for unacceptable conversion that took place after
November 1994 (Option 2d).

The table below provides an analysis to what extend the different options for approaching
conversion solve the conversion issues identified in section 5 above. It also provides an
analysis of the general implications of these options and the winners and losers in relation to
the different approaches.

Therefore, even though it was attempted to update the analysis below to take into account the
further developments of the approach and conversion issues, the results presented below
might not provide a complete picture of the extent to which the different options (1 to 2d)
address the conversion issues (see chapter 5).
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Note: Option 2d provides the basis for the new approach towards conversion as proposed by
Expert Team D. The decision to choose option 2d was based on an early version of the
analysis below. However, after the Team had settled on option 2d further work was done,
especially with regards to specifying the compensatory scheme (see section 6.3.2). Also
further work was done on analyzing the conversion issues (see chapter 5).
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Options Considered and impacts on Conversion Issues
Status Quo
Maintained (Option
1)

New definitions of acceptable (upwards) and unacceptable (downwards) conversion
Without a cut off
date (Option 2a)

Plus November
1994 cut off date
(Option 2b)

Plus revised cut off
date (Option 2c)

Conversion prohibition
discriminates against
southern and tropical
regions (see section
5.1.1)

Partly solved:
Conversion possible
under conditions
provided in FSC-ADV31-001

Solved: Conversion
is possible until
certification is
granted

Not solved:
Exacerbates the
problem compared
to current situation
because FSC-ADV31-001 would
become invalid with
removal of 10.9 and
conversion of nonforest ecosystems
after 1994 would the
also disqualify from
certification.

Partly solved:
- Conversion is
possible until new
cut-off date
becomes
- Issue of perceived
discriminiation
comes up again if
fixed cut-off date
(e.g. 2008 or NI
establishment) is set

Conversion prohibition
prevents certification
of progressive forest
managers (see section
5.1.2)

Partly solved:
Conversion possible
under conditions
provided in FSC-ADV31-001

Solved: Downwards
conversion is
possible until
certification

Partly solved:
- Conversion is
possible until new
cut-off date
becomes effective
- Issue comes up
again if a fixed cutoff date (e.g.
revision of P&C or
NI establishment) is
set

Conversion resulting
from management
objectives that do not
meet the requirements
for certification (see
section 5.1.3)

Solved under
conditions of FSCPOL-20-003 (2004) if
area is excised (e.g. if
downwards
conversion is required
by law).

Partly solved
- Downwards
conversion until
certification is
possible
- Downwards
conversion after
certification, e.g. if
required by law,
would require
excision in
compliance with
POL-20-003 (2004)
- Would require
revision of POL-20003 (2004) with
regards to
conversion of nonforest ecosystems

Not solved:
Exacerbates the
problem compared
to current situation
because
- FSC-ADV-31-001
would become
invalid with removal
of 10.9 and
- downwards
conversion of nonforest ecosystems
after 1994 would
now also disqualify
from certification.
Partly solved:
- Downwards
conversion after cutoff date (e.g. if
required by law)
would require
excision.
- Would require
revision of POL-20003 (2004) with
regards to
conversion of nonforest ecosystems

Conversion resulting
from reasons beyond
control of the forest
manager (see section
5.1.4)

Solved under
conditions of FSCPOL-20-003 (2004)
and FSC-GUI-20-200
Revised: March 2005

Solved under
conditions of FSCPOL-20-003 (2004)
and FSC-GUI-20200 Revised: March
2005

Solved under
conditions of FSCPOL-20-003 (2004)
and FSC-GUI-20200 Revised: March
2005

Partly solved:
- Downwards
conversion is
possible until new
cut-off date
becomes effective
- After new cut-off
date downwards
conversion, e.g. if
required by law,
would require
excision in
compliance with
POL-20-003 (2004)
- Would require
revision of POL-20003 (2004) with
regards to
conversion of nonforest ecosystems
Solved under
conditions of FSCPOL-20-003 (2004)
and FSC-GUI-20200 Revised: March
2005

Plus
compensatory
scheme (Option
2d)
Solved:
- Certification of
FMU's that have
been involved in
downwards
conversion is
possible if
restoration takes
place.
- Slight
discrimination
remains because
the rate of recent
conversion is
much higher in the
South than in the
North
Solved:
Certification of
FMU's that have
been involved in
downwards
conversion is
possible if
restoration takes
place.

Solved:
Downwards
conversion would
be acceptable if
restoration takes
place.

Solved under
conditions of FSC
FSC-POL-20-003
(2004)
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Conversion
Issues
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Options Considered and impacts on Conversion Issues
Status Quo
Maintained (Option
1)

New definitions of acceptable (upwards) and unacceptable (downwards) conversion
Without a cut off
date (Option 2a)

Plus November
1994 cut off date
(Option 2b)

Plus revised cut off
date (Option 2c)

Perceived
contradiction between
criterion 6.10 and 10.9
(see section 5.1.5)

Not resolved: Only
addressed in draft
FSC-ADV-30-605
(2004-07-13)

Solved: Replaces
current
'contradictory'
wording.

Solved: See
previous column

Solved: See
previous column

Ownership Loophole
in Principle 10.9 (see
section 5.1.6)

Not resolved: The
loophole was
introduced with the
introduction of criterion
10.9 in 1999.

Solved: See
previous column

Solved: See
previous column

Mimicking of natural
disturbance patterns
(see section 5.1.7)

Solved - the practice
is not possible.

Solved: Ownership
changes are not a
criterion for
acceptable
conversion
anymore. The same
rules apply to
anyone irrespective
of when ownership
was acquired.
Solved:
- Conversion is
possible until
certification.
- After certification
this is only permitted
if it results in
upwards conversion.

Solved: Only
permitted if it results
in upwards
conversion.

Conflicting definitions
and expectations of
what constitutes
ecosystem change and
conversion (see
section 5.1.8)

Partly Solved: C 6.10
and 10.9 provide
criteria but also
perceived to contradict
each other.

Solved: Provides
definitions for
acceptable and
unacceptable
conversion.

See previous
column

Solved:
- Conversion is
possible until new
cut-off date
becomes effective
- After new cut-off
date becomes
effective this is only
permitted if it results
in upwards
conversion.
See previous
column

The presumption
against plantations as
an acceptable form of
conversion (see
section 5.1.9)
Conversion of nonforest ecosystems
(see section 5.1.10)

Not relevant: The
FSC policy is that all
vegetation types are
within the scope of
certification
Not relevant: The
FSC policy is that all
vegetation types are
within the scope of
certification
This conversion issue
was not considered by
the Expert Team when
assessing the different
options for addressing
conversion.
Not relevant: This is a
matter of different
philosophies, which
cannot be solved by
technical manipulation
of Criteria.

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

Solved: Provides
definitions of
acceptable and
unacceptable
conversion and
criteria for
assessing
certifiability of
FMU's involved in
conversion.
See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

See previous
column

Natural forests are
automatically
preferred as the ideal
vegetation type (see
section 5.1.11)
FSC should follow
social justice
considerations when
evaluating large-scale,
industrial intensity
plantations on land
previously owned by

Plus
compensatory
scheme (Option
2d)
Solved: Replaces
current
contradictory
wording with a
new system.
Solved: See
previous column

Solved:
- Possible if it
results in upwards
conversion
- If it resulted in
downward
conversion, then
restoration is
required.

REVIEW OF FSC CONVERSION POLICY - FINAL REPORT OF EXPERT TEAM D, FSC-DIS-30-005 V1-0 EN

64 of 71

®2009 FSC, A.C. All rights reserved. FSC-SECR-0002

Conversion
Issues
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Options Considered and impacts on Conversion Issues

Conversion
Issues

Status Quo
Maintained (Option
1)

New definitions of acceptable (upwards) and unacceptable (downwards) conversion
Without a cut off
date (Option 2a)

Plus November
1994 cut off date
(Option 2b)

Plus revised cut off
date (Option 2c)

Plus
compensatory
scheme (Option
2d)

Conversion to
plantations must
demonstrably reduce
pressure on natural
forests (see section
5.1.13)

Not solved: It does
not address the
question of whether
plantations should be
part of the FSC
system.

Partly solved:
Provides additional
services and
benefits through
maintaining or
increasing the area
of HCV's.

See previous
column

See previous
column

Partly solved:
Requires
plantations to
restore where they
have been
involved in
conversion after
1994.

FSC must retain the
1994 cut-off date to
prevent creation of
new plantations from
natural forests (see
section 5.1.14)

Theoretically solved:
Those planning to
become certified might
refrain from
conversion.
- Debated whether it
practically discourages
from conversion

Not solved:
Removes the
theoretical
discouragement
from conversion.

Theoretically
solved:
- Those planning to
become certified
might refrain from
conversion.
- Debated whether it
practically
discourages from
conversion

Not solved:
Removes the
theoretical
discouragement
from conversion until
the new cut-off date
becomes effective

Implications

- Continuity - Easier to
defend than changes
- Prevents deliberate
abuse by FM's that
convert rapidly before
applying for
certification
- Large areas that
have been converted
after 1994 are
excluded from FSC
- Is a barrier to
greater FSC take up

- Maintains the
strong position of
HCVF (for the time
after certification)
- Recognizes the
strong position of
HCV' in general (for
the time after
certification)
- No retrospective
concerns
- Early concerns for
which the 1994 cut
off date was
introduced will
remain therefore
some additional
mechanisms are
needed to overcome
the problems (e.g.
cut-off date compensation)
- Large areas that
have been
converted after 1994
can now be
involved.
- Removes barrier to
greater FSC take
up.
- FSC might either
be seen as arbitrary
or progressive and
pragmatic

- Maintains the
strong position of
HCVF
- Recognizes the
strong position of
HCV' in general
- Prevents deliberate
abuse by FM's that
convert rapidly
before applying for
certification
- Large areas that
have been
converted after 1994
are excluded from
FSC, this is
exacerbated by
extending prohibition
to non-forest
ecosystems
- Increase in
plantation area will
only be possible if
the pre-conversion
vegetation is
significantly
degraded
- Support from
stakeholders that
object conversion of
non-forest
ecosystems

- Maintains the
strong position of
HCVF (after the new
cut-off date enters
into force)
- Recognizes the
strong position of
HCV' in general
(after the new cut-off
date enters into
force)
- If date of revision
of P&C is chosen,
then it harmonizes
with other revisions
of the P+C
- FSC might either
be seen as arbitrary
or progressive and
pragmatic
- If fixed cut-off date
is set (e.g. revision
of P&C,
establishment of NI)
the fundamental
problems related to
cut-off dates is just
moved in time, not
solved.

Theoretically
solved: Those
planning to
become certified
might be
discouraged from
downwards
conversion
because this
would require
restoration.
- Maintains the
strong position of
HCVF
- Recognizes the
strong position of
HCV' in general
- Discourages
FM's from rapidly
converting before
applying for
certification
- Requires
mangers that have
been involved in
downards
conversion of
HCV's to improve
FMU
- Large areas that
have been
converted after
1994 can now be
involved.
- Removes barrier
to greater FSC
take up.
- Introduces a
retrospective cutoff date and
obligation to
restore non-forest
HCV's
- Rewards FMU's
that start early with
upwards
conversion and
slow down the rate
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small-holders (see
section 5.1.12)

Forest Stewardship Council

Options Considered and impacts on Conversion Issues
Status Quo
Maintained (Option
1)

New definitions of acceptable (upwards) and unacceptable (downwards) conversion
Without a cut off
date (Option 2a)

Plus November
1994 cut off date
(Option 2b)

Plus revised cut off
date (Option 2c)

Winners

- FMU's that adhered
to the rules because of
certification or
because of the intend
to become certified
- FMU's that converted
prior to 1994

- FMU's involved in
conversion after
1994
- To a certain
degree stakeholder
that object
conversion of nonforest ecosystems
(only after
certification)

-FMU's that adhered
to the rules and did
not convert nonforest HCV's
- Stakeholders that
object certification of
non-forest
ecosystems

- FMU's involved in
conversion after
1994 up to the new
cut-off date
- To a certain
degree stakeholder
that object
conversion of nonforest ecosystems
(only after
certification)

Loosers

- FMU's involved in
conversion after
November 1994
- Stakeholders that
object pre 1994
conversion

- FMU's that have
adhered to the rules
because of
certification or
because of the
intend to become
certified
- Stakeholders
concerned with
social issues
because conversion
is only addressed
from an ecological
perspective
- Stakeholders that
object conversion

- FMU's involved in
conversion after
1994
- FMU's that
adhered to current
rules but converted
non-forest HCV's
- Stakeholders
concerned with
social issues
because conversion
is only addressed
from an ecological
perspective
- Stakeholders that
object pre 1994
conversion

- FMU's that have
adhered to the rules
because of
certfication or
because of the
intend to become
certified
- If a fixed cut off
date is set: FMU's
involved in
conversion
afterwards
- Stakeholders
concerned with
social issues
because conversion
is only addressed
from an ecological
perspective
- Stakeholders that
object conversion

Plus
compensatory
scheme (Option
2d)
of downwards
conversion
- Penalizes FMU's
that delay
upwards
conversion and
undertake
substantial
downwards
conversion prior to
application
- Good record
keeping by
applicants
required
- CB's need to be
more vigilant
- FMU's involved
in conversion after
1994 because
they can become
part of the system
- FMU's not
involved in
conversion of HCV
forests after 1994
- certified FMU's
not involved in
conversion of nonforest HCV's
- Stakeholder
concerned with
social issues
because these are
addressed in the
concept of HCVF's
- certified FMU's
involved in
conversion of nonforest HCV's
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Conversion
Issues
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Annex 2: Review of FSC Conversion Policy, Final Report of Expert Team D

Terms of Reference
Plantations Review Technical Phase – Expert Team D
Investigating the Impacts of FSC Criterion 10.9

1

Background

In the policy phase of the Plantations Review the Plantations Review Policy Working Group
recognized that conversion is one of the most sensitive issues within the FSC.
The Policy Working group concluded that there are varying interpretations amongst
stakeholders regarding whether Criterion 10.9 is aiming at protecting forests only or if it is
aiming at the protection of both natural forests and non-forest High Conservation Value
ecosystems. The group expressed that it expected FSC to clarify how other ecosystems of
High Conservation Value should be dealt with in relation to conversion.
The Working Group also recognized that some stakeholders have perceived that the current
cut-off date in Criterion 10.9 is arbitrary and that systems other than cut-off dates may be
better suited to achieve the underlying overall objectives.

The plantations review has now entered its technical phase and in order to follow up on the
proposed recommendations FSC has set up the expert team “Investigating the Impacts of
FSC Criterion 10.9 (Expert Team D).”
2

Expected Output

Expert Team D shall produce:
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Therefore, the Working Group recommended maintaining the cut-off date of 1994 and that
FSC in the technical phase of the Plantations Review develops a document preparing a future
decision to retain or change the cut off date. This document shall outline the rational and the
assumptions for and against a change. The Group also recommended that FSC during the
technical phase clarifies what the term “normally” in Criterion 10.9 means and which
exceptions are already permissible under the current arrangement, which process is currently
used and which procedural mechanisms should be used in the future for granting exceptions.

Forest Stewardship Council

2.1

Report analyzing the current effects of the cut off date, the possible impacts and
implications of keeping or changing the cut off date and what other systems might be
better suited to achieve the goals underlying the cut off date of 10.9. This shall include
an analysis and recommendations on what the term “normally” in Criterion 10.9 could
mean, which exceptions to 10.9 could be permissible and which process and
procedural mechanisms for granting exceptions could be used.

2.2

Recommendations on how FSC should deal with the conversion of non-forest natural
ecosystems.

2.3

Supports the current revision of the Principles and Criteria by analyzing the need and
making recommendations for the revision of Criteria in order to address the issues
above.

3

Member Obligations

For the purpose of preparing above outputs the members of Expert Team D are required to:
•
•

4

Participate in up to three working group meetings in 2008.
Participate in field tests of the outputs above on representative forest management
operations.

Decision Making

Decisions shall be based on consensus. Consensus in the FSC system is understood as the
absence of sustained objection to substantial issues.
5

Duration

The activities above shall be carried out and outputs provided by the 31st of December 2008.
6

Honorarium and Expenses

FSC is an international not for profit membership organization with limited funding. FSC
covers all reasonable travel and accommodation expenses related to above activities upon
submission of respective invoices and receipts and will pay every team member a Honorarium
of 1.500 € in appreciation of their work
Facilitation and Administration

The FSC International Center facilitates the work of the Expert Team through providing the
necessary human and financial resources and administrative support. The FSC contact
person is Matthias Fecht, email: m.fecht@fsc.org, phone: +49-228 / 367-6628.
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