Forest Stewardship Council

FSC-STD-01-001 Version 5-0 Draft 3-0
Summary of Comments and
Responses by the P&C Review Working Group
th

29 April 2011
This document provides a summary of the public comments submitted on Draft 3-0 of the revised Principles and Criteria (FSC-STD-01-001 V5-0 D3-0) as
th
th
published for stakeholder comments from the 11 of March to the 10 of May 2010. This document also includes responses by the P&C Review WG to the
summarized comments.
All comments on Draft 3-0 were reviewed and considered by the P&C Review WG when developing Draft 4-0 of the revised Principles and Criteria (FSC-STD-01001 V5-0 D4-0). As a summary not all detailed comments and the follow up of the Working Group can be provided in this document. A compilation of all public
comments on Draft 3-0 has been made available on the P&C Review Section of the FSC website. Draft 3-0 and Draft 4-0 of the revised Principles and Criteria are
available at the same website at: http://www.fsc.org/pcreview.html. Should stakeholders, who commented on Draft 3-0, feel that their comments have not been
adequately addressed in this summary or in Draft 4-0 of the revised Principles and Criteria, they should not hesitate to contact Matthias Fecht at m.fecht@fsc.org
for further information.
This document uses the term ‗current P&C‘ or ‗current P&C (V4-0)‘ to refer to the currently approved version of the FSC Principles and Criteria (FSC-STD-01-001
Version 4-0 FSC Principles and Criteria for Forest Stewardship).
‗Draft 3-0‘ is used to refer to Draft 3-0 of the revised Principles and Criteria of March 2010 (FSC-STD-01-001 V5-0 D3-0).
‗Draft 4-0‘ is used to refer to the subsequent draft of the revised Principles and Criteria (FSC-STD-01-001 V5-0 D4-0) as developed in response to comments on
D3-0. The term ‗proposed Criterion‘ is used to refer to Draft 4-0 unless stated otherwise.
When reference is made to a certain criterion without any version or draft number then this refers to wording in Draft 3-0, e.g. ‗refer to comments on Criterion X.X
above‘.
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To give an overview on the source of the comments a color coding (see legend) indicating the applicable sub-chamber is provided. The summary starts with the
General Comments and then follows the structure of Draft 3-0. Annex 1 provides more detail as needed in response to some of the comments.

Forest Stewardship Council

Overview of stakeholder submissions
FSC received 122 submissions. There were more submissions from all sub-chambers. The majority of submissions came from the north and the Economic
Chamber, followed by the Environmental Chamber and the Social Chamber. The smallest number of comments was received from the Environmental South.
Chamber
Economic
Environmental
Social
NI’s
1
Others
Total

North
46
20
9
5
N/A
86

South
26
2
7
1
N/A
36

Total
72
22
16
6
6
122

However, keeping in mind that a number of joint submissions were made by members and stakeholders the figures of actual stakeholders involved provide a
slightly more balanced picture. This is in part due to the extra efforts taken by FSC to increase and improve the involvement of the Social Chamber through two
meetings held in Bonn (Social North) and Lima (Social South), as well as a small holder meeting held in Acre, Brazil as well as supporting an NI meeting in Cali,
2
Colombia. The following are approximate figures.
North
64
38
15
5
122

South
53
5
34
10
102

Total
117
43
49
15
224

1

FSC-IC staff, ASI and non members that could not be assigned to one of the sub-chambers
An attempt was made to avoid double counting. However the figures below might not be absolutely precise as some of the stakeholders and members participating in joint submissions also made
individual submissions, partly identical and in part slightly different.
2
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Chamber
Economic
Environmental
Social
NI’s
Total

Forest Stewardship Council

Summary of comments and responses
Legend:
Environmental North (ENV-N)
Environmental South (ENV-S)
Economic North (ECON-N)
Economic South (ECON-S)
Social North (SOC-N)
Social South (SOC-S)
National Initiatives (NIs)
Others

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

It was pointed out that Draft 3.0 has resulted in an overall
weakening of FSC environmental standards, potentially harming
its credibility. Examples mentioned were the requirements relating
to the conservation of biodiversity, maintenance and protection of
High Conservation Values, forest conversion, sustainable yields,
forest carbon, scope of the P&C in relation to vegetation types,
and pesticide use.
Although some improvements have been made to Draft 3.0, it still
requires fundamental revision. Stakeholders commented that it

●

●

●

It was neither the mandate nor the intent of the P&C Review WG
to weaken the P&C. The P&C Review WG took note of the
specific concerns raised and made a strong attempt to address
these concerns in the wording of Draft 4-0. For further information
please refer to the specific responses below.

● ● ● ● ● ● The P&C Review WG taking into account all the comments on
Draft 3-0 has made an effort to further improve the revised P&C
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SUMMARY OF GENERAL COMMENTS

Forest Stewardship Council

There were concerns that the revised P&C will act as an obstacle
to certification, especially for SMEs/SLIMFs, in that the
requirements focus on bureaucracy
(systems/policies/paperwork/procedures) rather than ‗on the
ground‘ performance.

●

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

with a view to improving the wording, removing repetition etc. It
should be noted that there is a discrepancy in the comments with
regards to vagueness on the one hand and prescriptiveness on
the other. Regarding complexity it is worth noting that the FSC
system is itself very complex, being a whole set of normative
documents such as Policies, Advice Notes, Guidance Documents.
The revision attempted to reduce the complexity of the system by
updating the P&C in line with these other normative documents,
for example by incorporating FSC-POL-30-401 FSC Certification
and ILO Conventions. What occurs as an increase in complexity
in the P&C is expected to result in a reduction of complexity of the
overall FSC system. The number of Criteria Draft 4-0 has been
reduced from 91 in Draft 3-0 to 70 in Draft 4-0. This is still 24
criteria more than the current P&C (56 Criteria). The number of
totally new criteria amounts to 18 (including proposed Criterion 3.4
of Draft 4-0). It should be noted that several of these new criteria
are already requirements for FSC certification, e.g. through the
above mentioned FSC policy on ILO conventions. The remaining
increase in the number of Criteria results from the splitting of
current criteria minus the reduction resulting from the combination
of criteria. Regarding the reasons for adding new criteria please
refer to the responses further below.
While the P&C Review WG aimed at drafting criteria focusing on
objectives there has been a modest increase in the number of
requirements for systems and policies. Most of these
requirements were included to close a gap between the current
P&C (V4-0) and the nowadays commonly practiced quality
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was poorly written and frequently criticized as repetitive and
vague, difficult and confusing. The tone and wording were overly
prescriptive. Although it was requested to scale-down and
simplify, it has grown in complexity, amongst other as a result of
the increase in the number of criteria. This complexity is of major
concern in that it will increase the burden on certificate holders in
terms of time and costs to an unacceptable level. It was proposed
to refer it back to the P&C Working Group with the guidance that it
should aim to clarify, reduce and remove unintended effects.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Response P&C Review WG

management cycle and adaptive management approach.
New requirements included in the Draft 4-0 of the revised P&C in
relation to planning, systems and procedures include:
Proposed Criterion 2.6 – Mechanisms for resolving grievances
and providing fair compensation to employees for loss or damage
Proposed Criterion 3.1 – Identification of Indigenous Peoples
Proposed Criterion 4.1 – Identification of local communities.
Proposed Criterion 3.3 – Binding agreement in case of delegation
of control
Proposed Criterion 5.1 – Identification of diversified benefits and
products.
Proposed Criterion 6.1 – Assessment of environmental values
Proposed Criterion 7.2 – Social management planning
Proposed Criterion 7.3 – Verifiable targets in relation to
management objectives
Proposed Criterion 7.5 – Provision of relevant components of the
management plan to affected stakeholders
Proposed Criterion 8.1 – Monitoring of the implementation of the
management plan
However, the revised P&C clearly recognize that the efforts
required in relation to the establishment of management
objectives, planning and monitoring and documentation depend
on the scale, intensity and risk of management activities and the
socio economic conditions in relation to the attributes addressed
in specific criteria. A few examples:

In countries where The Organization is required to carry out
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Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Response P&C Review WG





environmental impact assessments by law, which address
impacts on environmental values as defined in the P&C, The
Organization is not required to carry out an additional impact
assessment, to comply with proposed Criterion 6.2 of Draft
4-0, or to produce additional documentation. Where the
impact assessment as required by law only addresses a
limited number of the environmental values as defined by the
P&C, additional assessments are required to close the gap
between the legislative provisions and the requirements of
the P&C.
For small-holders with few or minor negative social impacts
the activities in relation to Social Management Planning will
likely be less formal and elaborate than those required from
larger entities with the potential of higher impacts.
Social management planning for a large scale governmentrun management unit, tightly regulated by social legislation
that meets the requirements of the P&C, will differ from that
required from a private large scale management unit in a
country with no such legislation.

In line with this it should be noted that prescriptive detail in the
current P&C (V4-0), e.g. required management plan and
monitoring elements, were removed from the P&C and now need
to be proportionate, to scale intensity and risk, that is more or less
detailed, extensive and elaborate depending on the specific
situation.
For further information please also refer to the responses to
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Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was pointed out that that the detailed criteria and the detail
provided in the Explanatory Notes and the objective to use them
as basis for international Generic Indicators and National Forest
Stewardship Standards would restrict too much the flexibility
needed for adapting the P&C to the specific national and local
situation.
It was felt that this would send a signal of not trusting the current
system consisting of nationally adapted standards.

●

It was suggested that more criteria will improve harmonization
with national standards.
It was felt that there was too much reliance on scale, intensity and
level of risk which could lead to unacceptable flexibility for
interpretation by CBs and NIs.
It was repeatedly requested that the role of Explanatory Notes be
clarified. Although it was noted that the Explanatory Notes are not
normative, normative language remains in many places. It was
proposed that all Explanatory Notes be fully reviewed and some
suggested they be voted on by the FSC membership. In other
instances Explanatory Notes would contain important guidance
information defining the intent of the criterion. In these cases

●

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

comments on specific criteria below.
The FSC system has been facing repeated criticism by
stakeholders resulting from varying interpretations of the P&C by
National Initiatives, CABs and applicants for certification and recertification.
Accordingly, it was one of the objectives of the P&C Review WG
to clarify the Principles and Criteria through revising the wording
of the actual requirements, wherever possible. Additionally, the
Working Group developed the Explanatory Notes. The
Explanatory Notes improve the interpretation of the Criteria
because the criteria cannot convey the spectrum of possible
interpretations. The Explanatory Notes cannot replace national,
regional or international (generic) indicators but help ensure that
such indicators appropriately interpret the Principles and Criteria.
See previous response.
See previous responses and response to comments on section
3.8 of the Preamble below.

● ●

●

See also previous responses. The Explanatory Notes are not
normative though they provide interpretations that need to be
taken into account by those working groups assigned to develop
international (generic indicators) or regional, national and subnational Forest Stewardship Standards. Because the Explanatory
Notes are not normative they are not subject to the vote on the
revised P&C. However, they will be made available together with
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●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was noted that there is too much normative detail to be
addressed in the independent process of development of GI‘s so
that actual outcome of the review remains unclear.

It was observed that the revisions were clearly skewed towards
ecological and social protection, neglecting economic viability as
one of the pillars of responsible forest management by increasing,
upgrading and tightening the social and environmental
requirements. This would pose an obstacle to certification,
especially of SMEs/SLIMFs.

●

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

Response P&C Review WG

the approved P&C to serve the functions explained in the
responses above.
The P&C Review WG has once again reviewed and where
needed revised the Explanatory Notes.
The Working Group assigned to the development of Generic
Indicators will have to take into account the Explanatory Notes.
Additionally, the process for developing these indicators will follow
FSC-PRO-01-001 V2-0 The Development of International Social
and Environmental Standards. This will include a chamberbalanced working group as well as public consultations on the
draft Generic Indicators.
The Working Group has focused on clarification and coherence.
With the exception of one requirement for the restoration of
natural water bodies, the P&C Review WG has not added any
new environmental requirements but clarified existing ones. The
P&C Review WG has also not added any entirely new social
requirements under Principle 4 and 5, though the requirements in
relation to compensation for the use of traditional knowledge and
the protection of sites of special importance where extended from
Indigenous Peoples to Local Communities as well. There is no
reason to exclude Local Communities, for example Traditional
Peoples, from these rights. There was an increase in the number
of worker rights related criteria. Three criteria were added dealing
with gender equality, minimum / living wages and resolution of
grievances. These new criteria were needed to close existing
gaps. The other new requirements under Principle 2 are based on
the incorporation of above mentioned FSC-POL-30-401 FSC
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information should be maintained in the final version.

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was explained that the UNDRIP‘s recognition of traditional land
titles threatens legal private property rights.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

Certification and ILO Conventions. Under Principle 3 ‗Indigenous
Peoples Rights‘ compliance with ILO convention 169 and the
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples is
now required. It is worth noting these additions were included in
response to approved General Assembly motions and/or
recommendations of the Plantations Review and/or approved FSC
Policies, Procedures and Advice Notes. For further information on
the latter, please refer to Annex 1 below.
The applicable criterion was revised in response to the various
comments on engagement to focus mainly on affected
stakeholders. The revisions regarding engagement are based on
the recommendations of the Plantations Review. For further
information, please refer to Criterion 7.6 in Draft 4-0 and
responses to comments on Criterion 7.6 below.
The recognition of UNDRIP is based on an approved 2008
General Assembly motion (see Annex 1 below). See response
above regarding comments that the review was skewed towards
ecological and social protection.
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It was highlighted that the criteria on stakeholder engagement and
consultations could make economic forestry practically impossible
under FSC. It was noted that in some countries increasing the
involvement of stakeholders in decision-making is in conflict with
ownership rights.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was felt that in Draft 3.0, the key overarching recommendation
of ‗raising the bar‘ for plantation management has not been clearly
addressed.

●

There were repeated requests for the P&C to address the
opportunities and impacts of climate-regulatory services of forests
and safeguard provisions, forest carbon accounting, and carbon
sequestration. It was proposed that mitigation of GHG emissions
from afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation, and
maintaining and/or strengthening the carbon sequestration in the
certified forest should be clearly addressed in this standard at
criteria level, regardless of further development of carbon
certification or any other scheme.

●

● ●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ENV-S

ECON-S

●

Response P&C Review WG

Paragraphs 2.39 to 2.71 of Draft 3-0 provide an overview of the
changes to Draft 3-0 in response to stakeholder comments on
Draft 2-0. See also the introduction to the ‗Summary of Comments
th
on Draft 2-0‘ of the 26 of March 2010 for further information on
how comments were processed by the P&C Review WG:
http://www.fsc.org/fileadmin/webdata/public/document_center/Current_consultations/FSC-STD-01001_V5-0_D2-0_Summary_Comments_2010-03-26.pdf
The timelines provided for stakeholder feedback are in line with
FSC-PRO-01-001 V2-0 and other international procedures for
stakeholder consultation, e.g. ISEAL Code of Good Practice.
The P&C Review WG has paid particular attention to the
recommendations of the Policy and Technical Phase of the
Plantations review. For further information on how the P&C
Review WG followed up on the recommendations from the
Plantations Review please refer to Annex 1 below.
● Carbon and climate related issues are addressed in several
places, including the in the Preamble, in Draft 4-0 of the revised
P&C. The storage, sequestration, fluxes and cycling of carbon,
and of other elements and compounds, are included in Ecosystem
Functions (as defined), and protected under Principle 6. Climate
regulation is covered by Principle 6 as and Ecosystem Service as
well. Regarding how the revised Principles and Criteria contribute
to increased resilience and adaptability to climate change, please
refer to Explanatory Note 12 of proposed Criterion 6.4,
Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 6.5, Explanatory Note 3
of proposed Criterion 6.8, Explanatory Note 1 of proposed
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As a general comment, the Draft 3.0 and accompanying
documents do not explain how particular comments were or were
not taken into account and why. Some stakeholders noted that
participation in the review process was complicated and time
consuming. Others noted that the time period to review
documents was considered too short.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

● ● ●

● ● ●

● ● ●

●
●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

Criterion 10.2 of Draft 4-0. The P&C do not explicitly require the
monitoring of stocks and flows of carbon, but they require
Organizations to take reasonable measures (which might include
monitoring) to maintain environmental values, which include
ecosystem functions according to the scale, intensity and risks of
management activities (see Explanatory Note 13 of proposed
Principle 6 of Draft 4-0).
A new Criterion 5.5 was specifically added to Draft 4-0 deal with
situations of organizations seeking financial rewards from carbon
sequestration and storage or avoided deforestation or
degradation.
Adaptability to climate change is addressed in various places in
Draft 4-0. See explanatory notes 14 to Principle 6, 12 to Criterion
6.4, 2 to Criterion 6.5, 3 to Criterion 6.8, 1 to Criterion 10.2.
Regard adapting management planning please see Explanatory
Note 3 of Criterion 7.4,
The P&C Review WG has reviewed the draft for improved
consistency. New definitions were added were needed, e.g. for
plantation, rare and threatened species, based on international
definitions, for example IUCN.
Additional efforts were made to improve the Spanish translation of
Draft 4-0.
Self identification is included in the definition of Indigenous
Peoples. Principle , 3 and 4 are not limited to legal recognition.
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It was proposed that The Organization should be required to
prepare an adaptation plan for potential climate change impacts,
and should ensure that all management plans will contribute to
ecosystem and community resiliency in response to climate
change.
There were several requests for correct and consistent use of
language. For example, clarification was requested for the terms
―planted forest‖ and ―plantation‖. Some recommended using FAO
forest classifications. It was suggested to use IUCN threat
categories consistently.
The Spanish translated version also requires attention as there
are important points of clarification required.
It was suggested to add an explanatory note that refers to the
importance of taking into account self-recognition/identification of
Indigenous Peoples in the application of Principles 1, 3 and 4, and

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was pointed out that since there is no ―where applicable‖
language in guidance or within the P&C, all National Initiatives
appear compelled to develop at least one indicator per criterion
regardless of the need for such additional diligence.
A.
PREAMBLE General Comments
It was requested to include a reference to climate change in the
Preamble.
It was pointed out that FSC‘s vision should include a reference to
short- and medium-term benefits as well as long-term benefits.
It was requested to clearly explain the status of Explanatory Notes

Others

● Please refer to Explanatory Note 6 of Section 4 of the Preamble of
Draft 4-0, which clarifies the relationship between different levels
of risks and the appropriate package of monitoring, assessment,
prevention and mitigation measures. See also response below to
comments on Section 3.8 of the Preamble.
Section 3 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0 and the associated
explanatory notes clarifies that FSC intends to complement other
initiatives that support responsible management. This means that
when legal provisions meet or exceed the P&C then compliance
with these legal provisions is considered sufficient for compliance
with the P&C. However, the mere existence of such laws is not
sufficient. Compliance with these laws still needs to be assessed
by the certification body . For further information refer to Section 3
of the preamble and the associated Explanatory Notes.
This is already required according to clause 4.1 of FSC-STD-60002 V1-0 Structure and Content of National Forest Stewardship
Standards.

●

●

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

This proposal was adopted. See also response above.
●

The mission statement provided in Draft 3-0 and Draft 4-0 is a
verbatim quotation of FSCs mission.
● ● This proposal was adopted. See also response above to
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not only legal recognition as such in their respective countries.
Concern was expressed regarding the new emphasis on risk. It
was expressed that Draft 3.0 would fail to address the context in
which forest managers operate in highly developed counties, with
a well-developed, legal, social, multi and interdisciplinary policy
and procedural face and relatively low risk. It was felt that
otherwise a difficult and cost-prohibitive revamping of existing
management planning and monitoring processes could be
required. It was proposed to develop an exemption mechanism
where FSC International deems a country to be low risk. It was
proposed a distinction be made between robust economies with
comprehensive laws, and application of the standard in
developing countries, where laws and regulation may be weak or
non-existent.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

comments on explanatory notes.
●

This section of the Preamble is a verbatim quotation of FSCs
current mission statement as laid down in FSCs by-laws. The
P&C Review WG was not mandated to revise the FSC by-laws.
See response above.

● ●

●

●

●

Based on a study of relevant documents such as the FSC
statutes and by-laws, the 2007 Global Strategy, FSC-DIS-01-001
and subsequent FSC-POL-10-004 Scope of Application of the
FSC P&C (2005) the P&C Review WG concluded that there is no
FSC documentation that supports a claim that the FSC system is
aimed primarily at the preservation and restoration of natural
forest. Natural Forest is covered alongside other types of
vegetation. The P&C Review WG also concluded that the P&C as
a whole and Principles 6 and 9 in particular contain Criteria which
assure that all sensitive features are identified and protected from
adverse management activities. It is not the name ‗natural forest‘
which is important but what the area contains, what is the status
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in the Preamble and if they are normative.
Preamble 3.2
It was requested to revise this part of the Preamble to reflect
organizations that manage on a non-profit basis, or for nontraditional ecosystem services, forest protection, etc.
It was proposed to revise this part of the preamble to better reflect
economic realities. It was explained that the proposed wording
would not recognize that economic use would always result in
footprints. It was also expressed that the proposed wording for
economic viability would prevent profits. It was also explained that
this section could be interpreted to mean that all ecological
services benefits must be marketed without recognizing that some
aspects of forest should remain as public goods.
Preamble 3.5 – 3.20
In Preamble 3.7, there were several stakeholders strongly
opposed to the inclusion of oil palm, Christmas trees, and other
short rotation crops. Some submitters stated that the proposed
scope as well as changes to the environmental requirements in
the P&C would not reflect FSCs original mission of (natural) forest
protection and restoration. It was requested that there should be a
clear distinction made between applying the P&C to pristine
forests in contrast to heavily managed plantations.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

Others

NIs

Response P&C Review WG

of those contents, and how well is The Organization ensuring that
the sensitive features are protected and secured, and where
appropriate restored or enhanced. In response to the comments
submitted, several changes and clarifications were made to the
Criteria and Explanatory Notes of Principle 6 and 9 of Draft 4-0 to
clarify the responsibilities of The Organization in relation to
protection, conservation, restoration, etc. in the context of different
vegetation types.
The revision was needed to ensure that the relevant P&C apply to
all areas, including facilities and nurseries, with a clear geographic
or managerial link to the area submitted for certification. It would
create an inconsistency if processing and other facilities or
nurseries, which are clearly linked to the certified area were in
breach with the FSC Principles and Criteria. However, the
proposed definition of Management Unit recognizes that some
level of managerial control by The Organization (the certificate
holder) over these other areas is needed. See definition of
management unit as per Draft 4-0.
The Organization has the primary responsibility to decide on the
appropriate placement of the management activities and their
impacts within the continuum of scale, intensity and risk. The
appropriateness of this placement is subject to scrutiny by CABs
and stakeholders, through the normal evaluation process
conducted by CABs, through engaging affected and interested
stakeholders in the development of the management plan as
required by proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0 and through other
Criteria that specifically require engagement. Avoiding
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●

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

Preamble 3.7: There was concern over the expanded definition of
―Management Unit‖ because it would cover all facilities and land
area not under the managerial control of the forest manager.

Preamble 3.8: There was concern that too much discretion is
being given to forest managers to determine the intensity, scale,
and risk of their operations and impacts. It was also noted that the
assumption that small operations have lower impacts is highly
problematic.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was requested to delete Preamble 3.10 or add comparable
statements relating to social, economic, cultural and spiritual
values.
Preamble 3.11: It was recommended that a section be added to
clarify the role of National Initiatives in developing National and
Regional Standards (indicators).
There were concerns with the statement in Preamble 3.14 that
says indicators are the primary basis for evaluation. Clarification
was requested.
Preamble 3.16: Further clarification was requested concerning
problems and dispute mechanisms especially in relation to
previous approved guidance.
It was proposed to limit responsibility for sub-contractors to
compliance with the P&C.
It was proposed to add a note to Preamble 3.18 advising
stakeholders that definitions of key terms and phrases are found

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

inappropriate assessment by the Organization is thus subject to
the checks and balances of the FSC certification system which
was strengthened by requiring engagement of affected and
(where appropriate interested stakeholders) in the development of
the management plan.
Section 2 of Draft 3-0 and Section 4 of Draft 4-0 both require that
the ecological fragility of the area submitted for certification will be
considered in certification assessment. The details on Scale,
Intensity and Risk for example in relation to vulnerability will have
to be provided in Generic Indicators as well as national standards.
This section is needed – see response to previous comment.

●

See Explanatory Note 3 to section 2 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0.

●

●

●
●
●

●

Response P&C Review WG

The formulation proposed in Draft 3-0 and 4-0 is in line with the
current FSC definition of ‗Indicator‘. See also FSC-STD-01-002
V1-0 Glossary of Terms.
Please refer to the Explanatory Notes of section 7 of the Preamble
of Draft 4-0.
See section 5 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0.
The role of the glossary is defined section 2 of the Preamble of
Draft 4-0.
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Discussions in Section 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11 should more clearly
indicate the linkage between risk and the vulnerability of values
that may be at risk.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

This section was revised. Section 3 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0
and the associated Explanatory Notes clarify that the mere
existence of laws that meet or exceed the P&C is not sufficient.
Compliance with these laws still needs to be assessed by the
conformity assessment bodies.

There was concern that Principle 1 would be the only basis for
legality verification within an FSC Modular Approach Program. It
was explained that in order not to trump outstanding disputes and
claims related to customary tenure and use rights it would be
necessary to maintain the linkages to Criteria under Principle 3
and 4..
There was concern over Explanatory Note 3, dealing with conflicts
between national regulations, as it was felt it would disqualify
countries where there was conflict between an environmental law,
forest law, and the norms for implementation.
It was requested to include an explicit reference to the UN
Framework Convention on Climate Change under Principle 1.

●

The design of the Modular Approach Program is not within the
responsibilities of the P&C Review Working Group. However, the
proposed revisions of Principle 1 do not prevent the integration of
the relevant requirements of P3 and P4 into the Modular
Approach program.

●

See response to comments on Criterion 1.25 below.

Principle 1 was highly criticized for having too many criteria,
unbalancing the document, and creating an impression that it was
more important than other Principles. It was felt similar results
could be achieved with fewer criteria, in many cases combing

● ● ● ●

●

●

International conventions are applicable in the sense of Principle 1
if, through ratification, they have become part of the national
domestic law. Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 and proposed
Criterion 1.3 of Draft 4-0.
● ● ● The P&C Review WG has significantly reduced the number of
Criteria to from 27 in Draft 3-0 to 8.
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in the Glossary Annex 1.
It was requested to revise Preamble 3.19 as it is ambiguous. It
was suggested to state clearly that (i) assessing legal compliance
will be evaluated by a CB on a case by case basis, and (ii) in all
cases forest management must comply with the Principles and
Criteria in order to be eligible for FSC certification.‖
PRINCIPLE 1: COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

The need for verification or demonstrable compliance with laws
was pointed as a must for FSC certification.
There were concerns that certain criteria were applicable only if
legally required such as Criterion 1.21 and Criterion 1.22.

Others

NIs

See response to comments on Criterion 1.25 below.

●

●

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

This was clarified. Please refer to Explanatory Note 8 of proposed
Principle 1 of Draft 4-0.

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 8 of proposed Principle 1 of
Draft 4-0. This recognizes that in many cases customary law is a
more integral part of the lives of indigenous and traditional
peoples than statutory laws. For this reason the P&C must
recognize parallel and semi-parallel legal systems. For most
situations in the P&C stakeholders are referencing individual
customary rights but not the entire system of rights (customary
law). The proposed definition of customary rights addresses this.
Refer to Section 3 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0 and the associated
Explanatory Notes, which clarify that compliance with laws must
be assessed by conformity assessment bodies in any case.
This is to address the fact that the legislation is different in all
countries. A legal requirement in one country may not be a legal
requirement in another.

●
●
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criteria, and by using more concise wording.
It was noted that the increased number of criteria could potentially
require CBs to develop more than 50 indicators for Principle 1
alone and that it would put an increased burden on indigenous
communities and small producers.
Concern was expressed that FSC, or FSC auditors, could in some
instances (e.g. under Criterion 1.25) put themselves in the
position of having to make interpretations of federal or local laws.
This was felt to be unacceptable.
It was felt that customary rights need to be respected whether or
recognized by a legal system. Clarification was requested on the
relationship between ―customary law‖ and ―statutory law‖.
There was preference the definition of customary rights as per the
current P&C.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

There were concerns regarding the verification and practicality of
requiring the delineation of the boundaries of the Management
Unit on the ground for large-scale operations as well as SLIMFs
and extractive communities.
Criterion 1.2
Proposals were made for several editorial changes and revisions.
It was suggested that other forms of demonstrating tenure should
be considered, bearing in mind that the customary rights of a
community are not always supported by written documents.
Criterion 1.3
It was recommended to use the term ‗tenure‘ rather than the
ambiguous ‗legal tenure‘ consistently throughout the P&C.
This criterion was criticised because of duplication and ambiguity
with Criterion 1.2. Others noted Criterion 1.3 was more relevant in
certain regions such as Asia and Africa.
Criterion 1.4
It was noted that this criterion would be difficult for CBs to audit, if
they have to obtain official documents that would reveal corrupt
practices.
It was suggested that this Criterion was a duplication of

Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 1.2 or
the Glossary of Terms of Draft 4-0 for the new definition of legal
status. See next response regarding ‗on the ground‘.
● Delineation of the boundaries is not required any more in every
case. Instead clear definition of the boundaries, which may
include delineation, is now required. Please refer to proposed
Criterion 1.2 of Draft 4-0.

● ●

●

● ● ● ●
●

●

●
●

●

●

●

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

The criterion was revised. Please refer to proposed Criterion 1.2
of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 1.2 of
Draft 4-0 which clarifies that acceptable evidence of tenure also
includes customary rights.
The Criterion was removed. The issue of overlapping tenure is
covered by proposed Criterion 3.2, 3.3 and 4.2 of Draft 4-0. See
Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 1.2 of Draft 4-0.
See previous response.

This Criterion was revised. Refer to proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft
4-0.
See previous response.
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Criterion 1.1
Clarification was requested for the terms ‗legal status‘ and ‗on the
ground‘.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

This Criterion was revised accordingly. Refer to Criterion 1.1 of
Draft 4-0.
●
● ●

● ● ●
●

● See Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 1.1 of Draft 4-0.
●

Legally classified is not used anymore. However, in some
instances it might be required. This is addressed in Explanatory
Note 1 of proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft 4-0.

●

Refer to proposed Criterion 1.1 and 1.3 of Draft 4-0 which now
address the issues previously covered by this Criterion.
Refer to proposed 1.3 of Draft 4-0. Criterion 1.3 is not limited to
the harvesting of products.

● ●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Refer to proposed Criterion 1.1 and 1.3 of Draft 4-0, which do not
require written authorization for harvesting.

● This Criterion was removed from the draft P&C. However,
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Criterion1.2.
Criterion 1.5
It was proposed to insert the words ―legally competent agency‖
and ―written‖ as in ―written authorization‖ to clarify the source of
the authorization.
It was questioned whether legal registration was universally
applicable. This would require a note about application.
Criterion 1.6
It was requested to define the term ‗legally classified‘ with respect
to land use. Others noted that in some countries, land
classification systems do not exist.
Criterion 1.7
It was proposed that this criterion be combined with Criterion 1.5.
Others noted it overlapped with Criterion 1.4. While still others
proposed to combine it with Criterion 1.8.
The criterion was considered too limited in scope because the text
restricted it to ―harvest‖, whereas some Organizations may
practice conservation and/or the provision of various
environmental services, which do not require ―harvesting‖ of
anything.
It was felt that this criterion should be part of a National Standard
and not the P&C, since systems differ between countries. Finland,
Sweden and South Africa were cited as examples where this
criterion would not be appropriate.
Criterion 1.8
It was requested to change the term ―management planning

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Clarification was requested for the term ―legally competent
agency‖ as it was ambiguous. Others commented that it was not
the role of auditors to judge the legality or the competency of an
agency, often governmental.

Criterion 1.9
It was felt the proposed text was too broad for such a detailed
technical issue. There were concerns that it would make
implementation of field audits impractical in terms of significantly
increased costs, time and other resources.
In the last sentence of the Criterion 1.9, ―according to the
prescribed payment process schedule, if required by law.‖ It was
proposed to delete the word ―if‖ to improve legal interpretations.
Criterion 1.10
It was strongly felt that verification of actual compliance in the
forest was essential, and indirect indications of compliance should
not be accepted as substitutes as implied in Criterion 1.10. It was
requested to revise the criterion accordingly.

In cases where conventions have been ratified, but not yet
adopted in national legislation, it was proposed to highlight the

● ●

●

●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

Response P&C Review WG

management plan documents may require approval. This is now
addressed in Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft
4-0.
Refer to proposed Criterion 1.1 Explanatory Note 2 and Glossary
of Terms of Draft 4-0 which provide a definition of ―legally
competent authority‖. It is not the role of auditors to judge the
legality or competency of state agency but that the
authorization/approval was provided by the authority mandated by
law to do so.
Refer to proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft 4-0 and associated
Explanatory Note 8 as well as to proposed Criterion 1.5 of Draft 40.
● See previous response.

This Criterion was replaced with proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft 40.
Please refer to Section 3 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0 and the
associated explanatory notes, which clarify that compliance with
laws must be assessed by conformity assessment bodies in any
case.
In these cases
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package‖ to ―management plan‖.

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was felt that the content of Criterion 1.11 was vague and
repeats that of Criterion 1.10 and 1.12, and should be merged.
Criterion 1.12
It was proposed to remove this Criterion because it repeats
Criterion 1.11, and the development of this subject may be more
relevant at the indicator level. Others proposed to combine it with

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

Refer to Criterion 1.3 of Draft 4-0.

●

Refer to responses to general comments above and section 3 of
the Preamble of Draft 4-0 and the associated explanatory notes.

●

● ●
●

This criterion was removed. The environmental obligations are
now covered by proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft 3-0 as legal
obligations associated with the right to operate in the
Management Unit. Obligatory codes of practice is used in
proposed Criterion 1.5 of Draft 4-0 and defined (see Explanatory
Note 5 or Glossary of Terms).
● See previous response.

●
●

This criterion was removed. However, environmental impact
assessment and mitigation plans might be a legal requirement in
some countries and could therefore be a component of legality
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relevant parts of the convention in an Explanatory Note as in e.g.,
Criterion 2.1 Explanatory Note #4.
Several edits and revisions were proposed including deleting the
term ―timely‖ and rewording the sentence relating to the ―harvest
of forest goods and services‖, as it was observed that it does not
apply to environmental services.
This criterion raised the question how compliance with national
and local laws also meets the forest stewardship council
standards. In Australia there is a constant call for recognition of
local laws and regulations as equivalent to P & C requirements.
This is particularly so for conservation legislation. However some
stakeholders do not agree. This criterion seems to raise an
expectation that local laws and regulations have had some status.
Criterion 1.11
Clarification was sought for the terms ―obligatory code of practice‖
and ―environmental obligations‖ as they were considered weak.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 1.13 or move it to Principle 6 Environmental Values.

It was proposed that since it was in ‗Principle 1 Compliance with
laws‘, that this should address all illegal activities associated with
hunting/fishing or wildlife trade – not just that of the
employees/contractors. It was proposed to merge it with Criterion
1.23.

Response P&C Review WG

Verification Schemes. See Explanatory Notes on Principle 1 and
Legal Verification Schemes at the end of Principle 1 of Draft 4-0.
●

This criterion was removed. However, legal compliance is one of
the corner stones of FSC certification. If The Organization
irrespective of scale that cannot comply with the applicable legal
requirements it cannot be certified.
●

This criterion was removed.
●

●

●

●

●

The definition of threatened species was revised accordingly. See
Glossary of Terms of Draft 4-0.

This criterion was removed. However, the need for safeguards in
relation to hunting, fishing, trapping by workers and contractors
might be a legal requirement in some countries and could
therefore be a component of legality Verification Schemes. See
Explanatory Notes on Principle 1 and Legal Verification Schemes
at the end of Principle 1 of Draft 4-0.
See proposed Criterion 1.4 of Draft 4-0.
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Criterion 1.13
It was noted that this was a significant issue for SLIMFs as in
many developing countries the legally required procedures such
as specified in Criterion 1.13 have been developed to regulate
large scale forest management, and thus difficult for SLIMF's to
fully comply with.
It was proposed to move the content of this criterion to Principle 6
Environmental Values. Others noted it should be combined with
Criterion 1.11
The use of the species threat categories e.g., Critically
Endangered, Endangered, Vulnerable, etc should be consistent
throughout P&C and reference IUCN Red List Categories.
Criterion 1.14
It was noted that the wording of this criterion was ambiguous.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others requested clarification and consistent use of the terms
‗signatory‘ and ‗ratification‘ with respect to referencing all
International Conventions used throughout the P&C.
Criterion 1.16
It was pointed out that Criterion 1.16 creates a barrier for SLIMFs
because of the lack of access to safety equipment and health
insurance.

Criterion 1.16 was a duplication of Criterion 1.10 and it was
propose to delete it. Others noted it overlaps with Criterion 1.18.
There was concern with Explanatory Note 2 that allows for
exemptions on the basis of size, and could potentially lead to
unanticipated negative outcomes.
Criterion 1.17
It was pointed out that Criterion 1.17 contradicts Criterion 2.1
because compliance with ILO Conventions is mandatory
according to Criterion 2.1 in any case but according to 1.17 only if
the conventions have been ratified. It was suggested to merge it

Others

NIs

●

This criterion was removed. International conventions are
applicable in the sense of Principle 1 if, through ratification, they
have become part of the national domestic law. Please refer to
Explanatory Note 3 to Principle 1 and Explanatory Note 4 of
proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft 4-0.
● ● Only the term ‗ratified‘ is used in Draft 4-0. A definition is provided
in the Glossary of Terms.

●

This criterion was removed. However, this might be a legal
requirement in some countries and could therefore be a
component of legality Verification Schemes. See Explanatory
Notes on Principle 1 and Legal Verification Schemes at the end of
Principle 1 of Draft 4-0. Health and safety is also addressed in
proposed Criterion 2.3.
See previous response.

● ●
●

● ●

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

● ●

Response P&C Review WG

See previous response.

This criterion was removed. However, compliance with
international conventions and agreements might be a legal
requirement in some countries and could therefore be a
component of legality Verification Schemes. See Explanatory
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Criterion 1.15
It was noted that Criterion 1.15 overlaps with Criterion 1.10 and
1.11. There were a number of proposals including: combine with
Criterion1.11, include as an Explanatory Note in Principle 6, or
delete.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

into ‗Principle 2 Workers rights‘. Others noted it was repeated in
Criterion 1.10 and 1.16.

Criterion 1.18
It was requested to define ‗contractors‘ to avoid misinterpretation.
Others proposed to include a statement that Criterion 1.18 does
not apply to SLIMFs and small-scale communities. While others
suggested to add the wording:‖according to scale, intensity and
risk of activities.‖

Concerns were raised about the feasibility of implementation in
relation to workers‘ literacy, feasibility of written contracts, and
informal hiring practices. Others commented on the introduction of

Notes on Principle 1 and Legal Verification Schemes at the end of
Principle 1 of Draft 4-0. Compliance with the ILO core conventions
is required according to proposed Criterion 2.1 of Draft 4-0.
The responsibilities for compliance, e.g. of contractors, have been
clarified. Refer to section 5 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0.

●
●

It was proposed to omit ―and their families‖ as it was felt it was not
relevant in certain regional contexts.
It was suggested to combine Criterion 1.18 with ‗Principle 2
Workers rights and employment conditions‘. Others noted it
repeated Criterion 1.10.
Criterion 1.19
It was requested to clarify the term ―Culturally intelligible‖ as it was
not auditable.

● ●

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

This criterion was removed. However, this might be a legal
requirement in some countries and could therefore be a
component of legality Verification Schemes. See Explanatory
Notes on Principle 1 and Legal Verification Schemes at the end of
Principle 1 of Draft 4-0. Health and safety is also addressed in
proposed Criterion 2.3.
See previous response.

● ● ●

See previous response.

● ●

This criterion was removed. However, this might be a legal
requirement in some countries and could therefore be a
component of legality Verification Schemes. See Explanatory
Notes on Principle 1 and Legal Verification Schemes at the end of
Principle 1 of Draft 4-0.
See previous response.

●
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It was proposed to delete ―under contract‖ as it redundant.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

● ●

Response P&C Review WG

See previous response.

●

Please refer to responses to comments on Criterion 1.25 below.

●

The Criterion was removed. The issue of customary rights,
including use rights, is covered by proposed Criterion 3.1, 3.2, 3.3
and 4.2 of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 8 of proposed Principle 1 of Draft
4-0 for further information on the meaning of customary law.
See previous responses.

●

●

●

●

● ●

●

See previous responses.

● ●
●
●

This criterion was removed. However, this might be a legal
requirement in some countries and could therefore be a
component of legality Verification Schemes. See Explanatory
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wage increases and impacts on small producers in developing
countries.
It was suggested to include an Explanatory Note regarding
SLIMFs, so that local agreements were guided by the
document FSC-GUI-60-001 V1-0 EM.
Criterion 1.20
Clarification was requested in relation to Criterion 1.20 as to what
happens when a country has conflicting laws concerning
customary tenure and rights such as is the case of Indonesia or
Malaysia.
It was noted that Criterion 1.20 could be a barrier to SLIMFs as
the mapping of customary rights was a difficult and complicated
process and therefore would limit access to certification.
Clarification was requested for the phrase ―customary laws are
legally recognised‖ as it was ambiguous.
There were proposals to delete Criterion1.20 as well as a
proposal to merge with Principle 3 or Principle 4 because of
duplication. Clarification was requested in relation to the criteria
for Principle 3 and Principle 4 that are referred to in Criterion 1.20
Explanatory Note.
It was proposed that Criterion 1.20 should be part of a national
standard, not included in the P&C.
Criterion 1.21
The use of the term ―major management activities‖ was
ambiguous. The term ―affected stakeholders‖ should be revised to
read ―affected and/or interested stakeholders.‖

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

NIs

Notes on Principle 1 and Legal Verification Schemes at the end of
Principle 1 of Draft 4-0.
The engagement of affected and interested stakeholders is
covered by proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0.
See previous response.

● ●

●

Refer to proposed Criterion 1.5 of Draft 4-0 Explanatory Note 5
and Glossary of Terms which provide a definition as requested.
●

●

It was requested to revise the criterion because it was noted that
‗The Organization‘ can only demonstrate full and timely
compliance with matters relating to transportation etc. whilst it
retains ‗legal ownership‘, which might not be the same as ―up to
the point of first sale‖.

It was requested that the Criterion be expanded to cover also
aspects related to loading products for shipping and worker safety
aspects.

Response P&C Review WG

●

This is not an entirely new requirement. This is a replacement for
current Criterion 1.3 (V4-0) in relation to compliance with CITES.
Also, Criterion 1.1 of the current P&C requires compliance with all
applicable laws, which would include the applicable legislation
relating to transportation and trade.
Refer to proposed Criterion 1.5 of Draft 4-0, which now says
and/or up to the first point of sale in order to reflect the variety of
legal situations. Usually, the ownership transfer from The
Organization and the first point of sale are the same. However, it
is not uncommon that it is agreed by both the buyer and seller to
register the ownership transfer at some other point in space or
time.
This is covered by proposed Criterion 1.3 of Draft 4-0, which
requires compliance with the legal obligations associated with the
right to operate in the Management Unit, if the facilities for loading
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It was proposed to expand Criterion 1.21 to include consultation
and consent rather than only ‗notification‘. It was proposed to
delete the term ―is legally required‖ as it contradicts other criteria.
Criterion 1.22
Clarification was requested for the term ―obligatory codes of
practice‖ as it was felt it must be shown to be clearly related to
some form of legal obligation to be covered under Principle 1.
It was felt that the scope of the FSC P&C should be limited to
forestry practices and not to include transportation and trade of
forest products.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

● ● ● ● ●

●

The ‗and/or‘ clarifies that the Organization is not always entitled to
take measures itself. See also Explanatory Note 1 to 3 of
proposed Criterion 1.4 of Draft 4-0.
Refer to proposed Criterion 1.6 of Draft 4-0 which addresses
conflicts.
Refer to proposed Criterion 1.6 of Draft 4-0.
See previous response.

●

See response to general comments on increased bureaucracy
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●

●
●

Response P&C Review WG

and shipping are covered by the proposed definition of
management unit. See also response to comments on section 3.7
of the Preamble above. Health and safety is also covered by
proposed Criterion 2.3 if there are no legal obligations and these
facilities are covered by the proposed definition of management
unit.
In these situations compliance with CITES would not be required.
This is in line with Criterion 1.3 of the current P&C, which only
requires compliance with binding international agreements in
signatory countries to these agreements. CITES has been signed
by 175 countries world-wide out of the 193 (see Wikipedia)
internationally recognized sovereign states. Compliance with
Criteria 6.4 and 6.8 contributes to compliance with CITES.

●

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

●

The criterion was criticised because there was no clarity on what
would happen in countries that had not ratified these conventions
(CITES).

Criterion 1.23
There were concerns that the scope of this criterion was the
responsibility of local authorities and not under the control of the
Management Unit. While others noted that in some cases it was
not possible to ensure the effectiveness of the measures adopted.
Clarification was sought concerning situations where customary
and statutory laws were in conflict.
Criterion 1.24
Several proposals were made to revise the wording of this
criterion because it was considered weak.
It was recommended to qualify ―legal issues‖ as ―statutory‖ or
―customary law‖.
It was also pointed out that this criterion was not auditable, as an

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

above.
●

●
●

●
●

This would be guidance to conformity assessment bodies to be
addressed in the applicable FSC standards. Refer to explanatory
note 4 and rationale to proposed Criterion 1.6 of Draft 4-0.
Refer to proposed Criterion 1.6 Explanatory Note 3 of Draft 4-0.

The Criterion was removed from the P&C.
● ●
●

● ●

●

See previous response.
●

See previous response.

●

The wording was significantly revised in response to the various
stakeholder comments. Refer to proposed Criterion 1.7 of Draft 40. The reference to scale, intensity and risk was limited to anticorruption measures in situations where no anti-corruption law
exists.
These would fall under the other anti corruption measures as
referred to in proposed Criterion 1.7 of Draft 4-0.
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auditor cannot know which legal issues can be settled out of court.
Therefore, it was proposed to require mechanisms or procedures.
It was proposed to expand the Criterion to include ―Disputes of
substantial magnitude or involving a significant number of
interests shall not be present.‖
It was felt that the dispute resolution should be under the
responsibility of a neutral entity or third party such as an
Ombudsman.
Criterion 1.25
The wording of this criterion does not address the situation faced
by SLIMFs in developing countries especially with poor and
conflicting legislation.
It was requested to delete the inappropriate words ―defective‖, and
―unjust‖ from criterion text.
Several voiced their concerns that the requirements of this
criterion go beyond the jurisdiction of FSC, and noted that in its
present form it was not auditable.
Criterion 1.26
It was pointed out that a complete revision of the criterion was
required, as it was poorly formulated, too broad in scope and
beyond jurisdiction of FSC and its auditors. Several requested the
removal of the reference to scale and intensity of management
activities, others requested that the criterion be scale, intensity
and risk sensitive.
It was proposed that a company‘s own anti-corruption policies
should be sufficient. It was felt that anti-corruption requirements

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

Others

The wording was revised accordingly.

●

A public commitment is required according to proposed Criterion
1.7 of Draft 4-0. Other measures, which could include
transparency and accountability of payments, are required where
no anti corruption law exists.

●

●

NIs

●

●

●

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

● ● In the absence of a not-operable Policy of Association the P&C
Review WG decided to retain the proposed criterion in Draft 4-0 of
the revised P&C. Please refer to proposed Criterion 1.8 of Draft 40.
The explanatory notes refer to those normative documents that
set the context for long-term commitment.
● Refer to proposed Criterion 1.8 of Draft 4-0 for the revised
wording. Explanatory note 4 of Draft 4-0 clarifies that long-term
commitment includes current compliance and the intention to
continue complying.
The P&C Review WG noted the concerns but is of the opinion that
the formulation of proposed Criterion 1.8 of Draft 4-0 is in line with
current FSC rules and policies.
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must be scale, intensity, and risk sensitive.
It was recommended that anti-corruption measures should be
required irrespective of whether required by law or not.
It was proposed that The Organisation shall develop an anticorruption policy and make a summary available to the public.
Other measures were also proposed such as transparency and
accountability of payments to achieve the same objective.
Criterion 1.27
It was suggested that this criterion be moved as it does not
concern legality. Some suggested that partial certification and
green washing were covered elsewhere in the FSC Policy of
Association. While others commented that many elements
required for compliance with the Criterion should be moved from
the Explanatory Notes to the Criterion.
There were a number of revisions suggested.
It was felt that demonstrating current compliance was not the
same as demonstrating a ―long-term commitment. Clarify that the
statement of commitment should be made ‗publicly‘ rather than ―a
statement of public commitment‖.
It was noted that the criterion was valid but the proposed
mechanisms inappropriate for cases where the certificate holder
manages management units of several owners, some of which
are interested and some of which are not interested in FSC
certification. The certificate holder could not force land owners not
interested in FSC certification to get FSC certification. The
proposed alternative to comply with the controlled wood and

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

These issues are covered by compliance with FSC-POL-20-002
Partial Certification of large ownerships. Refer to Explanatory
Note 6 of proposed Criterion 1.8 of Draft 4-0.

●

●

Refer to Explanatory Note 6 of proposed Criterion 1.8 of Draft 4-0.
POL 20-003 only applies to situations beyond full control
and where management objectives do not meet the requirements
for certification. Criterion 1.8 is aligned with the Policy for
Association, which is not yet operable.
Refer to Explanatory Note 6 of proposed Criterion 1.8.
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modular approach policy would unfairly increase the costs for
either the certificate holder, the FSC certified clients or the noncertified clients due to the need for evaluation of compliance with
controlled wood requirements. This could force certificate holders
to either drop their FSC clients or their non-FSC certified clients. It
would also create barriers to certification uptake, especially by
small holders. It was proposed that FSC claims should be clearly
linked to the certified management units or to limit the
responsibility of the certificate holder in relation to noncompliances.
There was a strongly expressed need for clarification particularly
in cases where The Organization has several management units
in different countries. In addition, the criterion does not allow for
situations where a regulatory agency is ‗The Organization‘ and
does not have as its mandate FSC certification on all of its
Management Units.
There was concern that the criterion conflicts with existing FSC
Policies; FSC-POL-20-002 Partial Certification of large
Ownerships ), FSC-POL-20-003 Excision of areas from the scope
of FSC certification and FSC-POL-01-004 Policy for Association
with FSC.
It was proposed to add FSC Standard for Controlled Wood (CW)
as a third alternative to Explanatory Note 6 for situations where
sub-ordinate parts do not comply with the P&C because this
would be allowed for Organization trying out certification in one or
a limited number of management units.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

PRINCIPLE 2: WORKERS’ RIGHTS AND EMPLOYMENT
CONDITIONS
●

●

Requiring compliance of contractors with criteria under Principle 2
adds additional challenge for certificate holders.
Regarding the clarification that compliance with laws, could
depending on the situation be sufficient to comply with the
Principles and Criteria, it was noted that compliance would still
have to be assessed on a case by case basis by the CB.
It was proposed to delete Explanatory Note 5, as it restricts the
possibility of service providers offering benefits beyond what was
provided for in the legislation.
Criterion 2.1
There were concerns expressed about compliance in countries
that have not ratified the ILO conventions, as it was possible that
national laws could conflict with or not support the eight ILO Core
Conventions.

Clarification was requested to ensure compliance pertains to all

●

●

Refer to the definition of worker in Explanatory Note 4 of proposed
Principle 2 and Glossary of Terms of Draft 4-0, which clarifies that
workers include contractors, sub-contractors and self employed
persons.
Not including contractors would be a loophole in the P&C. The
responsibilities for compliance of contractors have been clarified.
Refer to section 5 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0.
Evaluation of compliance is required. Refer to responses to
general comments above and to Section 3 of the Preamble of
Draft 4-0 and the associated explanatory notes
Service providers and The Organization are free to offer any
benefits they like to any employee. The explanatory note only
clarifies the obligation of The Organization in relation to providing
voluntary benefits.

●

●

Refer to the definition of conflict between laws as well as section 3
and associated explanatory notes of the Preamble of Draft 4-0. It
is the prerogative of a voluntary certification system to set
standards that are higher than what is required by law. Conflicts
between the P&C and national laws are covered by FSC-STD-20007 V3-0 Clause 8.20 Forest Management Evaluations,
The P&C do not lay down requirements for Chain of Custody
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It was recommended that Principle 2 also cover employees of
contractors, sub-contractors and self-employed person.

Forest Stewardship Council

Management Units of The Organisation and not only the certified
Management Units. It was also requested that in line with Motion
39 of the General Assembly 2008 the chain of custody certificate
holders would be included.

Response P&C Review WG

certification, with the exception of requirements for tracking and
tracing of forest products in order to ensure the link between FM
and CoC certification (see responses to comments on Criterion
8.4 below). However, non-forest management facilities may also
be covered by the P&C and have to comply with this Criterion if
covered by the definition of Management Unit. Refer to responses
above to comments on section 3.7 of the Preamble of Draft 3-0.
●

●

●

Gender equality goes beyond non-discrimination, which is
addressed in the ILO core conventions..

●

Refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 2.2 of Draft 4-0,
which clarifies that gender equality needs to be interpreted in line
with the specific circumstances (culture, tradition, religion, scale of
the operation).
This is clarified in Explanatory Note 4 of Criterion 2.2 of Draft 4-0.

●
●

Compliance with the Code of Good is required within the context
of scale, intensity and risk.
● ●

●

The baseline for health and safety practices to be complied with
by every certificate holder is laid down in Criterion 1.3, which
would require compliance with the applicable laws associated with
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Criterion 2.2
It was noted that gender equality was a positive and a much
needed addition to the P&C. Others supported the intent but
questioned the need for a separate criterion. It was proposed it
should be dealt with in the context of non-discrimination.
There were concerns for SLIMFs as in certain countries the
inclusion of gender equality could be a challenge because of the
lack of awareness of it as an issue or because it could clash with
traditional cultures of Indigenous Peoples.
It was proposed to add to the Explanatory Notes that ‗equal
opportunity‘ does not mean equal proportions.
Criterion 2.3
It was pointed out that this criterion could pose a problem for small
holders because of a lack of access to equipment and finances
needed for compliance with the ILO Code of Good Practice on
Safety and Health in Forestry Work.
Concerns were raised about implementation and use of the term:
‗scale intensity‘ as it implies that meeting or exceeding ILO code
of practice may not equally apply.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was noted that in some cases it is not feasible to identify or
compare ‗industry minimum standards‘ with ‗legal minimum
wages‘. Clarification was requested on the meaning of industry
minimum standard.
It was proposed that the ‗average regional wage‘ be used as a
standard for the Forestry Sector.
It was noted that there were legal issues if tenders required wages
to exceed ‗ legal minimum wages‘. It was also noted that
Organizations cannot control the wages paid by contractors.

the right to operate in the Management Unit. Not all the
requirements of the ILO Code of Good Practice might be
appropriate for SLIMFs or all management situations.
The responsibilities for compliance, e.g. of contractors, have been
clarified. Refer to section 5 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0.

●

●

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

The proposed Criterion aims at ensuring sufficient wages and
avoiding unfair competition on the basis of personnel cost. It is
unclear why employees of SLIMFs and contractors should be paid
less than other forest workers for the same kind of work.
Refer to the Explanatory Notes of proposed Criterion 2.4 of Draft
4-0, which clarify the responsibilities of The Organization in
relation to determining appropriate wages.

● ●

See previous response.

●

Where this requirement is in conflict with legal requirements then
according to section 8.20 of FSC-STD-20-007 Forest
Management Evaluations applies, which requires the CAB to
evaluate such conflicts on a case by case bases in arrangement
with the involved or affected parties. The Organization has several
options for ensuring that contractors comply with this criterion.
One example would be a contract to the effect that the contractor
commits to adhere to this requirement. Refer also to Explanatory
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Clarification was sought on use of the term ‗under contract‘ and to
define who it includes in relation to suppliers. It was noted that
there was no explicit reference to ‗written contracts‘ but it was felt
they were necessary to verify compliance.
Criterion 2.4
It was expressed that the criterion would pose problems for some
types of SLIMFs especially because the requirement would also
apply to contractors.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

● ●

●

●

There was support for the addition of the term ―procedures‖ as in
―mechanisms and procedures…‖in Criterion 2.5.

Note 4 of Section 5 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0.
This was clarified. Refer to Explanatory Notes of proposed
Criterion 2.4 of Draft 4-0.

Others

The criterion does not require health insurances in every case,
though this might be appropriate depending on the situation as
one of the mechanism required by this criterion.
●

It was pointed out that the definition of ―fair compensation‖ was
unclear.

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

● ●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Legal mechanisms are only applicable if agreed with through
engagement with workers. Refer to proposed Criterion 2.6,
Explanatory Note 6 of Draft 4-0. Engagement is needed to ensure
that the mechanisms and their results are considered appropriate
fair by all parties.
See previous response. Through the process of engagement it will
be possible to determine what is considered fair. Refer to
Explanatory Note 7 of Criterion 2.6 of Draft 4-0.
Mechanisms could include procedures. However, there might also
be more appropriate mechanism. Also refer to responses to
general comments on the increased burden on certificate holders
due to an increase in bureaucracy above.

PRINCIPLE 3 (revised): INDIGENOUS PEOPLES' RIGHTS
It was pointed out that the Explanatory Notes would not
acknowledge Indigenous Peoples without legal title but with
unextinguished (customary) titles and rights to the land.

●

The criteria under Principle 3 refer explicitly to the customary
rights of indigenous peoples. For example, refer to proposed
Criterion 3.1, 3.2 and 3.4 of Draft 4-0.
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With respect to establishing minimum wages, it was requested
that a reference to the ‗Forest Sector‘ and not to industry in
general, be used.
Criterion 2.5
There were concerns that this criterion was not feasible for
SLIMF's in general, and in developing countries in particular
because it would be impossible for them to provide health
insurance.
There was support for allowing the use of legal mechanisms
where agreed with workers. However, it was also proposed to
delete the requirement for engagement with workers.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was proposed that it should be the affected Indigenous Peoples
who identify their rights in relation to ownership, management and
use rights and not The Organization, according to their own laws
and traditions.
Concern was raised that it would not be clear that the
requirements in relation to ILO convention 169 and UNDRIP as
stipulated under P3 would also apply if not ratified by a country.
Criterion 3.1
Clarification was sought regarding situations of countries where
Indigenous Peoples are not recognized.

It was expressed that it would not always be easy to identify
Indigenous Peoples due to relocation, migration or other historical
events.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

The term was clarified. Refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed
Principle 3 and Glossary of Terms of Draft 4-0.
See previous response.

● ●
●

●

Refer to Explanatory Note 1 of Principle 4 of Draft 4-0, which
clarifies which requirements of Principle 4 must be applied to
Indigenous Peoples as well. See Explanatory Note 2 and 3 of
Principle 4 in relation to traditional peoples.
According to proposed Criterion 3.1 of Draft 4-0 the identification
of rights requires the engagement of the Indigenous Peoples.

Refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 3.4 of Draft 4-0
which clarifies that that compliance with the Criterion may exceed
The Organization‘s legal obligation.
●

●

In these cases The Organization is still required to comply with the
requirements of Principle 3 as is the case with all other Principles
and Criteria as well. Refer to section 3 of the Preamble of Draft 40 which clarifies that the P&C contain provisions that are more
stringent or demanding than national and local laws and
regulations.
Refer to Explanatory Note 3 of Criterion 3.1 of Draft 4-0 which
provides guidance on the process of identification, including the
involvement of organizations as well as local institutions and
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Concern was raised that the terminology ‗indentify and uphold‘
would be weaker than the ‗recognized and respected‘
The terminology ‗identify and uphold‘ was considered unclear as
well as stronger than ‗recognized and respected‘. Proposals were
made for changes and clarification.
Clarification was sought on when the requirements under Principle
3 would apply versus the requirements under Principle 4.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 3.2
It was requested that more specific guidance be provided to
ensure a clear understanding of ―free prior informed consent‖ for
example in relation to identifying the appropriate representative of
the Indigenous People in question and the need for delegation
prior to the occurrence of concrete activities. It was requested that
certification should not be possible in the absence of free, prior
informed consent.
It was pointed out that the phrase ―to the extent necessary to
protect‖ places a limitation on the rights of the indigenous peoples.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

authorities. The Explanatory Notes also address situations of
overlapping or contested claims.

●

It was proposed to change the term ―control‖ to ―administration‖,
and include ―of management activities‖, since indigenous peoples
are not going to delegate control of their lands and territories.
There was a concern that ―Indigenous people may delegate

Response P&C Review WG

● ●

Refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 3.1 of Draft 4-0,
which clarifies that Indigenous Peoples affected by management
activities include those located outside the Management Unit.

●

The identification of the appropriate counterpart for decision
making is included in the concept of Free, Prior and Informed
Consent (FPIC). Refer to the definition of FPIC of Draft 4-0 which
clarifies that consent is required prior to commencement of an
activity.

●

The criterion does not limit the rights of Indigenous Peoples but
clarifies their level of control over management activities. Please
refer to Explanatory Note 6 of proposed Criterion 3.2 of Draft 4-0
for further information.
The term control was felt to be more appropriate. The second
sentence of the Criterion was clarified by including the term
‗management activities‘ as requested. See proposed Criterion 3.2
of Draft 4-0.
Generally FPIC is auditable. The second sentence of the Criterion

●

●
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Concerns were also raised that the Criterion would require The
Organization to take on state responsibilities, for example in
relation to deciding on claims and rights or recognition of tribes
while at the same time not holding the legal authority to do this. It
was also proposed that the proper authorities should be solicited
in the identification of rights.
It was felt that Indigenous People in adjacent and nearby areas
required inclusion in the criterion.

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

control to third parties with FPIC‖ was not auditable.

●

●

●

● ● ●

●

●
● ●

●

Others

The Criterion refers to written and otherwise binding agreements
and thereby provides the flexibility needed for addressing the
varying cultural approaches to agreements. Refer to Explanatory
Note 1 of proposed Criterion 3.3 of Draft 4-0.
In this case the Working Group concluded that a more prescriptive
Criterion would be justified.
● See following responses.

It is the prerogative of a voluntary private certification system to
stipulate requirements that go beyond legal requirements, e.g.
national laws or ratified international conventions and treaties.
Refer to section 3 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0.
Compliance with ILO Convention 169 is already a requirement for
FSC certification according to FSC-POL-30-401 FSC Certification
and ILO Conventions. Including UNDRIP is needed for closing a
gap and is in line with an approved 2008 General Assembly
motion. For further information, please refer to Annex 1 below.
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It was pointed out that the Criterion would be too prescriptive.
However, there was also general support for the revised text.
Criterion 3.4
There was support for the inclusion of explicit references to
UNDRIP and ILO Convention 169 but concerns were raised and
clarification was sought as well.
Clarification was sought on situations where a country had not
ratified or signed UNDRIP and ILO Convention 169. It was
proposed that responsibility of The Organization in relation to
Indigenous Peoples rights should be limited to those rights that
are defined by statutory law because otherwise there would be a
threat against legal private property rights. Clarification was
sought on the relationship between Criterion 3.4 and 1.17, as the
latter would only required compliance with ILO Convention 169 if
ratified by a country.

Response P&C Review WG

was revised for clarity. However, more specific guidelines for
CABs might be needed.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 6 of proposed Criterion 3.2 of
Draft 4-0, which addresses the situation where concessions have
been granted by the state.

●

It was pointed out that delegation of control would not be possible
in situations where Indigenous Peoples do not have legally
established territory rights and concession would be granted by
the state.
Criterion 3.3
Different points of view were expressed regarding the need for
having agreements in writing.

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●
●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

● ●

Response P&C Review WG

See previous response. Refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed
Criterion 3.4 of Draft 4-0.

● ●

●

Refer to proposed Criterion 3.5 of Draft 4-0 and the associated
Explanatory Notes which were revised in line with these
comments.
See responses to comments on Criterion 3.4 above regarding
limiting requirements to compliance with legislation. The Criterion
is not more detailed than original Criterion 3.3.

●

●

●

Refer to proposed Criterion 3.6 of Draft 4-0 which now refers more
generally to traditional knowledge again.

See previous response. The criterion would be too limiting if only
referring to intellectual property. Intellectual property requires
some form of registration, which not all Indigenous Peoples might
be able or willing to obtain. The reference to the CBD was
removed.
●

A binding agreement is needed because the proposed Criterion
as per Draft 4-0 now refers to traditional knowledge rather than
only intellectual property. It is the prerogative of a voluntary
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It was requested to clarify that compliance with UNDRIP and ILO
Convention 169 is required irrespective of national ratification.
Criterion 3.5
The revision was supported. It was proposed management in or of
these sites should be possible if agreed with the Indigenous
Peoples and that mapping of the sites would be needed to enable
protection.
It was expressed that the criterion should be limited to legal
requirements (laws, treaties or decrees) and that it would be too
detailed.
Criterion 3.6
There was support for the revised criterion text. However, it was
pointed out that some of the examples of traditional knowledge
(e.g. identification of trees and their products) were not covered by
intellectual property rights. It was proposed to remove the
reference to intellectual property because it would be too
restrictive and the concept not accepted by Indigenous Peoples.
There was support for limiting the criterion to intellectual property
rights rather than the more general requirement regarding
traditional knowledge as per current Criterion 3.4 (V4-0). It was
pointed out that the specific reference to the CBD would not
appropriately cover the different situations in various parts of the
world.
It was proposed to remove the requirement for a formal
agreement because some countries such agreements would be
concluded by the government and so become binding for other

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

entities as applicable. It was pointed out that some countries
would not recognize intellectual property in relation to the matters
covered by the criterion and could result in unresolved disputes.
Principle 4: COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Response P&C Review WG

private certification system to establish requirements that go
beyond legal requirements. In order to avoid unresolved conflicts
the agreement requires free, prior and informed consent.
●
● ●

●

●

●
●

●

The WG removed long term because it is difficult to audit in this
context.
Refer to Explanatory Note 1 and 2 of Proposed Principle 4 as well
as the definition of Local Communities in the Glossary of Draft 40.
Refer to proposed Criterion 4.1 and associated Explanatory Note
2, proposed Criterion 4.2 and associated Explanatory Note 1, as
well as the definition of Local Communities in the Glossary of
Terms of Draft 4-0, which all clarify that local communities include
all communities that are affected by the management activities.
Where such established legal and organizational methods meet
the Principles and Criteria compliance with them will suffice for
compliance with the P&C as well. Compliance will have to be
evaluated. See also responses to general comments above.
See response to same comment on Principle 3 above.

● ●

The concept of privileges as proposed in the comments is covered
by the criterion already. Communities adjacent to the
management unit are covered by the criterion if affected (see also
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It was also suggested to add ―long term‖ to ―enhancing the long
term social and economic well-being…‖
It was requested to note early on and define clearly that there are
three groups of local communities: Indigenous Peoples,
Traditional People, and Local Communities/Local populations.
It was requested that Principle 4 should apply to local
communities within, adjacent to and affected by the management
unit.

There was concern over the feasibility of identifying and engaging
with each individual local community for large-scale operations. It
was proposed that existing legal and organizational methods
would be sufficient to for ensuring involvement of individuals and
communities.
Clarification was sought on when the requirements under Principle
3 would apply versus the requirements under Principle 4.
Criterion 4.1
Several edits and revisions were requested. It was requested to
edit ―rights‖ to read ―rights and privileges‖ and also expand to
―...within or adjacent to...‖ and to inform local communities and

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

●

responses to comments on Principle 4 above). Refer to
Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0, which
clarifies that affected stakeholders must be informed about their
rights according to the P&C. Regarding the engagement of local
authorities and reference to their records as well as mapping refer
to Explanatory 3 to 5 of proposed Criterion 4.1.
Compliance with this criterion should be easier for SLIMFs than
for other (larger) Organizations.
Refer to applicable responses to general comments above.

●

Refer to applicable responses to general comments above.

●

●
●
● ● ● ●

SLIMFs, in many cases, are more likely to have access to sources
of customary knowledge and the reserves of trust to resolve
conflict.
This is covered by the concept of FPIC as required for the
delegation of control over management activities.
See responses under Principle 3 above regarding the word uphold
and auditability of delegation of control and the appropriate
authority for delegation of control. Some of the proposed revisions
would have weakened the criterion. Regarding the coverage of
the term rights refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion
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affected stakeholders about their rights as laid down in the P&C. It
was requested to expand the concept of engagement to include
authorities and governments and that local communities should be
mapped and that records of local authorities should be used as a
source for identifying rights. Finally it was suggested to add scale
and intensity to qualify the criterion.
It was felt that SLIMFs will have implementation problems with this
criterion.
The criterion does not recognize the legal and legislative
framework which may exist in highly developed countries which
address these issues.
It was noted that the criterion was too detailed to be valid for all
management units in all countries and was proposed to form part
of a national standard in countries where there was a need.
Criterion 4.2
It was pointed out that this could create barriers to certification for
SLIMFs in developing countries where tenure and land rights are
not clear.
It was noted that the delegation of control to third parties could be
difficult and costly for local communities and that last decisions
should always be taken by communities and not by third parties.
Several edits and revisions and clarifications were requested. It
was proposed to replace uphold. It was pointed out that
delegation of control with FPIC would not be auditable.
Clarification would be needed on the appropriate authority for
taking decisions on behalf of the local community and what would

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 4.3
It was requested to clarify that opportunities would be provided to
all local communities including Indigenous Peoples in a fair way
and that the opportunities provided should be of good quality and
not marginal. It was proposed that preference for the provision of
opportunities should be given to people that lost their job due to
the management unit.

It was requested to clarify that this criterion will not conflict with
competition legislation. It was expressed that the criterion would
create an unreasonable burden in the US where other sources
would provide the services referred to in the criterion. It was
requested that the requirements for provision of training and
services should be strictly related to forest management.
Clarification was requested for the term ―other services‖. and to
replace ‗training‘ with ‗education‘

Others

Response P&C Review WG

4.2 of Draft 4-0. The second sentence of the Criterion was revised
to refer to ‗management activities‘. Communities are entirely free
to delegate to whomever they see fit. The key point is FPIC which,
if followed, would preclude misuse. If delegation occurs to an
entity uncommitted to responsible management, then this would
result in non-compliances with other requirements of the P&C.
●

● ●

●

●

Refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Principle 4 of Draft 4-0,
which clarifies that proposed Criterion 4.3 applies in addition to
the requirements of Principle 3. Refer to Explanatory Note 2 in
relation to the applicability to traditional peoples. This criterion is
linked to the management activities of The Organization, which
will determine the design of the services provided. Regarding
preference for people that lost their job refer to Explanatory Note 6
of proposed Criterion 4.5.
This criterion does not affect procurement of products and
services by The Organization but provision of services by the
Organization. Therefore, there should be no problem in relation to
competition legislation. The Criterion does not prevent The
Organization to collaborate with other sources. Refer to
Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 4.3, which clarifies that
the services to be provided are linked to the management
activities.
Refer to Explanatory Note 7 of proposed Criterion 4.3 of Draft 4-0
for examples of services. Education would be an issue addressed
under proposed Criterion 4.4 of Draft 4-0.
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be covered by the term rights. It was proposed to replace
‗delegate control‘ with ‗administration of forest management‘ or to
link the ‗delegation of control‘ to management activities. It was
proposed to replace third party with ‗The Organization‘ to avoid
misuse resulting in irresponsible management practices.

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was proposed to remove the term ―significant‖ because it would
be undefined and weaken the criterion.

● ● ●

Others

Refer to Explanatory Note 7 of proposed Criterion 4.3 which was
revised to address this concern.

●

It was suggested to ensure that the Criterion and Explanatory
Notes make clear and consistent reference to social,
environmental and economic impact assessment prior to
management activities.
It was felt that this criterion fails to recognize the legal and
legislative framework in highly developed economies.
There were concerns over the issue of compensation of Local
Communities of non-monetary values such as recreation or loss of
mature forest near to houses and the risk that local communities
would not be satisfied with the actions taken by The Organization.

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

The meaning of migration was clarified. Health related impacts
would fall under social impacts but are not specifically listed under
the examples of negative impacts, which is not a conclusive list.
Refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 4.5 of Draft 4-0.
This has been clarified in Explanatory Note 2 of proposed
Criterion 4.5 of Draft 4-0.

●

●

Refer to applicable responses to general comments above.

●

Proposed Criterion 4.5 requires the engagement of local
communities. The process of engagement in relation to
identifying, avoiding and mitigating negative impacts should
normally lead to results that are satisfactory for all parties
involved. Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion
7.6, which clarifies that engagement does not mean that The
Organization is always required to respond positively to all
requests of stakeholders. Refer to proposed Criterion 4.5 and 4.6
of Draft 4-0 concerning the process for dealing with negative
impacts, including grievances and compensation.
The process of engagement required in this Criterion would also
include an assessment and agreement of what is considered

●
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It was requested to delete part of Explanatory Note 6 that
specifies access roads because of the possible negative impacts
these might have.
Criterion 4.4
It was requested to clarify the term ―migration‖ as well as ―social
impacts‖ through including health-related impacts.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

significant by local communities.
●

●

There was support for the inclusion of Explanatory Note 4, which
clarified that the activities required would depend on the socio
economic conditions

●

It was noted that Explanatory Note 4 was biased against
developing countries.
It was proposed to include Local Communities, government
agencies, and other local partners in the decision-making process
and that the activities should be based on the needs of local
communities.
It was felt that this criterion has the potential to reduce
competitiveness of FSC certificate holders on the other hand it
was expressed that the criterion should be retained because of
the social accountability and economic capacity of large plantation
operations to contribute to local development. It was proposed to
revise the criterion.

● ●

● ●

● ●

●

The criterion was significantly revised. Refer to proposed Criterion
4.4 of Draft 4-0. The activities referred to in Criterion 4.4 of Draft
4-0 are not linked to the management activities of the
management unit. The activities required according to proposed
Criterion 4.3 are linked to the management activities. Proposed
Criterion 4.4. of Draft 4-0 makes that clear by using the term
‗additional activities‘.
This concept was maintained. The engagement process required
in proposed Criterion 4.4 of Draft 4-0 provides the basis for
determining the needs of local communities depending on the
prevailing socio-economic conditions (see Explanatory Note 3 of
proposed Criterion 4.4).
Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 4.4 of Draft 4-0 was
revised.
Proposed Criterion 4.4 of Draft 4-0 now requires engagement of
local communities.

The proposed Criterion 4.4 now links the activities required from
the Organization to the socio-economic impacts of its
management activities.
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Criterion 4.5
The criterion was considered unclear and thus difficult to
understand. Others noted it repeated Criterion 4.3.

Forest Stewardship Council

In reference to Explanatory Note 4, it was felt that the existence of
laws could not suffice for compliance; rather their effective
implementation was required and confirmed by a Certification
Body.
It was pointed out that compliance with legislation would and
should be sufficient to solve issues of grievance and
compensation. There was support for Explanatory Note 4.
Concern was raised regarding the requirement for engagement.
This criterion was felt to be a barrier for SLIMFs because of
literacy and education in developing countries. It was proposed
that mechanisms should also include informal means of
communication.
It was requested to add a new Explanatory Note that clarifies that

● ●
● ●

●

●

See responses to comments on Criterion 3.6 above.
Not including contractors would be a loophole in the P&C. The
responsibilities for compliance of contractors have been clarified.
Refer to section 5 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0. See also
responses to comments on Criterion 3.6 above.

Others

● ●

The Criterion was revised. Refer to proposed Criterion 4.6 of Draft
4-0. Explanatory Note 6 explains that through the engagement
process it will be determined what is considered fair
compensation. Third party mediation is a fairly common process
for conflict resolution, see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mediation
Evaluation of compliance with legislation is required. Refer to
responses to general comments above and to Section 3 of the
Preamble of Draft 4-0 and the associated Explanatory Notes

● ●

Compliance with legislation is sufficient if agreed with local
communities. Hence where all parties trust in the legal system it is
likely that these will suffice for compliance with this criterion.

●

●

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

●

The proposed Criterion does not provide an exclusive list of
mechanisms. Where agreed more informal mechanisms would not
be excluded.
●

This would be covered by proposed Criterion 4.5 of Draft 4-0,
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Criterion 4.6
The same concerns were raised as regarding Criterion 3.6.
It was questioned whether this criterion would be applicable in
Scandinavian Countries. It was pointed out that The Organization
would not have control over what contractors and other entities
permitted to work on the management unit would do with
knowledge gained during their work.
Criterion 4.7
A number of edits and revisions were suggested. Clarification was
requested for the terms ―fair compensation‖ and ―third party
mediation‖ because they were unclear.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 4.8
It was proposed to expand the criterion from ―identified‖ to include
―documented‖ as on a map of an appropriate scale.
There was support for Explanatory Note 2 concerning options for
modification of sites.

●

● ●
●

Clarification was requested on how to assess validity of claims
and how to deal with conflicting claims.

●

This criterion was criticized for being too detailed in particular,
about activities and should therefore be addressed in national
standards. It was also pointed out that the criterion would have too
far reaching consequences on ownership. It was suggested to
omit this criterion or make substantial changes. Others noted it

● ●

Others

which requires avoidance and mitigation before compensation
takes place. Refer to Explanatory Notes 2 and 3 of proposed
Criterion 4.5.
Compensation is required if avoidance and mitigation have failed
– see previous response. The Criterion requires that The
Organization through engagement with local communities shall
have mechanisms. This makes it clear that the development of
mechanisms themselves require the engagement of local
communities. Depending on the situation, this may be ad hoc
when grievances occur or a general mechanism might be
developed.

●

It was pointed out that it would not be explicit enough under what
circumstances and when compensation is required. Clarification
was sought on the right stage for engagement with local
communities.

Response P&C Review WG

Refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 4.7 of Draft 4-0.
Proposed Criterion 4.7 was revised to clarify that management in
these sites should be possible if agreed with local communities.
This is in line with the revisions to proposed Criterion 3.5 of Draft
4-0.
Proposed Criterion 4.7 was revised to refer to sites to which local
communities have legal or customary rights. This should facilitate
assessment of validity of claims.
Limiting the criterion to legal and customary rights as per
proposed Criterion 4.7 of Draft 4-0 addresses the concerns
regarding negative impacts on ownership. This criterion closes a
gap because local communities, especially of traditional peoples
might hold legal or customary rights to such sites and would not
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by entering into these agreements it does mean that The
Organization may continue to cause the negative impacts.

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

duplicated Criterion 3.5.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

necessarily be covered by Principle 3. Accordingly the Criterion
provides the same level of detail as proposed Criterion 3.5 of Draft
4-0.

It was proposed to delete Explanatory Note 1 because it was
inappropriate and weak. It was felt that ―economic viability‖ was
defined too limited and did not support other management
objectives such as water provision and purification, wilderness,
wildlife protection, recreation and other non-economic purposes.
It was felt that the clarification of ―economic viability‖ rather than
―economic profitability‖ was positive. There was support for the
perceived removal of requirements in relation to providing social
development and opportunities to other entrepreneurs. Others
proposed to add to the Explanatory Notes the clarification that
Economic viability, including the environmental and social benefits
derived from forests is a pre-requisite for wider adoption of
sustainable forest management practices (UN FAO 2005).
It was pointed out that Principle 5 does not recognize the need for
―financial viability‖.
It was expressed that the provision of a range of products and
services would be preferable but that these would not necessarily
have to be provided by The Organization but by for example local
entrepreneurs.

●

●

●

●

Refer to the Explanatory Notes of Principle 5 of Draft 4-0, which
emphasize the equal importance of economic, environmental and
social objectives. It is also explained that economic viability does
not mean that a management unit must always be run for the
purpose of creating profits. It is also clarified that management
units may be run solely for providing ecosystem services and
social benefits.
The Organization is still required to contribute to social and
economic development of local communities. These are not new
requirements. See for example Criterion 5.2 and 5.4 of the current
P&C (Version 4-0). Respective requirements are retained in Draft
4-0 of the revised Principles and Criteria. Refer to Explanatory
Note 1 of Draft 4-0 regarding the equal importance of economic,
social and environmental objectives of responsible forest
management.
This is covered by the definition of Economic Viability, which is
part of the Glossary and so part of the P&C.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 5.1,
which provides clarification in line with these comments.
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PRINCIPLE 5 BENEFITS FROM THE FOREST

Forest Stewardship Council

It was explained that the criterion would be difficult to understand
and comply with, for example in relation to defining and measuring
ecosystem productivity.
It was requested to merge Criterion 5.1 and 5.2.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Original Criterion 5.3 (V4-0) was replaced with proposed Criterion
10.11 of Draft 4-0.

● ●

Ecosystem functions, which include productivity, need to be
maintained according to the requirements of Principle 6 of Draft 40. Refer to Explanatory Note 2 and 3 of Principle 6 as well as
Criterion 6.1 to 6.3 and the associated Explanatory Notes of Draft
4-0.
Refer to proposed Criterion 5.6 of Draft 4-0 which replaces
proposed Criterion 5.1 of Draft 3-0 and now focuses solely on
economic viability.
See previous response. Proposed Criterion 5.6 of Draft 4-0 deals
with economic viability, while proposed Criterion 5.3, which
replaces Criterion 5.2 of Draft 3-0, deals with the negative
environmental and social externalities.
Proposed Criterion 5.6 of Draft 4-0 does not refer to
documentation anymore.
Proposed Criterion 5.6 of Draft 4-0 does not refer to ecosystem
productivity anymore. Requirements to provide for social and
environmental benefits are found elsewhere in the P&C, for
example under Principle 4, 5 and 6.

● ●
● ●

●

It was proposed that the criterion should focus on demonstrating
commitment rather than documentation.
It was proposed that the criterion should refer to the social and
environmental benefits rather than ―ecosystem productivity.‖

Criterion 5.2
There were concerns that it would be difficult or not feasible to
implement the criterion because of the difficulties related to
quantifying and measuring the social and environmental costs and

Response P&C Review WG

●

●

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 5.3 of Draft 4-0 which replaces
Criterion 5.2 of Draft 3-0 and does not require the estimation of
environmental and social costs anymore. The Criterion now refers
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There were concerns that the requirements of the original
Criterion 5.3, which would also cover reduced impact harvesting
are not covered by in the proposed P&C draft.
Criterion 5.1
For clarification, it was suggested to revise the criterion to refer to
―ecosystem health and productivity‖ or ―ecosystem functionality‖ ‖.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 5.3
It was proposed to revise the criterion to provide The Organization
with the option of allowing other stakeholders to take advantage of
the diversity of benefits and products.

It was also proposed that providing other stakeholders with the
opportunity to take advantage of products and services from the
management unit should be contingent upon compliance with the
Principles and Criteria.
It was pointed out that the proposed Criterion would bear the risk
of pushing forest managers towards environmentally inappropriate
practices, for example the need to leave harvest trash vs. an
incentive to allow the use of harvest trash for biofuels.
It was felt that it was inappropriate to demand The Organization to

●

●

to externalities as positive and negative impacts.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 5.3 and
the Glossary of Terms of Draft 4-0, which clarify that externalities
are positive and negative impacts. The requirement to avoid
negative social and environmental impacts is addressed in
proposed Criterion 4.5 of Draft 4-0. The need take into account
the costs related to the prevention, mitigation and restoration of
externalities is addressed in Explanatory Note 3 of proposed
Criterion 5.3 and covered by proposed Criterion 5.6. See also
Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 5.6.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 5.1 of Draft 4-0, which now
provides the option for The Organization to enable the production
of diversified benefits and products. This means that it is not
necessarily The Organization that is required to produce these
benefits and products itself. See also Explanatory Note 3 of
proposed Criterion 5.1.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 5.1 and
section 5 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0, which clarify the need for
compliance of other entities with the P&C, when permitted by The
Organization to operate in the management unit.
See previous response.

●

●

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

● ●

These are not new requirements. Please refer to Criterion 5.2 and
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benefits.
It was proposed that the criterion would need to clearly state that
externalities or ―costs‖ must be avoided because some damage is
irreversible. It was requested that explicit reference be added to
clarify that The Organization must bear these social and
environmental costs.

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

There was concern that the proposed wording would require The
Organization to usurp the rights of other stakeholders to take
advantage of the benefits of Management Unit.
Criterion 5.4
Concerns were raised and clarification sought on the meaning of
the term ―economically viable‖.

There was support for including the limitation of ‗economic
viability. It was requested that the Criterion needs to specify that it
is applicable only for processing and services of goods in the legal
ownership of The Organization.

It was proposed that the requirement should be limited to
situations where local processing etc. is available.

5.4 of the current P&C (V4-0). The P&C Review WG was not
mandated to remove existing requirements. Please also refer to
the Explanatory Notes of proposed Criterion 5.1 of Draft 4-0,
which explain what limitations may apply in relation to the
responsibilities of The Organization.
See response to first comment on Criterion 5.3 above.

●

● ●

●

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Economically viable is not used in proposed Criterion 5.4 of Draft
4-0 anymore. Instead the criterion now refers to scale, intensity
and risk to determine the extent to which The Organization is
responsible for using local processing etc. Refer to Explanatory
Note 5 of proposed Criterion 5.4 for further information.
See previous response concerning the use of economic viability.
Refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 5.4 of Draft 4-0,
which clarifies that the Criterion applies to services and products
provided to The Organization. Processing and other services in
relation to products not owned by The Organization would not be
a service to The Organization. However, the Criterion is not
limited to the processing of the products from the Management
Unit. The Organization is also required to make use (e.g.
procurement) of other services and products provided by local
entrepreneurs.
This proposal was adopted. However, there is also a requirement
for reasonable attempts to establish such services when not
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diversify the local economy. Some felt the criterion should be
revised to make it in the form of a recommendation rather than an
obligation. Others noted that diversification was only an option
when it commercial opportunities are available.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

The wording of the criterion was considered weak. It would leave
coverage of essential ecosystem services like water supply,
climate regulation, and carbon storage optional, inasmuch as they
are only recognized in the Explanatory Notes. Others were
concerned that the critical concept of maintaining ecological
productivity has been lost. Still others criticized the ambiguity of
using the word ―or‖ in Explanatory Note 2.
It was proposed that the criterion should be deleted because it
was too skewed towards environmental issues. It was suggested
that Criterion 5.5 be integrated into Principle 6.
Criterion 5.6
It was strongly felt that this criterion was weak, ambiguous, and
needs to be revised. Clarification of the terms ―adaptive capacity‖,
―impair‖, and ―biological survival‖ was requested. Others proposed
to reinstate the original wording to ensure that ―the rate of harvest

● ●

●

●

Others

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

NIs

locally available.
Proposed Criterion 5.4 applies in addition to Criterion 4.3 and 4.5.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 to 4 of proposed Criterion 5.4
of Draft 4-0.

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

●

Current Criterion 5.5 (V4-0) and its proposed replacement
(Criterion 5.5 of Draft 3-0) were removed from Draft 4-0 of the
revised P&C. For further detail see next response. Regarding
carbon sequestration, please refer to proposed Criterion 5.5 of
Draft 4-0, which deals with this issue.
The P&C Review WG felt that the subject matter dealt with in
Criterion 5.5 is adequately addressed elsewhere in the revised
Principle and Criteria, e.g. Principle 6 and 10. Please refer to
Rationales 2 and 3 in the section ‗Criteria that were removed from
Principle 5‘ of Draft 4-0. See previous response.

●

See previous response.

● ● ● ● ●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 5.2 of Draft 4-0 and associated
Explanatory Notes, which were significantly revised.
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Clarification was requested to ensure that the proposed Criterion
would not contradict proposed Criterion 4.3 and 4.5. More than
just training and employment would be needed for creating long
term opportunities.
Criterion 5.5
It was suggested to include specific references to carbon
sequestration, biodiversity, restoration, and fisheries.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

It was felt that the term ―enhancement‖ was subjective,
anthropocentric and contrary to restoration of natural ecosystems.
Preference was expressed for the term ―restoration‖.
It was proposed to reinstate requirements for the restoration of a
proportion of plantations to more natural conditions. Reference
was made to current Criterion 10.5 of V4-0 of the P&C.

It was expressed that the Precautionary Principle had been lost
from the Principle.
Principle 6 was generally described as weak and/or subject to

●

●

●

●

●
●

●

●

●

Proposed Principle 6 Draft 4-0 now uses the word restoration
instead of enhancement. Enhance or enhancement is not used in
the requirements under Principle 6 anymore.
Refer to proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0. It should be noted,
that Criterion 10.5 of the current Principles and Criteria (V4-0)
does not require that a proportion of the plantation be restored but
that a proportion of the overall forest management area be
restored. According to proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0 all
management units are expected to manage sample areas for
conservation, which may in some cases require that some planted
areas be managed towards more natural ecosystems. This
approach is fully compatible with the precedents set during 15
years of FSC certification. See for example Draft Generic
Indicators 6.2.8L and 6.2.8LP, shown in FSC-GUI-60-004
Structure and Content of Forest Stewardship Standards.
Current Principle 6 and its requirements do not refer to the
Precautionary Principle.
The P&C Review WG took note of the specific comments and
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of forest products shall not exceed levels which can be
permanently sustained.‖ Without this it was felt the P&C cannot be
considered a standard for responsible forest management. It was
pointed out that it would be difficult to measure and comply with
the criterion. High grading should be clearly prevented. Several
proposals were made for revisions.
PRINCIPLE 6: ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES

Forest Stewardship Council

●
●

It was generally felt that the principle needs to place increased
emphasis on climate change, climate regulation, carbon storage,
and climate change resiliency as key ecosystem functions.

●

It was proposed to revise the text to read that ‗all‘ ecosystem

●

● ● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

● ●

Response P&C Review WG

made a strong attempt to address them in Draft 4-0.
See responses to general comments on an increase of
bureaucracy above.
The P&C Review WG has been careful to draft requirements
suitable for any type of management from plantations to natural
forests without lowering the performance threshold for certificate
holders and applicants. The P&C Review WG has no control over
the rigor of scrutiny. However, it has been one of the objectives of
the P&C Review WG to clarify the Principles and Criteria through
revising the wording of the actual requirements and providing the
Explanatory Notes. Please see responses to general comments
above regarding flexibility for local adaptation through National
Standards.
The storage, sequestration, fluxes and cycling of carbon, and of
other elements and compounds, are included in Ecosystem
Functions (as defined), and protected under Principle 6. Climate
regulation is covered by Principle 6 as and Ecosystem service as
well.
Regarding how the revised Principles and Criteria contribute to
increased resilience and adaptability to climate change, please
refer to Explanatory Note 12 of proposed Criterion 6.4,
Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 6.5, Explanatory Note 3
of proposed Criterion 6.8, Explanatory Note 1 of proposed
Criterion 10.2 of Draft 4-0.
The WG refrained from using the word ―all‖ in criteria (e.g. for
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misinterpretation.
It was felt that some weakening had occurred because
requirements for guidelines, concepts, procedures, prescriptions
and documentation were missing.
Others pointed out that there was a perceived risk that providing
one set of requirements for plantations and other types of forest
management would result in a less rigorous scrutiny of the
performance of plantations or even allow backsliding.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

ecosystem functions) because this might be interpreted as
implying that The Organization must provide concrete evidence
with respect to each and every ecosystem function at each
assessment, and standards might have to include Indicators for
each one. The absence of the word ―all‖ does not detract from the
obligations of The Organization to actually maintain all these
elements fully functional, as follows:
FSC recognizes that ecosystem functions in managed forests will
not be exactly as they might be if no management activities take
place. Many ecosystem functions, such as production and nutrient
fluxes, may be affected and modified. FSC also recognizes that it
is neither necessary nor realistic to expect that every forest
manager should carry out scientific assessments of all aspects of
all ecosystem functions.
Still, FSC does expect that all ecosystem functions will continue to
operate, fully functionally, sufficient to fulfill their role in the
ecosystem, and sufficient for the ―ecosystem to maintain its
integrity‖ (see definition). The Organization is expected to ensure
their maintenance. In many cases, there may be sufficient
general, empirical or scientific experience to satisfy all parties that
ecosystem functions are maintained under that particular
management regime, without requiring new research in each
case.
If there is any reason to believe or suspect that any ecosystem
function is significantly damaged, and unable to fulfill its proper
role in the ecosystem (as opposed to being simply changed or
modified), then the Certification Body can require The
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functions be maintained or enhanced.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ENV-S

ECON-S

●

●

There were concerns that plantations could not be run with sharp
demands on to structural complexity and species diversity.

It was proposed to strengthen and clarify the requirements in
relation to soil and water conservation and protection.

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

Organization to take appropriate remedial or preventative
measures, including more detailed assessments and monitoring.
In any case where (according to practical, scientific or empirical
experience in similar circumstances) the scale or intensity of
management activities may reasonably be expected to create a
risk of damage to any ecosystem function (i.e. of changes which
damage its role in the ecosystem), The Organization can be
required to act in the same way. The WG believes that this
provides a safe level of security.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0 and associated
Explanatory notes, which clarify that the size, design and
connectivity of conservation areas of natural ecosystem and the
management measures applied in them and their level of
protection, must be proportionate amongst others to the
uniqueness and vulnerability of these ecosystems at the
landscape level.
It should be noted that plantations are already required to comply
with all the requirements of Principle 1 to 9 of the current
Principles and Criteria (V4-0) and not only Principle 10 for
plantations. The P&C Review WG has been careful to draft
requirements suitable for any type of management from
plantations to natural forests without lowering the performance
threshold for certificate holders and applicants.
Further revisions were made by the P&C Review WG. Water
resources and soils are environmental values and need to be
maintained and restored according to requirements of Principle 6
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Others requested to specifically require the conservation of unique
and fragile ecosystems.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

in line with Criterion 6.1 to 6.3. Proposed Criterion 6.7 of Draft 4-0
is dedicated to the protection of water bodies. Requirements for
ensuring management activities are appropriate for the protection
of water resources are addressed in proposed Criterion 10.5,
10.6, and 10.10. Soil protection is addressed in proposed Criterion
10.10 and 10.11.

There were concerns that the wording of the criterion would fail to
identify, protect, and restore biological diversity and environmental
values because the wording would give forest managers too much
flexibility for assuming low intensity and/or risk of their operations.
It was suggested that the definitions for "environmental values"
and "frequency of re-survey" are vague and would require proper
indicators in national standards. Clarification was sought on what

●

Please refer to responses to general comments on increased
bureaucracy above. Please refer to Explanatory Note 7 of
proposed Principle 6 of Draft 4-0 and Explanatory 3 of proposed
Criterion 6.2, which clarify that proposed Criterion 6.1 to 6.3
approximately follow a chronological order and that the
assessment of environmental values and impacts may be
simultaneously. Also, Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion
6.2 clarifies that the impact assessment cannot be carried out
before the assessment of the environmental values. It should also
be noted that according to proposed Criterion 6.2 of Draft 4-0 the
identification and assessment of potential environmental impacts
must be carried before the start of site disturbing activities.
See response to comments on section 3.8 of the preamble above.

●

● ●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Principle 6 and
the glossary of terms of Draft 4-0 which provide a definition of the
term Environmental Values but also other terms included in this
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Criterion 6.1
It was requested to require documentation of the assessment of
the environmental values and that the assessment must take
place prior to site disturbing activities.

Forest Stewardship Council

Clarification was requested on the meaning of ―landscape values‖.

It was noted that the costs of compliance with this criterion may be
high. Therefore, it was felt to be necessary to clarify in an
Explanatory Note, the responsibilities for communities and small
producers to meet the criterion.
It was proposed to replace ‗re-survey‘ with ‗re-assessment‘.
It was requested that the specific situation of plantations be
considered.
Criterion 6.2
It was proposed to revise Criterion 6.2 to clarify that the impact
assessment takes place following the identification of the
environmental values according to Criterion 6.1. It was proposed
to engage local communities.
Concern was raised that the requirement to incorporate the results
of the impact assessment in the management plan had been lost.
It was pointed out that the criterion would fail to maintain the

●
●

●
●

●

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

definition, for example Ecosystem Functions, Biological Diversity
and Landscape Values. The method used depends on whether it
is sufficient to provide the basis for deciding on necessary
conservation methods, detecting and monitoring future changes
appropriate to scale, intensity and risk. Regarding frequency see
response below. Please see responses to general comments
above regarding flexibility for local adaptation through National
Standards.
Please refer to the proposed definition of landscape values and
proposed Criterion 6.8 and associated Explanatory Notes of Draft
4-0 for further information.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 6 of proposed Criterion 6.1 of
Draft 4-0, which explains that the assessment may be brief and
simple documents. The word ‗re-survey‘ is not used anymore in
the proposed Criterion, instead the proposed Criterion defines the
determinants for the appropriate frequency of the assessment.
Refer to response under Principle 6 above.

See comments above on the chronological order of proposed
Criterion 6.1 to 6.3. Regarding engagement of stakeholders
please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 6.2 of
Draft 4-0.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 7 of proposed Criterion 6.2 of
Draft 4-0 and Explanatory Note 8 of proposed Principle 6 for
information on the situations requiring the incorporation of the
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would be the appropriate method for the assessment. It was also
felt that the assessment of environmental values was
bureaucratic.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was felt there should be more emphasis on level of risk and
degree of impacts not the activities in and of themselves. On the
other hand it was proposed to delete the part of the criterion
referring to the negative impacts.

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

SOC-N

results of the impact assessment in the management plan. Refer
to Explanatory Note 5 regarding potential impacts outside the
Management Unit.
The current P&C (V4-0) use the term site disturbing operations,
which does not seem to have caused problems in the past.

● ● ●

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.3 of Draft 4-0 which now
requires implementation of effective actions to first prevent
negative impacts of management activities and then to mitigate
and remedy those that occur. Additionally, Explanatory Note 3
clarifies that prevention is the preferred option. The actions must
logically be identified before and actions must be taken before and
while management activities are carried out in order to achieve
prevention. Explanatory Note 5 explains that (in line with the
recommendations of the PWG) the wording of the criterion means
that higher levels of potential and actual impacts require larger
efforts in relation to prevention, mitigation and remedial measures.
In this context, please also refer to Explanatory Note 6 of
proposed Criterion 6.4. Regarding engagement of local
communities refer to Explanatory Note 7.
Proposed Criterion is in line with the recommendations of the
PWG by linking the efforts required for prevention, mitigation and
remediation to the level of potential and actual impacts.
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requirement that impact assessments and prevention, mitigation,
and remediation measures be conducted at both the landscape
and site scales.
It was requested to define ―site disturbing activities‖ and ―impacts‖
in order to define when the criterion applies. It was also proposed
to delete the criterion because it would be impractical to require
impact assessments for a wide variety of different activities.
Criterion 6.3
It was requested to include the words ‗prior to the start of sitedisturbing activities‘. It was pointed out that the criterion lacked the
need to implement/take actions in a timely manner. It was
requested to clarify that prevention is preferred over mitigation
and remediation. It was requested that the criterion and
explanatory notes reflect recommendation of the Policy Working
Group (PWG) of the Plantations Review that ‗a higher level of
impact shall correspond with higher conservation efforts to
maintain ecosystem integrity.‘ It was requested to require the
engagement of local communities.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was proposed to require engagement with Local Communities.
Others commented that restoration of habitats of Rare Threatened
and Endangers species (RTEs) and other deliberate management
would be required for the protection of RTEs.

●

It was proposed to expand the definition of conservation areas
that they should generally be considered fully protected areas, off
limits to most site-disturbing management activities.

●

It was requested to include the protection of ‗imperilled species‘.

●

It was proposed to replace RTE with IUCN categories
‗endangered and critically endangered‘.
Regarding the requirement to take into account the geographic
range and ecological requirements of species beyond the
Management Unit boundaries it was requested to clarify that this
should not lead to a lessening of commitment to RTE species

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.4 of Draft 4-0, which clarifies,
that where necessary direct measures need to be applied for the
protection of rare and threatened species. Explanatory Note 6
provides examples of direct measures that might be needed for
the protection of rare and threatened species, including for
example the appropriate scheduling of management activities.
If affected, local communities will have to be engaged according
to proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0. Restoration of habitats
might be one of the examples of direct measures needed for the
protection of rare and threatened species. See Explanatory Note 4
and 6 of proposed Criterion 6.4.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 to 5 of proposed Criterion 6.4
which clarify that full protection of areas might be needed if
necessary to ensure survival and viability of rare and threatened
species but that in other situations complete protection might not
be needed.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 7 of proposed Criterion 6.4 as
well as the Glossary of Terms, which clarify that rare species are
approximately equivalent to imperiled species.
The proposed wording now refers to rare and threatened species
in line with ICUN definitions.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 10 of propose Criterion 6.4
which provides clarification on the responsibilities of The
Organization beyond boundaries of the management unit.
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Criterion 6.4
It was repeatedly proposed to revise the criterion to emphasize
the need to protect species and not only their habitats. It was also
proposed to include additional measures such as scheduling
management activities to avoid disturbances during nesting,
avoiding chemical application in sensitive areas, etc.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Clarification was requested on the meaning of RTE. It was
requested not to require the protection of every single occurrence
but the of species populations.
Clarification was sought on the meaning of the requirement to
take into account the geographic range and ecological
requirements of species beyond the Management Unit
boundaries.
It was felt that the Criterion would address too many different
topics. It was proposed to remove the last sentence and to
address the issue in indicators.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

●

Please refer to Explanatory Notes 3 to 6 of proposed Criterion 6.4
of Draft 4-0 which clarify the requirements in relation to the
establishment of conservation areas. See also responses above.

● ●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.6 of Draft 4-0, which now
addresses the requirements for hunting, trapping, fishing and
collecting. Explanatory Note 5 of said criterion addresses
concerns about the mandate for the Organization for controlling
hunting etc.
Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 6.4 explains that the
objective of the Criterion is to ensure survival and viability of rare
and threatened species. Regarding the second sentence please
refer to Explanatory Note 10 of proposed 6.4.

●

●

The scope of the criterion was reduced by moving the
requirements in relation to hunting, fishing etc. to proposed
Criterion 6.6. The criterion now focuses solely on the protection of
rare and threatened species.
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protection in the management unit. Others requested that The
Organization should be required to take into account how the
Management Unit could contribute to the overall protection of
species in the landscape context.
Clarification was requested as it was unclear whether C6.4
requires that conservation zones (areas) be created, or only when
necessary. Concern was raised that the requirement to establish
conservation areas for RTEs would put an end to logging in many
countries due to the existence of RTEs in many of the areas
scheduled for clear-cutting.
It was noted that The Organization will not always be able to carry
out the measures to control hunting, because it may not have the
legal authority to do so. It was also proposed to address this issue
in a separate criterion.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

Please refer to responses to comments on Criterion 6.3 above.

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.5 and associated Explanatory
Note 4 of Draft 4-0 which now also refer to and explain
conservation values accordingly.

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 6.5 of
Draft 4-0 which clarifies that special rules might apply for very
small properties and group certificates. The P&C Review WG
considered off-site measures but concluded that there was not
enough stakeholder support.
Please refer to the responses on the comments in relation to
incorporating Criterion 10.5 of Version 4-0 under Principle 6
above.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0, which now
refers to natural ecosystems.
Please refer to Explanatory Notes 2 and 3 of proposed Criterion
6.5, which clarify the objectives underlying the criterion in relation
to protection. The proposed criterion now also refers to
vulnerability.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 6.5 of
Draft 4-0, which clarifies the expected scale of conservation and
restoration.
Restoration might not be required in Management Units with intact

It was requested that there must always be restoration of some
part of a plantation.

●

It was suggested to refer to the ―natural ecosystem‖ as the basis
for protection and restoration.
A preference was expressed for the previously used term protect
over the proposed ‗conserve‘. Also, it was proposed that the term
uniqueness should be replaced with ‗vulnerability‘.

●

●

●

●

Clarification was sought as to the meaning of ―proportionate‖.

●

It was pointed out that there should be no categorical demand for

●

●
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It was proposed that engagement of local communities should be
required.
Criterion 6.5
It was requested that the criterion should refer to conservation
values instead of conservation status. Measures of conservation
value would include how unique or uncommon an ecosystem is
and how important it is to numbers of species, and how vulnerable
it is to disturbance.
It was pointed out that set-asides may be of little value in the case
of very small properties. It was suggested to provide the option of
cooperatives that jointly set aside areas. It was also proposed to
allow for off-site measures.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

SOC-N

examples of natural ecosystems, see Explanatory Note 5 and 6 of
proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0. The requirement to protect
representative samples of ecosystems is not new and is clearly
linked to the landscape level. Explanatory Note 3 clarifies that
other management objectives may be applied in the sample areas
as long as they are compatible with the primary objective of
conservation.
There has not been and is no such a requirement. However,
Explanatory Note 10 of proposed Criterion 6.5 explains that the
identification of suitable samples may require engagement.

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

●

Proposed Criterion 6.6 of Draft 4-0 was revised with a view to
establishing a performance threshold. It now requires
management activities that effectively maintain the continued
existence of the naturally occurring native species in viable
populations and that prevent losses to biodiversity.
Forest regeneration, succession and natural cycles are not
explicitly mentioned in proposed Criterion 6.6 because they are
components required for ensuring long-term viable populations.
See Explanatory Note 6 of proposed Criterion 6.6. Restoration of
biodiversity is addressed in proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0,
see associated Explanatory Note 6. The WG is of the opinion that
the revised wording now appropriately addresses requirements for
both natural forests and plantations. Please also refer to Rationale
2 of proposed Criterion 6.6 in relation to current Criterion 6.3 (V4-
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restoration of ecosystem samples as not all areas would have
valuable habitats. Others pointed out that representative samples
should only be protected / restored in cases of insufficient
protection on the landscape level. It was also pointed out that
active management in the samples would need to be possible
unless this management would prevent the maintenance of the
ecosystem type.
Concerns were raised that according to the Explanatory Notes
The Organization would be obliged to follow stakeholder and
expert opinions in relation to what ecosystems would have to be
protected.
Criterion 6.6
The proposed language of the criterion was considered negative
and weak. It was requested to revise the criterion with a view to
defining an expected performance level. It was explained that
important components of current Criterion 6.3 were missing from
the proposed wording. It was felt that this was a result of
incorporating Principle 10 on plantations into Principle 1 to 9.
Accordingly, a number of proposals were made to revise the
criterion to require the continued existence of the naturally
occurring species, restoration, prevention of losses or damage to
or maintenance of biodiversity, environmental values, natural
cycles, regeneration and succession. It was also proposed to
divide the criterion into two if it was not possible to develop a
criterion that adequately covers both natural forests and
plantations.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

●

Others

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

NIs

●

The wording was revised accordingly. See response to first
comment above.
Proposed Criterion 6.7 of Draft 4-0 now focuses on water
resources and aquatic habitats. Negative impacts on soil (as an
environmental value) must be prevented, mitigated or remediated
according to proposed Criterion 6.3 of Draft 4-0. Additionally, soil
protection is addressed in proposed Criterion 10.10 and 10.11 (as
an environmental value) of Draft 4-0. Criterion 10.10 and 10.11 of
Draft 4-0 also address prevention of negative impacts resulting
from road construction as well as harvesting and associated
activities.
Proposed Criterion 6.7 of Draft 4-0 now also refers to natural
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It was requested to add a requirement for the maintenance of

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

0).
Please refer to current Criterion 6.3 (V4-0) which requires that the
ecological functions and values, including species, genetic and
ecosystem diversity shall be maintained. Please refer to
Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 6.6 of Draft 4-0, which
clarifies the responsibilities of The Organization in relation to
maintaining biodiversity and situations where losses may occur.
Please see previous response.

●

Referring to the clarifications in the Explanatory Notes that the
proposed criterion perpetuates the continued existence of all
naturally occurring species in the management unit, it was stated,
that local species extinction in the Management Unit would be
uncontroversial if the protection status for the landscape level,
region or country was sufficient.
It was requested to remove the reference to ‗genetic diversity‘
because it would be difficult / impossible to quantify / measure and
monitor. It was felt that losses are unavoidable, especially in
plantation scenarios. It was questioned whether it would be
possible to maintain environmental values unaltered in all
management situations.
It was proposed to refer to natural/native diversity.
Criterion 6.7
It was requested to reinstate requirements of current Criterion 6.5
(V4-0) such as erosion control and requirements to minimize
forest damage during harvest operations, road construction, and
other mechanical disturbances.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

cycles and flows of water.
●

●

●

●

●

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0, which now
refers to connectivity.

See previous response. Aquatic connectivity is addressed in
proposed Criterion 6.7.
Proposed Criterion 6.7 now uses the word ‗protect‘.

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 6.7 of
Draft 4-0, which explains the circumstances for applying Scale,
Intensity and Risk.

●

Proposed Criterion 6.5 of Draft 4-0 now addresses connectivity.
This comment is not addressed in Draft 4-0. It is proposed to
address this shortcoming by including an Explanatory Note in line
with proposed Criterion 6.5 and the proposed glossary definition
of connectivity as follows: Connectivity (see Definition) may be
maintained or enhanced by wildlife corridors, riverine strips or any
other natural (or semi-natural) ecosystems which help to maintain
the dispersion of animals and plants, and their genetic exchange.
They may be designated from among existing ecosystems, or
they may be developed by restoration techniques. Following the
concept of Scale, Intensity and Risk, in some Management Units it
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water flow patterns because flow patterns are critical for healthy
watersheds.
It was proposed that the term ―wildlife corridors‖ be changed to
―landscape connectivity‖ to better address the levels of existing
scientific knowledge, and the uncertainty of climate change
impacts.
It was proposed that wildlife corridors should be addressed in
another criterion.
It was proposed to replace the word ‗conserve‘ with ‗maintain‘ or
‗protect‘. Conserve was considered weak.
It was requested to make the requirements scale, intensity and
risk sensitive because, depending on the extend of water bodies
in the management unit and the required size of riparian zones,
small holders could be put in a situation where they would lose all
productive forest areas.
It was expressed that natural corridors could not be established in
an economically feasible way in situations where forest areas
were establish on substantially cleared land with little or no
remnants or large distances between remnants.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was felt that the proposed criterion failed to maintain the
essential requirement of existing 10.2 that, to be certified, any
―…plantations should promote the protection, restoration, and

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ENV-S

ECON-S

may not be feasible or necessary to designate connectivity areas,
or it may be preferable to have a single conservation area rather
than several small ones weakly connected.
See previous response.

●
●

●

Response P&C Review WG

● ● ● ●

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 and 6 of proposed Criterion 6.7
of Draft 4-0.
Criterion 6.8 of Draft 3-0 was designed to replace parts of the
current Criteria 10.2 and 10.3, especially the elements referring to
mosaics, natural landscapes, and diversity of ages, species,
structures and ecosystems. In response to the comments on
Criterion 6.8, the P&C Review WG concluded that in order to find
a satisfactory solution it is necessary to identify what FSC was
trying to achieve for these elements when they were incorporated
in the current P&C, and how knowledge of ecosystem dynamics
has increased since then.
The conclusion is that FSC was dealing with two related items of
the structure and layout of a Management Unit, both internally and
in relation to the surrounding landscape: (a) environmental &
economic resilience and (b) landscape values. These elements
are both covered by proposed Criterion 6.8 of Draft 4-0 and the
associated Explanatory Notes.
The P&C Review WG considers that in this respect, current
Criterion 10.2 expresses an aspiration rather than a requirement.
It should be noted that Criterion 10.2 itself uses the word should.

64 of 114

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

It was requested that wildlife corridors only be required, where
needed for genetic exchange.
Clarification was requested for the term ―restore‖ as used in the
criterion.
Criterion 6.8
There was an overall dissatisfaction relation to the proposed
wording.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was feared that including ―land uses‖ in the criterion was
potentially problematic. Others noted that the Criterion does not
contain requirements to create or restore mosaics of stands that
vanished or could vanish as a result of past or current
management. It was pointed out that the criterion could even
prevent restoration because by not referring to natural landscapes
as the reference point The Organization would be required to
maintain unnatural and degraded conditions.

●

● ●

Others

Response P&C Review WG

In this context note should also be taken of FSC-GUI-60-004 V1-0
FSC Forest Stewardship Standards: structure, content and
suggested indicators. This guidance is based on an analysis of
approximately 10,000 separate indicators as included in 12
certification body generic standards and 17 national and regional
standards (2007). This document does not provide any suggested
indicator for Criterion 10.2. Instead the guidance refers back to
several criteria under Principle 6; thus indicating that the
aspiration expressed in Criterion 10.2 would be best fulfilled by
complying with the applicable requirements of Principle 6.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 6.8 of Draft 4-0, which now also
requires restoration. However, the P&C Review WG concluded
that the reference to ―the natural landscape‖ in current Criterion
10.2 did not refer to any concept of ancient, pre-human or preindustrial landscapes. The WG is not aware of FSC documents
which support such an interpretation. For example, the current
Criterion 6.4 requires protection of ―existing ecosystems … in their
natural state‖, making it clear that ―naturalness‖ may refer to what
is there now, not to what was there at some undefined period in
the distant past.
For these reasons, proposed Criterion 6.8 of Draft 4-0 includes a
re-interpretation of some of the elements of the current Criterion
10.2 and 10.3:

The new Criterion 6.8 refers to all vegetation types in the
whole MU, and not just to plantations. It is applicable
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conservation of natural forests, and not increase pressures on
natural forests.‖

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

There was concern over the need to take into account local
opinions and needs (Explanatory Note 2). It was requested to
define ―full account‖.
It was explained that the criterion was worded in such a way that it
does not take into consideration natural homogenous landscapes.

●

● ●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

●

Response P&C Review WG

especially to activities which may have major impacts on the
pattern or structure of the vegetation, such as plantations
and logging operations.

The concept of ―patterns‖ in the landscape refers not only to
the pattern of forest stands, but to the whole pattern of
natural or cultivated vegetation, natural and man-made
subdivisions, and other aspects of ―landscape values‖, inside
and outside the MU. This change is especially necessary for
landscapes which no longer contain forest stands, but do
contain a valued pattern of landscape elements.
The concept of ―natural landscape‖ refers to any existing
areas of natural vegetation, and also to those elements of
the man-made ―cultural landscape‖ which are valued by local
and regional stakeholders. This clarification is especially
needed for landscapes which are no longer pristine, ancient
or undisturbed but are rich in landscape values.
Former Explanatory Note 1 was revised. Please refer to the
Explanatory Note 2 and 4 of proposed Criterion 6.8 of Draft 4-0 as
well as the Glossary of Terms.
Further clarification is now provided in Explanatory Note 5 of
proposed Criterion 6.8.
The P&C Review WG is of the opinion all forests and landscapes
are ―dynamically varying mosaics‖, at different scales of space
and time. Even great blocks of forest in Amazonia and boreal
Canada have changing patterns of species composition over long
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Explanatory Note 1 was poorly written and unclear. It was
requested to define ―landscape‖.

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was felt that the criterion was only applicable to planted forests /
plantations.
CRITERION 6.9 ALTERNATIVE A and B
CRITERION 6.10 ALTERNATIVE A and B
Many commentators pointed towards several anomalies in the
FSC rules and policies over conversion. There was support as
well as disagreement with the 4 proposed alternatives across all
chambers. Several proposals were made for revisions and recombinations of the proposed alternatives.

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

period, as well as small-scale internal mosaics.
The criterion was reworded to apply to plantations as well as more
natural forests.

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● The P&C Review WG agreed with many commentators that there
are several anomalies in the FSC rules and policies over
conversion. However, based on the responses to previous
consultations, e.g. Draft 2-0, as well as to the proposed
alternatives the P&C WG concluded that there is no external and
internal consensus around any major changes, which could be
confidently agreed and recommended, and that the only
reasonable course is to draft Criteria that reflect the current FSC
rules, as closely as possible.
The proposed changes (see Criterion 6.9 and 6.10 of Draft 4-0)
are designed to reflect the rules of current Criteria 6.10 and 10.9
(Draft 4-0), and also of existing FSC policies. Changes are
proposed only to make the statements clearer and explicit, and
not to change the current requirements.

Clarification was sought on the intent underlying the phrase
―sufficient to inform‖. .

●

It was felt that the last two sentences of Principle 7 are not scale

●

Please refer to proposed Principle 7 of Draft 4-0 and associated
Explanatory Note 4, which were revised to clarify the intent
underlying this phrase.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Principle 7 of Draft
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PRINCIPLE 7: MANAGEMENT PLANNING

Forest Stewardship Council

Concern was expressed that the inclusion of the concept of risk
could require substantial changes in the ways in which monitoring
and planning are conducted. It was pointed out that depending on
the how the concept is interpreted this could prove to be too
resource demanding.
It was felt that the wording of Principle 7 was too narrow a focus to
require the management plan to be kept up to date ONLY based
on monitoring information.

It was expressed that revised Principle 7 would be overly
prescriptive and detailed.

It was proposed to include an explicit reference to ‗Forest
Management Plan‘ and ‗Social Management Plan‘ rather than
planning. Others proposed to revise the title of P7 to reflect this.
Criterion 7.1

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

4-0, which clarifies that the design of the management planning
and the management system depend on scale, intensity and risk.
This is now included in the list of elements to be included in the
management plan, when appropriate, according to proposed
Criterion 7.2 of draft 4-0 (See Explanatory Note 4, bullet point t.).
Please refer to the response to the general comments above on
new emphasis on risk in the P&C. .

●
●

●

●

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 7.4 of Draft 4-0, which clarifies,
that the management planning and procedural documentation
must be updated and revised to incorporate the results of
stakeholder engagement, new information, changing
circumstances in addition to monitoring and evaluation.
See response to general comments on increased bureaucracy
above. The current prescriptive detail, e.g. required management
plan elements, was removed from the P&C and now needs to be
proportionate, to scale intensity and risk, that is, more or less
detailed, extensive and elaborate depending on the specific
situation. Please refer to the Explanatory Notes of proposed
Criterion 7.2 of Draft 4-0 for further information.
Planning includes the actual document as well as the process and
is as a result more encompassing.
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dependent and could cause problems for SLIMFs especially in
developing countries.
It was proposed to include climate regulation services in the
management planning.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was requested to revise the criterion so that the policies and
objectives must be consistent with the FSC P&Cs, rather than the
vague ―environmentally sound…‖

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

Response P&C Review WG

The criterion clearly refers to scale, intensity and risk. The need to
establish objectives is not new, please refer to current Criterion
7.1a (V4-0). Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 7.1 of Draft
4-0 clarifies that a policy may simply express the long terms vision
and values of the Organization with regards to complying with the
Principles and Criteria. Policies may therefore be short and simple
documents for small holders and communities. Publicizing only
means that the policies and objectives are communicated to
everyone in The Organization (see Explanatory Note 3). In the
case of very short and simple Policies and Objectives, summaries
might not be needed.
Please refer to Explanatory Notes 1 and 2 of proposed Criterion
7.1 of Draft 4-0, which clearly link the policies and objectives to
achieving compliance with the Principles and Criteria. The
management plan, which is to be consistent with the policies and
objectives according to proposed Criterion 7.1, is also clearly
linked to compliance with the Principles and Criteria. It is required
that the management plan explains how the plan meets the FSC
requirements, see proposed Criterion 7.2 of Draft 4-0. Explanatory
Note 2 of proposed Criterion 7.2 clarifies that the implementation
of the plan is covered in the remainder of the Principles and
Criteria.
The wording of proposed Criterion 7.1 of Draft 4-0 recognizes
that the policies and objectives of The Organization for
environmentally, socially and economically responsible
management may go beyond the requirements of the P&C (but
not below).
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It was criticized that proposed Criterion 7.1 and 7.2, for example
the requirements for summaries and their publication, would
together add complexity create obstacles and barriers for SLIMFs
and communities

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was proposed to include the forest management objectives as a
requirement of Criterion 7.1 covering details of the species
mixture and age structure of the forest required, and desired in the
future in order to provide counter balance to the business
objectives, which would often be dominant over other objectives.
Criterion 7.2
Numerous edits and revisions were proposed. Some
commentators requested that a specific list of management plan
components be placed in the binding Criterion and not in the nonbinding Explanatory Notes.

While it was pointed out that flexibility in relation to the level of
detail required in the management plan would be good, e.g. for

● See response above.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 7.2,
which in relation to policies and objectives for economic viability
refers back to Principle 5. Explanatory Note 1 to proposed
Principle 5 of Draft 4-0 explains that the three objectives of long
term economic viability, environmental and social benefits are of
equal importance. It is explained that a balance must be found
and that the P&C prescribe the requirements to be followed to
achieve this balance.
See previous response.

●

●

●

● ●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Proposed Criterion 7.2 of Draft 4-0 requires that the management
plan explains how it meets the FSC requirements. Explanatory
Note 2 to the proposed criterion clarifies that the implementation
of the plan is covered in the remainder of the P&C. This provides
the necessary safeguards for ensuring that the management plan
includes those elements needed for compliance with the P&C.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 8 of proposed Principle 6 of Draft
4-0, which provides an example of a case were certain elements
might not need to be included in a management plan.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 7.2,
which says that the management plan must include some but not
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It was requested to clarify what is meant by ―publicize‖.
There were concerns with requiring policies and objectives that
are ―economically viable‖ as in some cases a decision may not be
economically viable but nonetheless desirable.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was also requested to clarify that in the absence of a required
list of management plan elements the criterion would need to
require compliance with all FSC requirements.
It was proposed to address climate change issues in the
management plan because it was felt it will be the most significant
issue facing forest managers in the coming decades and that they
must begin planning for it now.
It was suggested to replace ‗management plan‘ with ‗resource
management plan‘ or ‗natural resource management plan‘.
Several commentators requested to remove the requirement for a
(separate) social management plan/planning because of its being
too expensive (for example for smallholders) or not appropriate
(for example for state wide land managing agencies in highly
developed and regulated countries).
Clarification was sought on the status of the list of management
plan elements in the Explanatory Notes. It was requested that the

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

necessarily all of the proposed elements depending on scale,
intensity and risk. The requirements for small holders in relation to
social management planning may therefore be minimal.
●

●

Work on a handbook on social management planning, which will
provide further guidance on the issue was begun in line with the
recommendations of the Policy Working Group of the Plantations
Review. This project has been put on hold and is scheduled to
restart after completion of the P&C Review.
See response above.

●
●

● ●

●

●
●

●

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 to proposed Criterion 7.4
which clarifies that the management planning and procedural
documentation would require updating in response to changing
environmental circumstances, including climate change.
The term management plan covers both, forest management
planning and social management planning.
Please refer to responses above in relation to scale, intensity and
risk in the context of management planning. Please refer to the
responses to the general comments above on how the revised
P&C address the context in which forest managers operate in
highly developed countries. Please also refer to Explanatory Note
4 of proposed Criterion 7.2 of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to the responses above.
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SLIMFs it was also pointed out that the lists of management plan
elements as provided in the Explanatory Notes would be too
extensive or not relevant in all circumstances, e.g. for small
holders, especially in relation to social management.
Clarification was sought for the term ―social management
planning‖.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was proposed that this criterion should be deleted as it was felt
to be too bureaucratic, difficult to measures and adding complexity
and already included in Principle 8. It was questioned whether the
benefits would equal the burden for the certificate holder. There
was also support because the addition would add value to the
standard. It was felt that Principle 7 is now more in line with the
―plan-do-check-act‖ concept. The new wording would add rigor &
consistency to management planning.
Concern was raised that Explanatory Note 5 would be too far
reaching in relation to involving stakeholders. It would only be

●
●

●
●

●

●

Others

SOC-S

SOC-N

NIs

This clarification is needed because the list of mandatory
management plan elements was removed. See previous
responses.
The proposed wording acknowledges that the overall
management plan must include both elements. There does not
seem to be a need to further clarify this by providing two separate
criteria.

●

It was proposed to divide criterion 7.2 into two separate criteria:
one for forest management (planning/plan) and the other for social
management (planning/plan).
Criterion 7.3
It was requested to clarify ―measures of success‖. It was proposed
to use ―indicators" instead.
It was felt that Criterion 7.3 was not practical or adapted for SLIMF
operations.

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Proposed Criterion 7.3 of Draft 4-0 now refers to verifiable targets
to clarify the requirement.
The targets required according to proposed Criterion 7.3 need to
be incorporated in the management plan. Please refer to
responses above in relation to scale, intensity and risk in the
context of management planning.
In line with the supportive comments the P&C Review WG still
feels that this is a necessary and valuable revision of the P&C.

Please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 7.3 of
Draft 4-0, which was aligned with the requirements for
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management plan elements should be adapted at the national
level at not in the P&C.
It was requested to remove the requirement for the management
plan to explain how it meets the FSC requirements.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was requested that term ―objectively‖ be removed.
Criterion 7.4
The wording of the criterion was criticized as vague because
periodically was not clearly defined in terms of a clear timeframe.
Timeframes were proposed, e.g. annually, 5-10 years.

●

Current Criterion 7.2 (V4-0) does not fix specific revision cycles
either. This was adopted in proposed Criterion 7.4 of Draft 4-0
because it recognizes that the appropriate timeframe for updates
depends on the specific situation and that updates might be
needed more or less frequently, for example to take into account
the results of monitoring and evaluation. Refer also to Explanatory
Note 1 of proposed Principle 8 of Draft 4-0, which clarifies that the
frequency of monitoring must enable adaptive management.
Procedural documentation is mentioned in Principle 7 (see Draft
4-0).
The results of stakeholder engagement might be one of the
reasons why the management plan needs updating. Referring to
stakeholder engagement closes the loop between proposed
Criterion 7.4 and 7.6 in a similar fashion as referring to monitoring
and evaluation closes the loop between proposed Criterion 7.4
and 8.3 of Draft 4-0.

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 7.5 of Draft 4-0, which was
significantly revised. The proposed criterion now requires that the

●
●

●

● ●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

●

It was proposed to delete ‗procedural documentation‘ because it
was not referred to elsewhere and would be non-auditable.
It was requested to delete ―stakeholder engagement‖ because it
would be covered by Criterion 7.6.

Criterion 7.5
Some commentators felt that the criterion was impractical and a
potential burden in terms of time and costs to both large and

engagement of affected stakeholders in the management planning
line with proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to the Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 7.1 of
Draft 4-0, which explains the minimum requirements for the
establishment of objectives.
Proposed Criterion 7.3 of Draft 4-0 was revised accordingly.

●

● ●

Response P&C Review WG
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practicable on a pre-operational / during operations basis and
should be limited to directly affected stakeholders.
It was requested to limit the criterion to the primary objectives,
because otherwise there could be 100‘s of objectives.

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was requested to remove the cost of reproduction and handling
because fees could become an obstacle to engagement, for
example for Local Communities may not be able to afford the
costs.
It was requested to replace ‗free of charge‘ with ‗at a reasonable
fee‘ because it would be unfair, especially for small organizations,
to absorb the costs.
It was proposed that stakeholders requesting the entire plan
should be required to provide a justification for their request.

It was proposed to expand the criterion by adding ―The summary
shall be written in a way that involved local populations and
indigenous peoples can understand and give their prior and

●

●
●

●

●

Others

NIs

Response P&C Review WG

summary of the plan is made publicly available free of charge. In
line with the need to engage affected stakeholders in the
management planning according to proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft
4-0 (see also responses below) proposed Criterion 7.5 now
requires that the elements of the management plan relevant to
affected stakeholders are made available at the cost of
reproduction (see also Explanatory Note 3). It is not always
needed to provide a summary. If that is easier the whole
management plan may be made available (see also Explanatory
Note 6 of proposed Criterion 7.5).
The P&C Review WG believes that for the sake of fairness to all
parties it is appropriate that affected stakeholders pay for the
costs of reproduction and handling of information that goes
beyond the summary of the management plan. See also next
comment.
See previous response.

See previous responses. It is not required to provide the entire
plan anymore. The justification for providing more detailed
information to affected stakeholders is that the summary of the
management plan may not fully provide all the detail relevant to
an affected stakeholder on his/her issue(s).
FPIC of indigenous peoples and local communities is addressed
elsewhere in the revised P&C see for example proposed Criterion
3.2 and 4.2 of Draft 4-0 and thus might be needed in addition to
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small-scale producers. It was felt strongly that the intent of this
criterion would serve no purpose for SLIMFs, if the management
plan is available publicly. It was proposed that only the summary
should be made available.

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

informed consent‖.

Response P&C Review WG

engagement in management planning (see Explanatory Note 15
of proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0). The concept of FPIC
includes that information is provided in culturally appropriate ways
that allow the affected stakeholders, for example indigenous
peoples and other local communities, to understand the
information provided to them.
●

● ●

●

Engagement of such neighbors would only be required if they are
affected or potentially affected by the management activities as
defined in Draft 4-0 (see Explanatory Notes of proposed Criterion
7.6). Please refer to Explanatory Note 13 of proposed Criterion
7.6 on which complaints mechanisms apply for affected and
interested stakeholders.
This is not an entirely new requirement. Please refer to current
Criterion 4.4 (V4-0). Also, The Policy Working Group of the
Plantations Review (PWG) concluded in its final report that the
‗lack, or inadequacy of community consultation and engagement
has been a major issue for many FSC stakeholders.‘ The PWG
also concluded that ‗making the manager responsible will prevent
local relations breaking down and, more positively, create
opportunities for dialogue and debate that can lead to resolution.‘
The P&C Review WG agreed to these conclusions and the
proposed ‗prevention is better‘ approach. The P&C Review WG
also concluded that the possible costs of such a pro-active
engagement process with affected stakeholders outweigh the
costs of possible damage resulting from a lack of engagement,
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Criterion 7.6
Concern was concerning the practicality in relation to cost and
time required to visit neighbors located far away. It was pointed
out that too much discretion would be given to The Organization
on how to follow up on stakeholder requests. It was requested to
require a complaints mechanism for cases when stakeholder
requests are being rejected.
There was concern over the requirement to engage affected and
especially interested stakeholders because this would conflict with
the decision making powers of the forest owner, be difficult and
impossible to implement, be open for interpretation and therefore
prone to result in conflicts, not applicable in highly developed
countries, be too costly and bureaucratic, result in difficulties in
dealing with deviating concerns of different stakeholders. Concern
was also raised whether small holders could comply with this
criterion. It was proposed that engagement should be required
only in the context of actual management activities and not the
management planning and monitoring. It was proposed to remove
the criterion. It was also proposed to direct the focus of
engagement on affected stakeholders. Some stakeholders

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

e.g. reputational damage, grievance resolution, compensation
payments etc. In order for to be effective the whole engagement
process must be transparent.
Proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0 was revised to better
differentiate between the responsibilities of The Organization
concerning the engagement of affected and interested
stakeholders. Depending on the stakeholder and the situation,
engagement might be required in the development,
implementation, and updating of the management plan (see
Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0). There
might be situations where affected stakeholders need to be
involved in the management planning process and not only when
management activities are implemented, for example in relation to
identification and management of sites, which are of significance
to Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (see proposed
Criterion 3.5 and 4.7 of Draft 4-0). Please refer to the responses
to the general comments above on how the revised P&C address
the context in which forest managers operate in highly developed
countries.
Regarding unacceptable influence on the decision making power
of the forest owner, please refer to Explanatory Note 2, 12 and 13
of proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0, which explain the extent to
which requests of stakeholders need to be taken into account by
The Organization.
Concerning SLIMFs it should be noted that the proposed criterion
is Scale, Intensity and Risk sensitive.
The term ―engagement‖ was chosen rather than other potential
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proposed to require consultation rather than engagement and to
drop the word ‗proactive‘ because it would be open to
misinterpretation.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

There was concern that there was no mechanism to inform
stakeholders, local communities, and indigenous peoples about
their rights in relation to FSC (or national legislation).
It was requested that the criterion should refer back to the
requirements for Free, Prior and Informed Consent according to
Principle 3 and 4.

●

●

Clarification was sought on what would be required from
community operations and small holders in relation to
engagement.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

terms such as consult, advertise, involve, inform etc. for a variety
of reasons. Engagement, as it is being proposed here, requires
The Organization to actively seek out appropriate levels of input
from the variety of individuals and groups and ensure the input is
properly evaluated before making its final decisions. The meaning
of proactive was clarified, see next response.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 5 which explains that proactive
engagement of affected stakeholders means informing them
about their rights according to the Principles and Criteria.
The requirements for Free, Prior and Informed consent as
provided under proposed Principle 3 and 4 of Draft 4-0 would be
part of the engagement process. However, in these cases FPIC
will be basis for decision making, engagement alone will not
suffice. See Explanatory Note 15 of proposed Criterion Draft 4-0.
Also, this needs to be defined depending on the specific situation.
For example, persons that could be affected stakeholders in other
situations might not be affected in the situation of community
operations because they are themselves members of the
community operation. However, there might be affected
stakeholders, outside and inside the community.

It was proposed to include climate regulation services in the
principle.

●

The storage, sequestration, fluxes and cycling of carbon, and of
other elements and compounds, are included in Ecosystem
Functions (as defined), and protected under Principle 6. Climate
regulation is covered by Principle 6 as and Ecosystem service as
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PRINCIPLE 8: MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT

Forest Stewardship Council

It was explained that social and environmental impacts need to be
monitored and they should be explicitly mentioned in Principle 8
text.
It was strongly felt that the original concept and intent of Principle
8 had been lost. It was proposed to reinstate a phrase requiring
the monitoring of the condition of the forest. It was felt that this is

●
●

●

●
●

Others

Response P&C Review WG

well. Regarding how the revised Principles and Criteria contribute
to increased resilience and adaptability to climate change, please
refer to Explanatory Note 12 of proposed Criterion 6.4,
Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 6.5, Explanatory Note 3
of proposed Criterion 6.8, Explanatory Note 1 of proposed
Criterion 10.2 of Draft 4-0. The P&C do not explicitly require the
monitoring of stocks and flows of carbon, but they require
Organizations to take reasonable measures to maintain
environmental values (measures which might include monitoring)
according to the scale, intensity and risks of management
activities (see Explanatory Note 13 of proposed Principle 6 of
Draft 4-0).
Please also refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 8.1
of Draft 4-0, which clarifies that carbon content might be one of
the verifiable targets, whose achievement may need to be
monitored.
The Principle was revised accordingly. Please refer to Explanatory
Note 9 of proposed Principle 7 of Draft 4-0, which clarifies that
monitoring does not have to be implemented by The Organization
itself.
Please refer to proposed Principle 8 and Criterion 8.2 of Draft 4-0,
which were revised accordingly.
Proposed Criterion 8.2 of Draft 4-0 now requires monitoring of the
changes in the environmental conditions of the management unit.
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It was pointed out that the requirements should be rewritten to
recognize that monitoring would not necessarily have to be carried
out by The Organization itself.

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

●

It was requested to engage affected and interested stakeholders
in the monitoring.
It was suggested that The Organization may use existing studies
of the fauna and flora in areas with similar characteristics that are
close to the management unit.

Criterion 8.1
It was felt that Criterion 8.1 was not relevant for SLIMFs because
it would only be an academic exercise.

ENV-S

●

Response P&C Review WG

See response to comments above on the need for The
Organization to carry out monitoring itself. If monitoring according
to other standards suffices to comply with the monitoring
requirements of Principles and Criteria there should be no need
for additional monitoring. However, it is a pre-requisite for
certification that compliance with the requirements of the P&C is
evaluated.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 7.6 of Draft 4-0 which requires
engagement in monitoring processes.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 9 of proposed Principle 8 which
clarifies that The Organization can draw upon monitoring
undertaken by third parties if the data are relevant, comparable
and transferrable. However, this would make sense at a planning
stage, when local data is not available. Also, forest dynamics data
could be used from similar areas, but impact data not.
Proposed Criterion 8.1 of Draft 4-0 requires monitoring of the
achievement of verifiable targets. These targets must be linked to
the management objectives (see proposed Criterion 7.3 of Draft 40). The management objectives are linked to compliance with the
requirements of the Principles and Criteria as a minimum (see
proposed Criterion 7.1, Explanatory Note 2). Monitoring
achievement of the verifiable targets is therefore linked to
achieving compliance with the P&C and adapting the
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more important than the management objectives of The
Organization, which would, by their nature be self-serving.
It was felt that the requirements under Principle 8 would be much
too detailed. It was felt that in some countries assessments and
monitoring would be carried out by authorities and that most
companies would already carry out monitoring based on ISO
14000.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 8.2
It was requested that social and environmental impacts be added
to the wording of Criterion 8.2.
A number of examples of social and environmental impacts were
proposed for addition to Explanatory Note 2.

A new Explanatory Note was proposed that required The
Organization to inform Local Communities of the monitoring
process, and their right to participate in it and share the monitoring
results.

●

●

●

●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

management where these objectives cannot be achieved. This is
relevant for SLIMFs as well and not an academic exercise.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 8.1 of
Draft 4-0, which was clarified accordingly.
The P&C Review WG recognizes that there might be external
factors (see Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Principle 8). Please
also refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Principle 8 of Draft 40, which clarifies that there is flexibility in relation to, amongst
others, the monitoring methods (procedures) as long as the
monitoring enables adaptive management. Which verifiable
targets need to be established and monitored depends on the
management objectives. Please see Explanatory Note 2 of
proposed Criterion 8.1 of Draft 4-0 and the response two rows
above.
● Please refer to proposed Criterion 8.2 of Draft 4-0, which was
revised accordingly.
Proposed Criterion 8.2 of Draft 4-0 now requires the monitoring of
changes in the environmental conditions of the Management Unit.
The list of examples was revised accordingly (please refer to
Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 8.2).
Please refer to responses on comments on proposed Criterion 7.6
above. Proactive engagement requires that The Organization
informs stakeholders about their rights in relation to the P&C. One
of the rights is to be engaged in monitoring (see proposed
Criterion 7.6). A summary of the monitoring results must be made
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It was pointed out that the examples according to Explanatory
Note 2 were status indicators and not measures of success.
It was felt that not all the examples of ―verifiable measures of
success‖ were appropriate. It was explained that many are
influenced by external factors beyond forest management. Others
felt that forest managers would not be able to monitor these. In
addition, some parameters would be difficult to quantify and there
would be no common objective methods for doing so. It was
requested that it was made clear the examples provided are not
mandatory.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

available according to proposed Criterion 8.4 of Draft 4-0.

There was concern that the addition of the concept of risk in
relation to the scale and intensity of management activities may
require substantial changes in the ways monitoring and planning
is conducted. It may have significant implications for costs
depending on how it is interpreted by CBs.
Criterion 8.4
It was questioned whether this criterion would be needed
considering that there are separate FSC Chain of Custody
requirements.

● ● ●

●

●

●

●

●

Recognizing that the concept of detecting, preventing or
correcting negative deviations from management objectives is
covered by the concept of adaptive management (see proposed
definition of adaptive management in the Glossary of Terms of
Draft 4-0) the wording of proposed Criterion 8.3 was significantly
revised. In line with this concept proposed Criterion 8.3 of Draft 40 links monitoring with the planning process.
Social and environmental impacts must be monitored according to
proposed Criterion 8.2 of Draft 4-0. Requirements for dealing with
negative impacts are addressed in proposed Criterion 4.5 and 4.6
as well as 6.1 to 6.3 of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to the responses to the general comments above on
the new emphasis on risk in the P&C.

FSC does not have specific Chain of Custody standards for
tracking and tracing products within the management unit. FSCSTD-20-007 V3-0 Paragraph 5.26 Forest Management
Evaluations requires that a ‗A joint forest/chain of custody
certificate shall only be issued if the certification body is satisfied
that the system of tracking and tracing implemented by the forest
management enterprise is sufficient to provide a guarantee that all
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Criterion 8.3
The criterion was widely criticized for being poorly worded and
ambiguous. It was proposed to delete the first sentence. It was
pointed out that the last sentence would repeat the principle. It
was felt that the Criterion would be an Explanatory Note of
Criterion 8.2. Others noted that monitoring can only be used to
detect deviations from the target values. It cannot prevent or
correct them. That could only be done by management.
It was proposed to expand Criterion 8.3 to read ―Monitoring shall
enable The Organization to detect, prevent or correct negative
social and environmental impacts and deviations...‖

Forest Stewardship Council

It was requested to specify what constitutes ―confidential
information‖ and to clarify the meaning of ―publicly available‖ and
―free of charge‖. It was felt that the costs for reproduction and
handling should be refundable.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

products invoiced by the forest management enterprise originate
from the evaluated forest area.‘ The proposed Criterion requires
the existence of such a tracking and tracing system and thus
provides the basis for the evaluation by the certification body
according to FSC-STD-20-007 V3-0.
This would be too detailed for the P&C.

●

●

Tracking and tracing is the terminology used in FSC-STD-20-007
V3-0, see response above.

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 8.5 of Draft 4-0, which was
revised accordingly.

●

● ●

It is not required to make all the results of monitoring available.
However, Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 8.4 of Draft 40 clarifies that, if the entire monitoring report is made publicly
available, a summary is not needed anymore.
Regarding the meaning of publicly available please refer to
Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 8.4 of Draft 4-0. Free of
charge means made available by The Organization without
charging the person or entity requesting or accessing the
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It was noted that there are specific FSC requirements for tracking
and verifying the source of products. It was pointed out that these
requirements need to be referenced in this criterion (e.g. FSC
certified registration code, FSC product description).
It was expressed that it would be preferable to require an integral
Chain of Custody procedure instead of introducing new
terminology (tracking and tracing).
It was proposed that something should be added on the issue of
quantity or volume of products supplied by the Management Unit
and not just tracing the origin. This would be needed to prevent
and control possible significant deviations in the quantity of forest
products that come from the Management Unit.
Criterion 8.5
It was questioned, why if the full result of monitoring is to be made
available upon request, SLIMFs should invest time and money in
the production of a public summary.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

There was concern that because monitoring is conducted
continuously it would be time consuming and costly to produce
separate reports for the public.

Response P&C Review WG

summary. The costs of reproduction and handling of the summary
should be small. Requiring reimbursement of costs might exclude
certain stakeholder groups from obtaining information relevant to
them. Regarding examples of potentially confidential information
please refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 8.4 as
well as Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 7.5 of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to current Criterion 8.5 (V4-0) which already requires
that forest managers make publicly available a summary of the
results of monitoring indicators. It should also be much more
efficient to produce a summary rather than to attend to single
information requests.

Please refer to proposed Criterion 9.2 and 9.3 of Draft 4-0, which
require effective strategies and the implementation of strategies
and actions that maintain and/or enhance the identified HCVs.

●
Principle 9 is very clear in setting the responsibility for maintaining
and/or enhancing all HCVs, and appropriate Indicators will be set
to show compliance. However, the word all is not used in this
Criterion (or in various other Criteria), because that might be
interpreted to mean that separate Indicators must be set for each
and every possible HCV, which would not be efficient.
The definitions of the HCVs make it quite clear that they are
exceptional, and have special attributes, but words like
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Principle 9: MAINTENANCE OF HIGH CONSERVATION
VALUES
It was felt that by referring to strategies there was a lack of clear
requirements that management shall maintain or enhance the
identified High Conservation Values. Not requiring that they be
effective, weakens the requirements.
It was proposed to clarify that The Organization shall maintain
and/or enhance ALL high conservation values WITHIN the
Management Unit through applying the precautionary approach.
Others proposed to emphasize HCVs are ―exceptional and have
unique attributes‖.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Concern was raised regarding the amount of work required to
assess and determine HCV for all vegetation types. The process
requires public participation and research, and would be costly in
terms of time and resources. It was requested that the
requirements for the identification of HCV, including stakeholder
engagement, take account of scale, intensity and risk.
Criterion 9.1
It was requested to revise criterion to require the assessment of

●

●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

● ●

Response P&C Review WG

exceptional, unique or special are not used because they cannot
readily be set into indicators for auditing.
Thank you very much.
The Criteria are designed to focus just on the Values, which are
derived from the Attributes of the original HCVFs. The
requirements for identification, consultations, engagement,
maintenance, monitoring etc. will focus on the Values as well as
on Areas at the level of Indicators and Verifiers, since these deal
with how to demonstrate compliance with the Criteria. These will
be covered in more detail in the HCV Guidance now under
development. The Area-based requirements will certainly deal
with HCV Management Areas, referring to the decisions needed
for all kinds of management activities, affecting areas of different
sizes, to ensure the maintenance of each HCV. They may also
deal with HCV Areas in the limited sense of the spots containing
the HCVs, but it is less clear that this level is so necessary or
useful.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 7 of proposed Criterion 9.1,
which explains that the intensity of the assessment of the
existence of HCVs depends on Scale, Intensity and Risk of
negative impacts and the likelihood of discovering HCVs.
Stakeholder and expert engagement will help determining the
likelihood.
● See response above.
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It was felt that the reinstatement of the precautionary approach
was an important improvement.
It was proposed to use the term ―High Conservation Value Areas
(HCVA)‖ so that the principle clearly encourages designation of
specific areas on the ground (both forested and non-forested
areas), and so that the principle is not interpreted as being only
conceptual.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was proposed to revise the criterion to require the consultation
of experts rather than stakeholders alone in the assessment of the
HCVs.
It was requested to require the cooperation of communities in the
identification of HCV 5.
It was requested to delete the phrase ―matching the likelihood of
their occurrence‖ from Criterion 9.1 as it is ambiguous and not
auditable.
It was requested to clarify the definitions of the HCVs as they
were ambiguous. HCV 2 would include almost any forest in
Scandinavia. It was proposed to remove the definitions of HCVs
from Criterion 9.1 and to move them to guidance because
otherwise it would be implied that they are compulsory.

●

●

●
●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

● ●

●
●

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

The storage, sequestration, fluxes and cycling of carbon, and of
other elements and compounds, are included in Ecosystem
Functions (as defined), and protected under Principle 6. Please
refer to the applicable responses to the comments on Principle 6
above. Up to now, there is no consensus for how High Carbon
Forests and Intact Forest Landscapes can best be incorporated
into the P&C. No definitions were proposed. Definitions should
avoid words like ―high‖ and ―intact‖, which are difficult to define or
audit, in order to avoid the weaknesses of the existing HCV
definitions, and they should avoid thresholds (for example tons of
C/ha) which are arbitrary and difficult to measure.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 9.1 of
Draft 4-0, which clarifies that consultations should include experts.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 9.1 of Draft 4-0, which was
revised accordingly.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 7 of proposed Criterion 9.1 of
Draft 4-0, which provides a clarification of the term.
The definitions of HCVs were revised again. Please refer to
proposed Criterion 9.1 of Draft 4-0. The definition of HCV is
provided in the Glossary which is an integral of the P&C. The
current definitions are therefore compulsory. It was the intent of
the P&C Review Working to raise the profile of the Values up to
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the presence of High Conservation Value Areas rather than High
Conservation Values.
It was requested to include carbon rich ecosystems or
ecosystems with outstanding carbon stocks and intact forest
landscapes in the HCV definitions.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was recommended that the consultation be made after
assessment and identification of the HCVs by The Organization,
except for social attributes (HCV 5 and HCV6) because during this
consultation new attributes may be identified.

●

It was pointed out that it would be necessary to differentiate
between HCV areas and the attributes defining these areas. It
would be needed to protect the HCV attributes and not the HCV
areas.
Clarification was requested for the phrase ―through other means
and sources‖ because it was unclear and not auditable.

●

Criterion 9.2
It was felt that requiring strategies would weaken the criterion if no
performance threshold was provided. The proposed Criterion
would allow the development of strategies likely to be inadequate
It was proposed to clarify that the strategies must be effective in

● ●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

Response P&C Review WG

the criterion level to clarify their compulsory status.
Please refer to the responses to comments on Principle 9 above
on the need to assess, identify and protect all HCVs in the
management unit. This approach is in line with current Principle 9.
Please also note that proposed Criterion 9.1 of Draft 4-0 is scale,
intensity and risk sensitive.
Engagement is an important tool for assessing the likelihood of
the existence of HCVs. Please refer to Explanatory Note 7 of
proposed Criterion 9.1 of Draft 4-0. Also, this is not a totally new
requirement. According to FSC-ADV-30-901 Interpretation of
Criterion 9-2 it has been a requirement for forest managers since
the year 2003 to consult with stakeholders on the identification of
High Conservation Values and the management options thereof.
See responses to comments on Principle 9 above.

Other means and sources would include for example consultation
with experts. See Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 9.1 of
Draft 4-0. Other examples of sources are provided in Explanatory
Note 3 of the same criterion.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 9.2 of Draft 4-0, which requires
the development of effective strategies. Proposed Criterion 9.3 of
Draft 4-0 requires the implementation of these strategies and
actions. Proposed Criterion 9.3 also clarifies that the strategies
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It was pointed out that having to assess and identify every
category of HCV in Criterion 9.1 may be inappropriate for some
Organizations and increase the burden on them to prove
compliance.

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 9.3
It was felt that the use of the term ―strategies‖ weakens the overall
effectiveness of this criterion.
It was proposed to revise the second sentence because strategies
cannot implement the precautionary approach rather The
Organization can implement activities (to achieve the strategy)
that are based on a precautionary approach.
It was proposed to expand the criterion by adding: These
strategies shall implement the precautionary approach, ―build
resilience in the face of climate change‖ and be proportionate to

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

Response P&C Review WG

and actions must be proportionate to scale, intensity and risk and
can therefore be adapted to the specific needs of small holders.
●

●
●

●

●

●

●

●

Please refer to proposed Criterion 9.2 of Draft 4-0 which now also
requires the involvement of experts.
●

This is not a totally new requirement. According to FSC-ADV-30901 Interpretation of Criterion 9-2 it has been a requirement for
forest managers since the year 2003 to consult with stakeholders
on the identification of High Conservation Values and the
management options thereof.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 12 and 13 of proposed Criterion
7.6, which explain that there are different options for how The
Organization responds to stakeholder requests and input and how
to deal with stakeholder complaints arising from how The
Organization responded to requests.
See responses to comments on proposed Criterion 9.2
concerning requiring strategies above.
The proposed wording is clearer in relation to what is expected
from the strategies and actions.

●

Regarding how the revised Principles and Criteria contribute to
increased resilience and adaptability to climate change, please
refer to Explanatory Note 12 of proposed Criterion 6.4,
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maintaining and enhancing the identified HCVs. Others proposed
to require actions rather than strategies. Requiring actions would
also be more appropriate for SLIMFs.
It was proposed to expand the criterion to include ―...and
recognized experts relevant to the HCVs, using the best available
information...‖
There were concerns over the level and requirements of
stakeholder engagement. Some felt that The Organization would
take stakeholder comments into consideration, but the decisionmaking should remain with The Organization. It was felt that there
would be a risk that stakeholders would misuse the engagement
process. Others felt that requiring engagement in the process of
maintaining HCVs was too prescriptive.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was proposed to edit the HCV to High Conservation Value
Areas throughout the criterion.
It was questioned if this was relevant and practical for SLIMFs.
Many small and community operations in the south would find it
hard to develop any strategy as they likely don't even understand
the concept.
Criterion 9.4
It was requested to clarify the term ―periodic‖ as it would not imply
any type of regularity.
Alternative wording was proposed to clarify that the objective or
goal of monitoring would be to determine the effectiveness of the
strategies for maintaining or enhancing the HCVs. It was also
proposed to require that The Organization, based on the results of
monitoring, makes changes needed to ensure the effectiveness of
the strategies.
It was highlighted that for some rare species, monitoring
population changes presented a number of challenges to obtain
sufficient sample sizes. It was proposed that surrogate variables
may have to be used.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

Response P&C Review WG

Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 6.5, Explanatory Note 3
of proposed Criterion 6.8, Explanatory Note 1 of proposed
Criterion 10.2 of Draft 3-0.
See responses to comments on Principle 9 above.

●
●

See responses to comments on proposed Criterion 9.2
concerning requiring strategies above.

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 9.4 of
Draft 4-0 which clarifies why the term ‗periodic‘ was chosen.
Proposed Criterion 9.4 of Draft 4-0 now requires that The
Organization adapts its management strategies to ensure the
effective protection of the HCVs.

●

●

In line with the adaptive management approach proposed
Criterion 9.4 of Draft 4-0 requires that The Organization adapts its
management strategies to ensure the effective protection of the
HCVs. As explained in Explanatory Note 5 of Principle 9 of Draft
4-0 monitoring of changes in the status of HCVs is needed for
compliance with proposed Criterion 8.2 (in addition to proposed
Criterion 9.4). Proposed Criterion 8.2 provides flexibility with
regards to the intensity, frequency, scheme, schedules and
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scale, intensity and risk of management activities.

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

procedures for monitoring chosen by the manager as long as they
enable The Organization to detect negative impacts and
deviations from its management objectives (see Explanatory Note
2 of proposed Criterion 8.2). Please also refer to Explanatory Note
1 of proposed Principle 8, which clarifies that ―The main objective
of monitoring is to allow The Organization to implement adaptive
management. This objective also determines the intensity,
frequency, scheme, schedules and procedures for monitoring.
There is flexibility regarding all these factors as long as the
monitoring enables adaptive management.‖ As long as it can be
shown that surrogate variables fulfill these objectives they should
be acceptable.The use of surrogate variables for monitoring is
recommended and well described in: WWF (2007) Ecological
Monitoring of Forestry Management in the Humid Tropics: A
Guide for Forestry Operators and Certifiers with Emphasis on
High Conservation Value Forests. WWF Malaysia. 95 p.

In it was felt that the addition of a principle focused on
management activities was positive, although some thought the
criterion-level language was difficult to understand and vague.
Others were of the opinion the proposed criteria were easier to
understand than the current Principles and Criteria (V4-0).
Some proposed to delete and integrate the requirements of
Principle 10 criteria elsewhere in the P&C.

●

Proposed Principle 10 its Criteria were substantially revised, also
with a view to improving the clarity of the wording.

●

The P&C Review WG is of the opinion that a separate Principle on
the operational aspects of forest management improves the
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Principle 10: IMPLEMENTATION OF MANAGEMENT
ACTIVITIES

Forest Stewardship Council

It was requested to expand the principle to include climate
relevant provisions, e.g. maintenance and/or restoration of carbon
stocks, reduction of negative impacts of climate change, as well
as restoration and maintenance requirements of natural forests.

●
●
●

Others

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

NIs

usability of the Principles and Criteria.
Proposed Principle 10 and its requirements were not designed for
plantations only (see Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Principle 10
of Draft 4-0).
Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Principle 10,
which explains that Principle 10 lays down the requirements to be
fulfilled by management activities in order to allow The
Organization to comply with the requirements of Principle 6, 9 and
5.
Please see response above.

●

It was felt that Principle 10 of Draft 3-0 was merely a continuation
of current Principle 10 on plantations and thereby not considering
applicable motions.
Clarification was sought on the applicability for nurseries.

Response P&C Review WG

●

Please refer to the Explanatory 7 of proposed Criterion 10.7 of
Draft 4-0 regarding the scope of the Principles and Criteria in
relation to nurseries.
The storage, sequestration, fluxes and cycling of carbon, and of
other elements and compounds, are included in Ecosystem
Functions (as defined), and protected under Principle 6. Climate
regulation is covered by Principle 6 as and Ecosystem service as
well. Regarding how the revised Principles and Criteria contribute
to increased resilience and adaptability to climate change, please
refer to Explanatory Note 12 of proposed Criterion 6.4,
Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 6.5, Explanatory Note 3
of proposed Criterion 6.8, Explanatory Note 1 of proposed
Criterion 10.2 of Draft 4-0.
Restoration and maintenance of natural forests are addressed in
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It was felt that many of the new proposed Criteria under Principle
10 appear to be designed for plantations. It was pointed out that
the requirements would not be sufficient for the management and
conservation of natural forests. It was criticized that the new
Principle seems to assume that management activities would not
have to comply with Principle 6 and its Criteria.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 10.1
It was requested to clarify that the criterion gives preference to
native and local species and includes additional requirements to
avoid losses of genetic and species diversity. Others requested
this information be reflected in the indicators of National

●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

SOC-N

Principle 6 and 9.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.11 of Draft 4-0 which is
based on current Criterion 5.3 (V4-0). Please refer proposed
Criterion 1.7 of Draft 4-0, which requires anti-corruption measure
in the absence of anti-corruption laws.

●

It was requested to include a new Criterion to define maximum
clear cut areas on plantations through National Initiatives.

Response P&C Review WG

●

Principle 10 deals with requirements that ensure that
management activities are in compliance with the requirements of
Principle 6, 9 and 5 (see also response above). However, the
selection and implementation of the management activities will
also have an impact on whether The Organization can achieve its
social policies and objectives, which express the long term vision,
values and objectives of The Organization in relation to achieving
compliance with the social requirements of the P&C (see
Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 7.1 of Draft 4-0).
Please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Principle 10,
which clarifies that at the national and regional level additional
Criteria may be provided for locally important and/or special types
of vegetation (e.g. plantations).
Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.2 of Draft 4-0, which
expresses a preference for native species and local genotypes.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 and 4 of proposed Criterion
10.1 of Draft 4-0, which explain the objectives and requirements
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Two new criteria were proposed: (i) to prevent and mitigate waste
and damage to natural resources caused by management,
harvesting, and processing activities as a replacement of current
Criterion 5.3 (V4-0) which was missing from Draft 3-0, and (ii) to
address transparency and corruption to cover the situations when
Criterion 1.26 would not apply in countries without anti-corruption
laws.
It was pointed out that, although Principle 10 mentioned ―social
policies and objectives‖ none were covered in the criteria.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

Others

NIs

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

SOC-S

for regeneration in relation to Biodiversity.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 10.2,
which clarifies that ecologically well adapted species may include
alien species under specific conditions.

● ●

●

●

Response P&C Review WG

Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.3 of Draft 4-0, which
requires the effective control and mitigation of invasive tendencies
of alien species.
●

Explanatory Note 8 was removed from Draft 4-0 of the Principles
and Criteria.

Please refer to Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 10.3,
which clarifies that proposed Criterion 10.1 of Draft 4-0 would
normally prevent the use of alien species for regeneration in
natural forests but that exceptions are possible. Please also refer
to Explanatory Note 4 and 5 of proposed Criterion 10.1, which
clarify that regeneration practices must not violate the
requirements under Principle 6, e.g. in relation to conversion and
biodiversity protection at the management unit level. It is also
explained that the potential positive and negative impacts of the
chosen regeneration practices must be addressed in compliance
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Standards.
Clarification was requested for the phrase ―ecologically well
adapted‖ with regard to regeneration of species. It was expressed
that this criterion should not prevent the use of alien species, for
example in plantations.
Criterion 10.2
It was pointed out that this criterion would fail to maintain the
existing requirement of Criterion 6.9, that the use of exotic species
be controlled and monitored to preclude or mitigate adverse
impacts.
It was strongly felt that Explanatory Note 8 was ambiguous and
would lead to the overall weakening of the P&C. It was felt that
dealing with the issue of biodiversity in plantations and natural
forests was far too voluminous a subject as to be meaningfully
addressed in Explanatory Notes. It was requested to delete
Explanatory Note 8.
It was criticized that the proposed wording would open the
potential for degeneration of natural forests through the use of
alien species. Use of alien species should require compensation
through increased restoration in the management unit in line with
the recommendation of the Plantations Review.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

● ●

It was proposed to understand the term local genotypes to include
plants form other degrees of latitudes.

●

It was questioned whether local or native species are better
adapted to climate changes as indicated in the Explanatory Notes.

●

It was proposed that the justification for the use of exotic species

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

Response P&C Review WG

with proposed Criterion 6.2 and 6.3 of Draft 4-0. According to
proposed Criterion 6.3 potential negative impacts of management
activities (for example regeneration) must be prevented and actual
negative impacts must be mitigated and remedied. It is explained
in Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion 6.3 that higher levels
of potential and actual negative impacts of management activities
require larger efforts in relation to prevention, mitigation and
remediation.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 10.1 of
Draft 4-0, which clarifies that for an existing plantation the species
harvested may be the same as the ones used to regenerate,
provided they are ecologically well adapted in line with proposed
Criterion 10.2 of Draft 4-0. Explanatory Note 4 of proposed
Criterion 10.2 clarifies that ecologically well adapted species may
include alien species under the condition of compliance with
proposed Criterion 10.3. Please also refer Explanatory Note 6 of
proposed Criterion 10.3, which provides another example of when
the use of alien species might be justified.
Please refer to Explanatory Note 4 of proposed Criterion 10.3,
which explains that the use of non-local genotypes might be
justified if compatible with Criterion 10.2 and 10.3.
● Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 10.2
which recognizes that it might not always be the case that local
species and genotypes are more resilient to changing
circumstances, including the effects of climate change.
Please refer to the responses above.
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Stakeholders felt it was crucially important to allow the use of alien
species, especially in plantations. It was felt that the proposed
Criterion would pose a significant obstacle to or make certification
of plantations impossible.

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 10.3
It was proposed to revise Criterion 10.3 to include restrictions
against excessive degradation or simplification of natural forests,
without consequences for management of plantations.
It was pointed out that the criterion needs to be applicable to a
range of ―harvesting‖ activities, including the collection of NTFPs,
and mainly where ―significant‖ impacts to vegetation have
occurred. The harvesting of honey or mushrooms would not likely
require restoration or regeneration.
It was requested to clarify ―limited period of time‖ as it was felt to
be ambiguous and not auditable.

It was proposed to clarify ―restore environmental values‖ and to
replace it with ―regenerate the stand‖.
It was pointed out that the restoration of economical and social
values or of a producing forest should also be mentioned in the
criterion.

●

●
●

●

●

●

●
●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

Response P&C Review WG

Proposed Criterion 10.3 now requires that invasive tendencies are
effectively controlled or mitigated, not that they are easily
controlled.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.1 of Draft 4-0 and the
responses to comments on proposed Criterion 10.1 and 10.2 of
Draft 3-0 above.
Proposed Criterion 10.1 of Draft 4-0 now refers to vegetation
cover rather than forest cover to clarify that any type of vegetation
needs to be regenerated. In cases where no significant impacts
have occurred natural regeneration might be suitable for
regeneration.
● ●
Proposed Criterion 10.1 of Draft 4-0 now uses the term ‗timely
fashion‘ to ensure that regeneration is done in a reasonable
amount of time allowing for differences between artificial and
natural approaches. See also Explanatory Note 3 of the proposed
criterion.
● Proposed Criterion 10.1 of Draft 4-0 now requires the
regeneration of the vegetation cover and not the restoration of
environmental values.
●
See previous response.
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in Explanatory Note 8 should be moved to the text of the criterion.
It was felt that otherwise the certification of plantations of exotic
species in the tropics would be impossible.
It was pointed out that it would never be easy to control or mitigate
invasive tendencies.

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-N

SOC-S

●

The Criterion does not only apply to plantations. See explanatory
Note 1 and 2 of proposed Criterion 10.1 for examples of what may
be the different regeneration objectives for plantations and natural
forests.
Please refer to Criterion 10.11 of Draft 4-0, which requires that
activities associated with harvesting and extraction are managed
in a way that environmental values are conserved.

●

See response to last comment on Principle 10 above.

●

Criterion 10.4 was removed. Please refer to responses below
concerning how the requirements are now addressed in Draft 4-0.
The storage, sequestration, fluxes and cycling of carbon, and of
other elements and compounds, are included in Ecosystem
Functions (as defined), and protected under Principle 6. The use
of fertilizers and chemical pesticides is addressed in proposed
criterion 10.6 and 10.7 of Draft 4-0.
Water resources (which were also addressed in Criterion 10.4 of
Draft 3-0) and soils are environmental values and need to be
maintained and restored according to requirements of Principle 6
in line with proposed Criterion 6.1 to 6.3 of Draft 4-0. Proposed
Criterion 6.7 of Draft 4-0 is dedicated to the protection and
restoration of water bodies. Requirements for ensuring

●

●

Response P&C Review WG
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Soil protection requirements were considered weak. Additional
requirements were proposed to control erosion and maintain and
enhance soil productivity and function.

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

It was pointed out that it would be unclear whether the criterion
would apply to plantations only or also other forest types.

There was disagreement with the proposed Criterion. It was felt
that selective felling system should not be certified if they required
restoration of environmental values after harvest. Even clearcutting systems would need to maintain environmental values on
a landscape level.
It was suggested that National Initiatives define the maximum
harvesting area on plantations for clear cutting, to avoid negative
environmental, social and economic impacts.
Criterion 10.4
The criterion was considered poorly worded and weak. Additional
requirements were requested regarding the maintenance and/or
restoration of carbon stocks including soil carbon, and to address
the impacts of chemicals.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was expressed that the criterion was redundant because of an
overlap with criterion 6.3, 6.7 and 9.1 (HCV 4).
It was pointed out that there would be duplication and overlap and
between Criterion 10.4 and 10.5. Some proposed to combine both
criteria.
Concern was expressed regarding the responsibilities and
capabilities of The Organization to prevent negative impacts
outside the management unit.
Criterion 10.5
The wording was considered too vague unclear. It was proposed
to rephrase it into performance based criteria that explicitly
requires all existing water bodies be fully protected and, where

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ENV-S

ECON-N

ECON-S

management activities are appropriate for the protection of water
resources are addressed in proposed Criterion 10.5, 10.6, and
10.10. Soil protection is addressed in proposed Criterion 10.10
and 10.11.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.10 of Draft 4-0, which now
addresses safeguards concerning infrastructural development.

●

●

The proposed wording for the applicable criteria, see previous two
responses, was revised accordingly.
The P&C Review WG feels that monitoring of these elements is
possible. Please refer to responses to comments on Criterion 8.1
above. The Criterion including Explanatory Note 11 was removed,
see response above.
See response above.

●

● ● ● ●
● ●

●

Response P&C Review WG

● ● ●

●

See previous response. Both criteria (10.4 and 10.5 of Draft 3-0)
were removed.
See previous response. Please refer to Explanatory Note 5 of
proposed Criterion 6.2 and Explanatory Note 6 of proposed
Criterion 6.3 of Draft 4-0 on the responsibility of The Organization
in relation to impacts that occur outside the management unit.
Please refer to responses to comments on Criterion 10.5 above.
The P&C Review WG aimed at clarifying the requirements.
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A new criterion was proposed to address how Organizations plan
site infrastructure (including roads) to prevent or mitigate negative
impacts to soil and ecosystem values.
It was also criticized that the criterion merely required measures
but not that they are successful in achieving specific goals.
It was felt that the monitoring of soil compaction and soil fertility
was too difficult. It was criticized that Explanatory Note 11 seemed
to only allow harvesting in dry weather or when the soil is frozen.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Criterion 10.6
It was criticized that the criterion, unlike indicated, would fail to
maintain the requirements of current Criterion 6.5 (V4-0) to avoid
damage to ‗remaining‘ forest resources, or minimize waste and
damage. It would also fail to address current Criterion 5.3
requirement to minimize waste and damage.
It was stated that Explanatory Note 8‘s language regarding use of
reducing impact logging techniques has tremendous potential
value, and should be part of the Criterion.
It was requested to clarify the meaning of ―silviculture‖.
Clarification was sought on the meaning of the term ecologically
appropriate.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

Please see previous response.

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion 6.3 of
Draft 4-0 which clarifies that prevention of negative impacts on
environmental values (including water and soils) is preferred over
mitigation and remediation. This recognizes that prevention may
fail but that negative impacts should not be accepted as the rule.

●

The requirements of current Criterion 5.3 and 6.5 are now
addressed in proposed Criterion 10.10 and 10.11 of Draft 4-0.

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 and 3 of proposed Criterion
10.11 in relation to reduced impact harvesting.

●

Please refer to Explanatory Note 1 of proposed Criterion 10.5 of
Draft 4-0, which clarify the meaning of silvicultural practices.
Rationale 1 to proposed Criterion 10.5 explains that the purpose
of the criterion is to ensure that regenerated areas develop
appropriately to ensure ecosystem functions are maintained.

●

●

97 of 114

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

impacted or damaged The Organization undertakes restoration
activities to enhance and restore.
It was criticized that the Criterion fails to incorporate Criterion 10.6
requirements for soil structure, fertility, and biological activity, and
avoidance of soil degradation. It would also fail to include the
requirements of Criterion 6.5 regarding erosion control, and
applicability to all mechanical disturbances.
It was expressed that management would be impossible if no
negative impacts were allowed.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was requested that the Criterion should not only cover
ecologically appropriate practices but also address the economic
aspects of forestry and that in intense plantation forestry
silvicultural activities are primarily of quick tree growth.
Ecologically would probably be inappropriate for the use of alien
species.
Criterion 10.7
It was suggested to include ―climate change‖ among
anthropogenic causes.

It was noted that ―human activities‖ is vague. The criterion needs
to explicitly address unintentional indirect effects of
management/road building such as poaching for bush meat.

●

Others

Please refer to section 4 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0, which
explains that while Scale, Intensity and Risk apply to all Criteria
this is explicitly only included where it is known that a level of
flexibility arising from Scale, Intensity and Risk is required across
the range of potentially certifiable vegetation types, land uses and
related management systems. This criterion does not represent
such a case.
These economic aspects would be covered by the management
objectives as established according to proposed Criterion 7.1 and
integrated in the management plan according to proposed
Criterion 7.2, see Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 10.5 of
Draft 4-0.

● ●

●

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Regarding how the revised Principles and Criteria contribute to
increased resilience and adaptability to climate change, please
refer to Explanatory Note 12 of proposed Criterion 6.4,
Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 6.5, Explanatory Note 3
of proposed Criterion 6.8, Explanatory Note 1of proposed
Criterion 10.2 of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.9 of Draft 4-0, which does
not refer to anthropogenic/human activities anymore. Illegal
hunting and other illegal activities are addressed in proposed
Criterion 1.5 of Draft 4-0. The management of hunting, fishing,
trapping and collecting is also addressed in proposed Criterion 6.6
of Draft 4-0. See also Explanatory Note 5 of proposed Criterion
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It was requested that the criterion should be made
scale/intensity/impact sensitive to avoid problems for SLIMF's.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was requested that regulating practices such as chemical
spraying and fertilization to avoid and minimize impacts on
ecosystems, water, and people should be mandatory and moved
to the main part of the Criteria. This would be equally true for
requirements of Integrated Pest Management.
It was explained that in some cases The Organization may not
have the legal right to control or influence activities of other rights
holders.

●

Concerns were raised concerning The Organizations ability and
level of responsibility for dealing with natural hazards and external
human negative impacts.
It was proposed to clarify the meaning of human activities by
adding the words 'not associated with forestry activities‖.
Criterion 10.8
It was pointed out that use of fertilizers was to be kept at a
minimum with the expectation that they are to be phased out. It
was requested to reinstate requirements on proper equipment and
training to minimize health and environmental risks.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ENV-S

ECON-S

6.6.
Proposed Criterion 10.9 of Draft 4-0 requires the assessment of
risks and implementation of activities. It does not require
strategies anymore.
Please refer to proposed Criterion 4.5 (impacts on local
communities), Criterion 6.3 (impacts on environmental values),
Criterion 10.6 (fertilizers), Criterion 10.7 (chemical pesticides) and
Criterion 10.8 (IPM) of Draft 4-0.
●

● ●
●
●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Proposed Criterion 10.9 of Draft 4-0 is now limited to natural
hazards. Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of section 5 of the
Preamble of Draft 4-0, which clarifies the responsibilities of The
Organization for activities of other rights holders.
Fire protection is addressed in current Criterion 10.7 (V4-0). Not
addressing this and other natural hazards would be a gap in the
revised Principles and Criteria.
See previous responses.

Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.6 of Draft 4-0, which
requires The Organization to avoid or aim at eliminating the use of
fertilizers and to prevent, mitigate and remedy damage to
environmental values when fertilizers are used. Please refer to
proposed Criterion 2.5 of Draft 4-0, which requires job specific
training and supervision of workers for the effective and safe
implementation of the management plan and management
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It was stated that the criterion is potentially a barrier for SLIMFs
as it requires ―strategies‖ rather than field performance measures.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●
●

●

Others

NIs

Response P&C Review WG

activities. Please refer to Explanatory Note 3 of proposed Criterion
2.5, which explains that training is especially important in relation
to the use of Chemicals. Proposed Criterion 2.3 of Draft 4-0
requires the implementation of health and safety practices to
protect workers from occupational health and safety hazards.
This would include appropriate equipment.
See previous response. The current P&C (V4-0) do not prevent
the use of fertilizers in natural forests. Use of fertilizers is only
regulated in relation to plantations (see current Criterion 10.7).
Proposed Criterion 10.6 of Draft 4-0 now defines a performance
threshold for the use of fertilizers also for natural forests.
See previous responses.

Please refer to proposed Criterion 10.7 of Draft 4-0, which now
requires the use of IPM and silviculture systems that avoid or aim
at eliminating the use of chemical pesticides.
Proposed Criterion 10.7 of Draft 4-0 requires that, when pesticides
are used, The Organization must prevent, mitigate and or remedy
damage to environmental values and human health.
Environmental values include water resources and biological
diversity (including threatened species). See Explanatory Note 1
of proposed Criterion 6.1 of Draft 4-0.
Please refer to responses to comments on Criterion 10.8 above.
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●

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

There was concern that fertilizers are now being allowed on nonplantation (natural) forests. This would be problematic, as well as
the more relaxed requirements around chemical use and worker
safety.
It was requested to ensure that adequate training and equipment
is provided to workers who come into contact with fertilizers and
other substances, in order to eliminate any health risks that may
occur.
Criterion 10.9
The criterion should clearly state that The Organization must
reduce or eliminate the use of chemical pesticides rather than
simply minimizing use.
There was concern that the Criterion 10.9 references—but does
not provide—crucial requirements for the protection of ecological
attributes and people from chemical applications. The Criterion
itself needs to expressly require that chemical applications are
controlled and managed to avoid impacts to water bodies, people,
and threatened species.
It was requested to reinstate requirements on proper equipment

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

It was proposed that the requirements of integrated pest
management should be detailed in the Criteria.
Criterion 10.10
The term ―management unit health issues‖ was considered
unclear and unsuitable and it was proposed to remove it from the
criterion or to replace it with more performance based wording.
It was suggest that the word "minimize" be suppressed, since the
use of biological controls frequently constitutes a viable alternative
to the use of chemicals.
Criterion 10.11
It was proposed to reinstate the previous GMO requirements that
is, The Organization shall not use GMOs, neither in the
Management Unit nor in any other release site, or experimental
planting or non-certified area.

●

●
●
●

●

See Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 10.7 of Draft 4-0,
which clarifies that the IPM approach aims at eliminating the use
of chemical pesticides but recognizes that this is not always
possible.
FSC is currently in the process of improving the derogation
process. A revised procedure for Processing Pesticide Derogation
Applications was published for consultation in December 2010.
The derogation system is part of FSC‘s pesticide policies. The
term ‗Policy' is more generic and would accommodate possible
future changes, e.g. in terminology, in FSCs pesticide Policy.
This would be too prescriptive for an international standard.

Proposed Criterion 10.8 of Draft 4-0 was revised accordingly.
● ●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

●

Response P&C Review WG

●

Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 10.8 of Draft 4-0
explains that this is needed to find a balance between the dangers
of biological control agents vs. their contribution to the reduction of
chemical pesticides.
●

Current FSC-POL-30-602 (2000) FSC Interpretation on GMOs:
Genetically Modified Organisms is not affected by the proposed
revision. The policy itself refers to ‗the certified forest‘, ‗candidate
forest management units‘, ‗certified forest management units‘ and
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and training to minimize health and environmental risks.
There was concern that the criterion would seek to avoid the use
of all pesticides. It was proposed to rewrite the Criterion to say
―The Organization shall investigate and trial integrated pest
management (…)‖
It was requested that FSC improves its derogation system to deal
with Highly Hazardous pesticides. Legal regulations should be
taken into account.
It was requested to reference the FSC derogation system in the
criterion.

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Clarification was requested to determine what constitutes

●

●
●

●

● ●

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

● ●

Response P&C Review WG

does not refer to non-certified areas. Also, FSC-POL-30-602 says
that ‗FSC guidelines, strictly interpreted, do not rule against
research into GMOs as such, but only against FSC endorsement
of forests containing such research.‘
● ● The P&C Review WG does not think that there would be broad
support for such a new approach.

Please refer to Explanatory Note 2 of proposed Criterion 10.12 of
Draft 4-0, which explains the meaning of environmentally
appropriate.
This could be an option for some kinds of waste materials, e.g.
organic waste, if done in an environmentally appropriate way.

Criterion 10.3 was removed from the revised Principles and
Criteria. Proposed Criterion 5.5 of Draft 4-0 was incorporated
based on a recommendation of the Forest Carbon Working Group
(FCWG). Several other changes were incorporated in relation to
carbon issues. Please refer to responses to comments under
Principle 6 above.
Please refer to previous response. The criterion was removed.
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It was felt that FSC should review its GMO policies and allow the
use of GMOs in the light of new scientific knowledge and as a
means for climate change adaptability. Others proposed that the
use of GMOs should be allowed when documented and controlled
in accordance with national laws.
Criterion 10.12
The wording was felt to be too vague because it would use the
word ‗appropriately‘. It was proposed to reinstate current Criterion
6.7.
It was requested that the Explanatory Notes address the case of
isolated communities and small producers without access to the
necessary transport infrastructure for waste removal. It was
proposed that burial of non-toxic waste may be an appropriate
temporary solution.
Criterion 10.13
The wording was considered too vague. It was proposed to
include or wait for the recommendations from the Forest Carbon
Working Group.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

―avoidable amounts of atmospheric pollutants‖. In its present form
the criterion is not auditable.
Criterion 10.14
It was suggested to require that training and supervision are
sufficient for safe and effective implementation of the
management plan.
It was generally felt that this criterion should be moved to Principle
2 on workers‘ rights and employment conditions.
It was proposed to clarify that this criterion would not apply where
countries have well developed employment regulations that
stipulate adequate training as a legal requirement.

●

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

Please refer to proposed Criterion 2.5 of Draft 4-0, which was
revised accordingly.
● ● ● ●
●

The Criterion was moved to Principle 2 and revised. Please see
previous response.
Section 3 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0 and the associated
explanatory notes clarifies that FSC intends to complement other
initiatives that support responsible management. This means that
when legal provisions meet or exceed the P&C then compliance
with these legal provisions is considered sufficient for compliance
with the P&C. However, the mere existence of such laws is not
sufficient. Compliance with these laws still needs to be assessed
by the conformity assessment bodies. For further information refer
to Section 3 of the preamble and the associated Explanatory
Notes.

Removal of the Glossary
Some submitters were in favour of removing the Glossary of
Terms as proposed by the P&C Review WG. However, a majority
was in favour of retaining the Glossary as part of the P&C.

● ● ● ●

● ● ● Please refer to section 2 of the Preamble of Draft 4-0, which says
that the Principles, Criteria, Preamble and Glossary constitute a
comprehensive standards package. See also Explanatory Note 7
of section 2, which explains that the Glossary is an integral and
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Response P&C Review WG

normative part of the P&C.
●

● ● ●

●

It was suggested that the internationally accepted definitions
should be used for the P&C.

●

●

It was strongly suggested that country specific legal definitions
would take precedence over the FSC definitions.

Proposed Definitions
It was pointed out that the definition of affected stakeholder was
far too narrow because it would only refer to neighbours of the
management unit.
It was expressed that the definition of affected stakeholders was
far too broad by referring to persons that ‗may be‘ subject to the

●

●

The P&C Review WG added several new definitions. When more
appropriate, terms were explained in the applicable Explanatory
Notes. In other cases definitions were not needed anymore,
because the term is not used in Draft 4-0 anymore.
Whenever possible the P&C Review WG used internationally
accepted definitions from a limited number of sources, such as the
Convention on Biological Diversity, for example the Millenium
Ecosystems Assessment, IUCN, ILO. However, in some cases it
was needed to amend these definitions. In other cases it was
necessary to develop specific FSC definitions or to revise current
FSC definitions.
FSC can and has established requirements that go beyond or are
stricter than legal requirements. See section 3 of the Preamble of
Draft 4-0 and the associated Explanatory Note. Hence FSC is also
not required to give precedence to legal definitions. This is
especially true as definitions are needed to properly interpret FSC
requirements. See also response above on the normative nature
of the glossary.
The list of examples in the definition of affected stakeholders is
not exclusive. Please refer to the proposed definition in Draft 4-0.

●

It is needed for the functioning of a number of the requirements in
the revised P&C to include those stakeholders that may be
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General Comments
There were several proposals for terms that would need to be
added to the glossary.

Forest Stewardship Council

effects of the activities of a management unit and by referring to
neighbours of the management unit.

● ● ●
●

subject to the activities of the management unit. For example,
according to proposed Criterion 4.5 The Organization is required
to take action to identify, avoid and mitigate significant social and
environmental impacts on affected communities. In order to be
able to identify and avoid negative impacts from happening The
Organization must not only know which local community would be
affected for sure, but also which local community could potentially
be affected by its management activities. Neighbors are the most
likely affected stakeholders.
See responses to comments on Principle 1 above.

Others

NIs

The proposed definition is in line with the definition of the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.
Please refer to the proposed definition of Threatened Species in
the Glossary of Draft 4-0, which was revised in line with the IUCN
definition.
Draft 4-0 of the revised P&C now use Ecosystems Services
instead of Environmental Services. Please refer to the proposed
definition in the Glossary of Draft 4-0, which includes climate
regulation as one of the Ecosystem Services.
A new definition is proposed in Draft 4-0. See previous response.

●
●

●
●
●

Response P&C Review WG

Please see previous response.
Atmosphere was added to the list of Environmental Values. See
proposed definition of Draft 4-0. The other additional elements are
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A preference was expressed for the current definition of
customary rights (V4-0).
It was proposed to revise the definition of Ecosystem Function to
include the processes of regeneration, recovery and succession.
It was requested to clarify that the definition of Endangered
Species concerns Vulnerable, Endangered and Critically
Endangered species according to the IUCN Redlist.
It was proposed that the term Environmental Services be replaced
with Ecosystem Services as defined in the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment. It was also criticized that the proposed definition of
Environmental Services would not cover climate related services.
The definition of Environmental Services was considered
ambiguous.
It was requested to include carbon sequestration as an
environmental service in the definition.
It was requested that the definition of Environmental Values
includes additional elements such as fish, wildlife populations,

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

wilderness and air quality.

It was felt that neither the proposed definition of Indigenous
Peoples nor the current definition (V4-0) is appropriate.
It was suggested to clarify that not all the listed criteria for the
identification of Indigenous Peoples need to be fulfilled in order to
qualify as Indigenous.
It was proposed to use the current definition (V4-0) and to provide
a list of all Indigenous Peoples recognized by the UN.
It was proposed that the definition of The Organization should
refer to the body ultimately responsible for compliance with the
P&C. It was also proposed to use alternative terms such as ‗forest

●

●
●

There is no United Nations definition. However, the proposed
definition follows the approach taken by the UN system for
identifying Indigenous Peoples rather than defining them. For the
sources used, please refer to the proposed definition in the
Glossary of Draft 4-0.
See previous response.

●
●

●

See previous response.
●

There is no such list.

●

The proposed definition of Draft 4-0 clarifies that The Organization
is the certificate holder or applicant for certification and that the
applicant or certificate holder is responsible for ensuring
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It was requested to revise the definition of Free, Prior, and
Informed Consent to clarify that FPIC must happen before the
commencement of an action.
It was proposed to use the United Nations definition of Indigenous
Peoples.

Response P&C Review WG

subsets of the elements listed in the proposed definition of
Environmental Values. For example, fish and wildlife populations
would be covered by biological diversity.
The storage, sequestration, fluxes and cycling of carbon, and of
other elements and compounds, are included in Ecosystem
Functions (as defined), and protected under Principle 6 as an
environmental value. Climate regulation is covered by Principle 6
as and Ecosystem Service as well.
The definition was revised accordingly. Please refer to the
proposed definition in the Glossary of Terms of Draft 4-0.

●

It was proposed to add carbon sequestration to the list of
environmental values.

Others

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

●

It was requested to revise the definition of The Organization to
clarify that The Organization is also responsible for all contractors
and subcontractors.

It was requested to revise the definition of Threatened Species to
include the IUCN categories of Vulnerable, Endangered, and
Critically Endangered Species.
It was requested to limit the definition of workers to those persons
working for The Organization rather than applying it to all workers
on the Management Unit.

●
●

Others

Response P&C Review WG

compliance with the requirements, which would include the P&C.
The term The Organization as defined in the revised P&C allows a
much broader coverage of different organizational situations, than
forest manager or similar terms. The Organization can be a forest
manager in the form of a person or entity. The Organization can
be an entity or person owning a forest and commissioning a
person or entity to manage that forest. The key determining factor
is who is holding or applying for certification and is therefore
responsible for compliance with the requirements for certification.
The Organization as the certificate holder or applicant is
responsible for compliance with the requirements. As such The
Organization is responsible for ensuring that all contractors and
subcontractors working on behalf of The Organization also comply
with the requirements for FSC certification. Please refer to Section
5 of the proposed Preamble of Draft 4-0 and the associated
Explanatory Notes.
The definition was revised accordingly. See response to comment
on the definition of Endangered Species above.
The Organization is required to ensure that contractors contracted
by The Organization to operate in the management unit comply
with the Principles and Criteria (see section 5 of the Preamble of
Draft 4-0). Hence, The Organization is also responsible for
ensuring that contractors and their subcontractors comply with
worker rights related criteria when operating the management
unit. There is no good reason to differentiate between workers,
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manager‘ or ‗forest management administrator. It was pointed out
that in Spanish speaking countries the term organization could not
be used as a synonym for an enterprise or a manager.

NIs

SOC-S

SOC-N

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Others

NIs

SOC-S

ECON-S

ENV-S

ECON-N

SOC-N

●

Response P&C Review WG

that work directly for The Organization and those that work
indirectly for The Organization through contractors and
subcontractors. For further information, please refer to
Explanatory Note 4 to 6 of proposed Principle 2 of Draft 4-0 as
well as the proposed definition of Workers in the Glossary of Draft
4-0.
Please see previous response.
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It was requested to clarify the definition of workers to include
employees of contractors and subcontractors.

ENV- N

Stakeholder Group
Summary of Comment

Forest Stewardship Council

Annex 1 – Motions and FSC documents and decisions addressed in the revised P&C
Statutory Motions 4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12 and 13 of the FSC General Assembly 2005, as
incorporated into Statutory Motion 7
Unfolding of Principle 4
Removing directions to Conformity Assessment Bodies
Demonstration of commitment to P&C
Strengthening of stakeholder consultation in relation to training
Inclusion of social management plan
Clarification of the requirement for public availability of management plan
Protection of local peoples against forest fires
Clarification of ‗Shall and Should‘
2. Approved Policy Motions 8, 10, 39, 43 and 44 of the FSC General Assembly 2008;
Updating of Principle 3 in line with new international agreements, e.g. UN Declaration on
the rights of indigenous peoples
Inclusion of native forest peoples (e.g. afro-descendents)
Improved P&C applicability for every type and scale of forest in line with ISEAL
requirements
Incorporation of ILO core conventions
FSC Engagement in Forest-based Carbon
Certification of conservation and protection

How addressed in Draft 4-0?
Worker rights now Principle 2, Local communities now
Principle 4
Original 1.4, 2.3 and 9.2 removed, partly removed or clarified.
Proposed Criterion 1.8
Proposed Criterion 4.4
Proposed Criterion 7.2
Proposed Criterion 7.5
Proposed Criterion 10.9
Shall used throughout the P&C

Proposed Criterion 3.4
Traditional Peoples defined and now covered either by
Principle 3 or Principle 4.
Concept of Scale, Intensity and Risk added to several criteria.
Prescriptive list of management plan components moved to
explanatory notes of Criterion 7.2
Proposed Criterion 2.1
Proposed Criterion 5.5 as well as other changes, e.g.
definitions of Ecosystem Functions, Ecosystem Services.
Scope clarified
Wording of applicable P&C refers to all products and services.
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1.

Forest Stewardship Council

3.

Recommendations of the Plantations Review

3

3.1. Social issues
Principle
Proposed Criterion 4.3, 4.4, , , 5.1 and 5.4
Proposed Criterion 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5
Proposed Criterion 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.6
Proposed Criterion 7.2
Proposed Criterion 3.5 and 4.7.
Proposed Criterion 7.2, 7.6, definition of affected and
interested stakeholders, several criteria now require the
engagement of affected stakeholders.
Principle 2, proposed Criterion 7.2, 4.3 and 4.4
Proposed Criterion 4.5
Proposed Criterion 4.5 and 4.6
Proposed Criterion 4.4, 5.1 and 5.4

3

The final report of the Policy Working Group of the Plantations Review made several recommendations in relation to the improvement of plantations management. These
recommendations where then used by the four Expert Teams of the Technical Phase of the Plantations Review for making proposals for changes to the Principles Criteria, which to a
large degree where then included in Version 5-0 Draft 1-0 of the P&C as circulated for consultation in May 2008. The recommendations of the Policy Working Group, the resulting
proposals of the four Expert Teams as well as the comments received on Draft 1-0 were analyzed and used by the P&C Review WG when developing Version 5-0 Draft 2-0 of the
P&C (with the exception of conversion). The structure of Section 3 of this table follows that of the original recommendations of the Policy Working Group of the Plantations Review.
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Ensure ―good neighbor‖ relationships with local communities and other stakeholders
Increase opportunities for, and contribute to, positive local sustainable development with an
emphasis on reduction of poverty
Uphold the legal rights of workers, ensure worker‘ rights to organize and maintain or
improve workers‘ health and social security
Uphold the legal and customary rights of indigenous peoples to own, use and manage their
lands, territories and resources
Implement a systematic approach through a social management system
Analyzing and mapping socially important features in the landscape, such as habitations,
areas that provide resources to local communities, etc.
Identifying, in cooperation with affected stakeholders, the social objectives of the
management unit in relation to employees (including contractors and sub-contractors), the
local community and indigenous peoples
Systematic management of personnel, including local employment policies and actions
related to employees, contractors and subcontractors
Detailed, participatory social assessments of positive and negative impacts of the plantation
management on the local community
Clear strategies for preventing, remedying, mitigating and/or compensating local
communities in the event of negative impacts
Locally appropriate actions to participate, together with other stakeholders, in improvement
of livelihood, local development and poverty reduction

Forest Stewardship Council

3.2. Ecosystem integrity
Active approach to prevent, mitigate and if needed, remedy / restore for any environmental
effects of its management on ecosystem integrity. Consequently, a higher level of impact
shall correspond with higher conservation efforts to maintain ecosystem integrity.
Adopt a proactive conservation strategy within its management unit, characterized by
identifying, safeguarding and optimizing the design and implementation of:
 Areas and features of high conservation value;
 Areas of representative ecosystems, rare ecosystems and habitats for rare species;
 Riparian zones of native vegetation, conservation corridors and other elements of
landscape connectivity.
In order to optimize (its conservation strategy) undertake field trials - appropriate to size,
scale and knowledge - that may include:
 Various levels of retention of native tree species and structure at stand level in areas
where the natural vegetation is forest;
 Various conservation area designs;
 Retaining structures and properties characteristic of natural ecosystem dynamics;
 Adapting the size and spatial distribution of managed stands within the plantation
management unit.
The field trials shall be continuously assessed, monitored and where relevant, the
knowledge gained shall be integrated into the management of the plantation
3.3. Stakeholder consultation

Proposed Criterion 6.3

Responsibility for engaging affected parties rests with the manager. In the absence of a
national standard, the manager is also responsible for demonstrating how the concerns
expressed by other interested parties have been taken into account.

Proposed Criterion 7.6, several criteria now require the
engagement of affected stakeholders.

The following terms should be clearly and consistently defined:
 ‗Affected‘ and ‗interested‘ parties as outlined in the report from the 3rd Policy Working
Group meeting ;
 Stakeholder;

Definition of interested and affected stakeholder.
Rights holder is not used.
Consultation and participation covered by the term
engagement.

Proposed Criterion 6.4, 6.5, 6.7 and Principle 9.
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The P&C Review WG refrained from including a general
requirement for field trials. Too many exemptions would be
needed, e.g. for SLIMF‘s.
Some of the examples provided would be covered by
proposed Criterion 6.5 and 6.8.Also, optimization does not
require field trials as it can be achieved by other means.

Forest Stewardship Council

Proposed Criterion 7.6.

There is a similarly recognized conflict resolution process in place
3.4. Use of chemicals

Proposed Criterion 1.6, 2.6 and 4.6.

Adopt a consistent best practice integrated chemicals management approach
3.5. Conversion

Proposed Criterion 10.7.

Maintaining the cut-off date of 1994 until it can be demonstrated that the new plantation
policy is implemented and working

Proposed Criterion 6.9 and 6.10. Current rules have not been
changed but clarified in proposed criteria.

Clarify what the term ―normally‖ in P10.9 means
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).

Proposed Criterion 6.10 (See Explanatory Note 2).
There is no FSC policy for priorities between Principles

Expansion of the term High Conservation Value Forest in Criterion 6.10 to include other
ecosystems of High Conservation Value. FSC to clarify how such ecosystem should be
dealt with in relation to conversion

HCVF not mentioned anymore, only HCVs.
Proposed Criterion 6.9 and 6.10.

3.6. One Common Set of Principles & Criteria
One integrated set of common Principles and Criteria for all management units.
Uses more inclusive or neutral terminology, such as ‗forests and plantations‘ or
‗management units‘, for formulations in Principles and Criteria, standards and guidelines

Principle 10 requirements were integrated into Principle 2-9 or
into new Principle 10.
Management Unit is used to refer to the spatial entity.
No reference is made to forests or plantations in the Principles
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 Rights holder;
 Consultation;
 Participation.
The manager has implemented a clear and robust consultation process which covers preand ongoing certification periods

Forest Stewardship Council

that refer to all management units

and Criteria. However, the Preamble clarifies that the scope
covers all vegetation types from natural forests to plantations.

4. Consolidation with FSC Policies, Procedures Advice Notes etc.
4.1. ‘Should’ and ‘shall’
th
The FSC BoD at its 44 meeting decided that the word ‗should‘ in the P&C be interpreted as
a requirement rather than a recommendation. See also 2005 motions above.
Use of these terms is also addressed in:
ISO/IEC Directives, Part 2 (2004) - Rules for the structure and drafting of International
Standards, section 6.6.1 and Annex H – concerning use of is/shall/should.

Shall is used throughout the P&C. But not in the Explanatory
notes, which are not mandatory.

4.2. FSC-POL-10-003 (2005) Modular approach to forest certification
The Working Group was requested to analyze the need for a revision of Principle 1 to
accommodate a modular approach to FSC certification.

See Explanatory Notes on Principle 1 and Legality Verification
Schemes.

4.3. Scope of the FSC Principles and Criteria
The scope of the P&C is currently addressed in:
 FSC-POL-10-004 (2005) Scope of the FSC P&C
 FSC-DIR-20-007 Directive on FSC Forest Management Evaluations

Preamble

4.4. Interpretation of P2 and P3
FSC-GUI-30-004 Guidance on FSC Principle 2 and 3 (2005) provides interpretation of
Principle 2 concerning community relations and Principle 3 on indigenous peoples
4.5. FSC and ILO Conventions
FSC-POL-30-401 FSC Certification and ILO Conventions (2002) provides an interpretation
that all managers must comply with all the ILO conventions that have an impact on forestry
operations and practices, in all countries (including countries which are not ILO-members,
and have not ratified the conventions).

Principle 3 and 4

Proposed Criterion 10.6, 10.7 and 10.8
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See also 2008 Motions above.
4.6. Pesticides, chemicals and biological control

Proposed Criterion 2.1, 2.3, 2.4 and 3.4,

Forest Stewardship Council

Proposed Criterion 10.4 - Explanatory Notes
Proposed Criterion 9.1 and 9.2.
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Use of pesticides is addressed in
 FSC-POL-30-001 (2005) FSC Pesticides policy
 FSC-GUI-30-001 V2-0 FSC Pesticides policy guidance
 FSC Technical Series No. 2009 – 001 Guide to integrated pest, disease and weed
management in FSC certified forests and plantations
See also Plantations Review recommendations above.
4.7. GMO Prohibition
FSCs Policy in the prohibition of GMOs is defined in FSC-POL-30-602 FSC GMO Policy
4.8. Interpretation of Criterion 9.2
FSC-ADV-30-901 Clarified that the responsibility for stakeholder consultation on the
identification and management options of HCV lies with the manager.

