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FOREWORD
The protection of Ukraine’s most valuable forest ecosystems is one of the key tasks 
of WWF-Ukraine. For this purpose, it is necessary to ensure a sustainable regime 
of forest management and ensure the protection of the most valuable forests by 
expanding the network of protected areas. 

To ensure the preservation of sustainable, climate-resilient, and biodiversity-rich 
forests that provide ecosystem services and ensure the welfare of Ukrainians, 
WWF-Ukraine experts during the year 2021 analyzed the high conservation value 
(HCV) network identified in the FSC certification framework. Research provided 
within the project “Supporting responsible forestry for sustainable development in 
Central and Eastern Europe”. 

WWF-Ukraine pays much attention to the national FSC standard as a practical tool 
for environmental values protection, including biodiversity, protection functions of 
the forests, and cultural values. In particular, principles 6 and 9 of the FSC standard 
are fully dedicated to these issues. 

One of the tools for considering environmental and biodiversity issues by FSC-
certified forest enterprises is the implementation of high conservation values and 
representative sample areas with the performance of measures to protect rare 
species of animals and plants.

The research method consisted of analyzing data received from 26 forest enterprises 
from 12 regions of Ukraine. 

The study was conducted in the transition period between the demands 
of different standards of certification bodies and the national FSC 
Standard for Ukraine and includes:

• analysis of differences in concepts and approaches to HCV identification 
in new national FSC Standard;

• compliance analysis of high conservation value forests implementation to 
previously developed methodological recommendations; 

• recommendations considering optimal HCV identification according to 
the demands of the national FSC standard.

This research analyzes typical mistakes forest enterprises make during HCV 
identification in their areas and gives recommendations on preventing and avoiding 
them. At the same time, suggestions for more optimal HCV implementation in the 
future are presented, considering the need to transition to the requirements of the 
new FSC standard.

The research results and recommendations considering HCV identification will be 
helpful for forestry workers, managers, scientists, forest certification auditors, civil 
society, and other stakeholders.
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INTRODUCTION
The current study uses the approaches outlined in the 
FSC National Forest Stewardship Standard of Ukraine 
(hereinafter — the FSC Standard)1 and the Guide “High 
Conservation Value Forests Toolkit. A Practical Guide for 
Ukraine” (hereinafter — the Guide)2. 

Recommendations for the identification and 
management of high conservation value forests are 
based on the requirements of the international FSC 
Standard — High Conservation Value (HCV) Forests3. 
Also, the recommendations of the Guide to Practical 
Implementation of the FSC National Forest Stewardship 
Standard of Ukraine have been used4. 

In 1999, certification of four Polissya state forest 
enterprises (SFEs) according to the Forest Stewardship 
Council (FSC) requirements started. Since then, FSC 
certification has become widespread in the country, 
covering about 3.2 million hectares or 36% of its forests 
(118 current Forest Management Certificates (FM/CoC) 
as of 16.10.2021). Ukraine is one of the leaders in Europe 
in terms of FSC-certified forests; hence, expectations 
regarding forest stewardship quality in the country are 
high.

The FSC Standard pays much attention to environmental 
issues, including biodiversity. For instance, principles 6 
and 9 of the FSC Standard are entirely devoted to these 
issues. In addition, they are partially covered by other 
principles. One of the practical tools for considering 
environmental and biodiversity issues by certified SFEs 
is the identification of High Conservation Values  and 
representative sample areas, as well as implementation of 
measures aimed at protection of rare species of animals 
and plants.

Herewith, it should be noted that there is no forest or 
other area occupied by natural ecosystems that has no 
certain ecological and social value. The value may regard 
rare biodiversity species, vulnerable habitats, recreational 
attractiveness, or important natural resources used by 
local communities, etc.

According to the FSC Standard [14], a High 
Conservation Value (HCV) is any value that is   listed 
in the Standard’s categories (HCV 1–HCV 6), is critical, 
and needs to be maintained and/or enhanced within a 
management unit. Hence, High Conservation Value 
Areas (HCVAs) are defined as zones and physical spaces 
which possess and/or are needed for the existence and 
maintenance of identified High Conservation Values.

© Bohdan Vykhor/ WWF-Ukraine
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The FSC Standard with its own terminology was 
adopted only in March 2020, and before that temporary 
standards of certification bodies, which slightly differed 
in terminology, were used. Developed in 2008 by 
WWF together with the National FSC Office in Ukraine 
and a wide range of stakeholders, the handbook “High 
Conservation Value Forests Toolkit. A practical Guide 
for Ukraine” uses the term High Conservation Value 
Forests (HCVF). These are forest areas that have a high 
conservation value (HCV), which is of great importance 
or is critical and needs protection and appropriate 
management regime to maintain or enhance its features 
[10].

Therefore, the concepts of HCV and HCVA in the FSC 
Standard differ from the concepts of HCV and HCVF 
provided in the Guide. Some of the values   that previously 
assumed HCVF identification are included in other 
principles and criteria of the FSC Standard, which require 
their documentation and conservation. In particular, 
criterion 6.4 provides for a conservation areas network, 
which includes, in addition to HCVAs and representative 
sample areas, conservation areas, protection areas, and 
connectivity areas. Next sections analyze differences in 
concepts approaches and meanings in more detail.

The Guide was planned as a methodological basis for 
HCVF identification by SFEs and various stakeholders, 
as well as audits by certification bodies representatives. 
It has been 14 years since the publication of the Guide, 
which is enough time to summarize and analyze the HCVF 
identification practice within the forest certification 
framework. Besides, the adopted new FSC Standard 
provides for a number of substantive changes; therefore, 
after the end of transition period (since September 2021), 
SFEs are required to comply with the requirements of the 
new FSC Standard.

Given these two facts, this study aimed to identify 
current trends in HCVF identification and conservation 
within the forest certification framework, and provide 
recommendations for effective transition to the FSC 
Standard with regard to HCVs. The current study will 
help SFEs, certification bodies, and various stakeholders 
to critically reconsider the mistakes made in HCVF 
identification and management and use the experience 
gained to implement the requirements of the new 
FSC Standard. Special attention was also paid to the 
identification of representative sample areas, which are 
another important tool for biodiversity conservation 
within FSC-certification and the implementation of 
which in practice involves lack of understanding.

1 https://ua.fsc.org/ua-uk/forest-management-certification

2 https://wwf.ua/stay-tuned/educational-materials/?6344566/hcvs-guideline

3 https://fsc.org/en/newsfeed/high-conservation-value-hcv-guidance-documents-
published

4 https://ua.fsc.org/ua-uk/forest-management-certification
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As mentioned above, the identification of 
HCVF (according to the Guide) and HCV 
and HCVA (according to the new FSC 
Standard) involves terminological and 
content differences.

The first one is the difference in areas 
maintaining values: HCVFs as exclusively 
forest areas and HCVAs as forest and non-
forest areas, regardless of the presence of 
forests within their boundaries. Hence, 
HCV in the FSC Standard is a broader 
concept that includes, in addition to forests, 
other habitats within a management unit 
in contrast to HCV in the Guide, which is 
considered within forest habitats regardless 
of their accompanying (meadow, swamp, 
coastal and aquatic, etc.) habitats within a 
management unit.

Since HCVFs are forest areas that require 
respective management regime to maintain 
or enhance the identified HCVs, the Guide 
contains a separate section that highlights 
the peculiarities of HCVF management for 
each category. However, it should be noted 
that within HCVFs, economic activities, 
even final cutting, are allowed, but subject 
to special requirements that should help 
not to damage the HCVs identified. This 
does not comply with the FSC Standard 
provisions explicitly prohibiting economic 
activities within the sites containing HCVs, 
but providing for the implementation of 
measures to maintain and enhance existing 
HCVs. In other words, from now on, logging 
within the sites containing HCVs and based 
on a formal justification that values are not 
affected is forbidden; from now on, logging 
will only be allowed if it is directly aimed at 
maintaining the value identified.

Another important difference in the 
understanding of HCV categories for 
Ukraine is the lack of HCV 2: “Landscape-
level ecosystems and mosaics,” and 
consideration of HCV 5: “Community 
needs. Sites and resources fundamental 
for satisfying the basic necessities of local 
communities” only in some cases.

HCV comparison by categories 1–6 is 
provided in table 1.
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Table 1. 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF HCV CATEGORIES ACCORDING TO THE FSC STANDARD AND THE GUIDE.

HCV categories (Appendix G of the FSC Standard) HCVF categories (the Guide)

HCV 1: Species diversity. Concentrations of 
biological diversity, including endemic, rare 
and threatened or endangered species, that are 
significant at the global, regional, or national 
levels:

HCVF 1: Forest areas that are important centers 
of biodiversity at the global, national, or regional 
levels:

territories of the Nature Reserve Fund 
(NRF) sites protected in accordance with 
the current Ukrainian legislation and 
international agreements and conventions 
ratified by Ukraine, including the Emerald 
Network sites;

HCVF 1.1: Nature reserves;

HCVF 1.2: Endangered, becoming extinct, 
and endemic species; 

HCVF 1.3: Key sites of temporary 
concentration of animals.

forest areas with unique species composition, 
productivity, and genetic properties;

forest sites around the lekking grounds of 
wood grouses.

1.  The content analysis of the subcategories of HCVF 1 and HCV 1 of the FSC 
Standard reveals similarities in the understanding of their identification. A 
significant difference, also true for other HCV categories, is a wider diversity 
coverage including not only forested but also other areas within a management 
unit (there are often swamps, bio-meadows, hayfields, etc. within SFE 
territories). A number of minor differences are considered within respective 
subcategory notes.

2.  The FSC Standard considers the Nature Reserve Fund (NRF) territories 
as HCV 1. The technical difference is the inclusion of the Emerald Network 
territories (at the time of the Guide’s writing the Emerald Network was not 
established in its current form).

3.  It is worth noting the difference in the interpretation of the subcategory that 
includes endangered, becoming extinct, and endemic species. The Guide lists 
the species in need of protection in Annexes 3–7. Hence, forest areas in which 
these species or their groups forming viable populations occur regularly 
were included in HCVF 1 regardless of their belonging to the NRF or other 
territories with limited economic activities.

The FSC Standard provides for a somewhat broader interpretation of protected 
species. According to criterion 6.4, the organization shall protect rare species 
and threatened species and their habitats in the Management Unit through 
conservation zones, protection areas, connectivity and/or (where necessary) 
other direct measures for their survival and viability. These include CITES-
protected species as well as those listed in international, national, regional, and 
local lists of rare and endangered species. However, no mechanism of inclusion 
of these species concentrations outside the NRF sites, forest areas with unique 
species composition, and lekking grounds of wood grouses into HCV 1 was 
identified.

For instance, Annex G of the FSC Standard (the National High Conservation 
Value System) does not mention rare species other than lekking grounds of wood 
grouses, which may lead to disregard of other species (e.g., black stork nests) 
during HCV identification.

NOTE
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HCV categories (Appendix G of the FSC Standard) HCVF categories (the Guide)

HCV 2: Landscape-level ecosystems and 
mosaics.  Intact forest landscapes and large 
landscape-level eco-systems and ecosystem 
mosaics that are significant at the global, 
regional or national levels, and that contain 
viable populations of the great majority of the 
naturally occurring species in natural patterns 
of distribution and abundance: not identified 
for Ukraine.

HCVF 2: Large forest landscapes that are 
significant at the global, national, or regional 
levels.

In fact, these are significant landscape formations that have never faced direct anthropic 
impact in historical times and retain their inherent natural features. These include, 
for example, the undeveloped part of the taiga forests of northern Eurasia and Alaska, 
tropical rainforests of the Amazon Basin, etc. Considering virgin forests, old-growth 
forests, or forests that are habitats for subpopulations of species with a very wide range 
(e.g., bear, elk, wolf, deer), today they are somewhat fragmented in Ukraine, are no 
longer large landscape formations, and naturally belong to HCV 3 (virgin forests) or HCV 
1 (forests with rare species) (the FSC Standard). In addition, category 2 identification 
procedure in the Guide on HCVF identification indicates the presence of significant 
areas as a necessary identification criterion, which is unattainable within the forest fund 
of modern Ukraine.

NOTE

HCV categories (Appendix G of the FSC Standard) HCVF categories (the Guide)

HCV 3: Ecosystems and Habitats. Rare, 
threatened, or endangered ecosystems, habitats, 
or refugia:

HCVF 3: Forest areas containing endangered, rare, 
and vulnerable habitats:

natural plant communities that are protected 
and listed in the Green Book of Ukraine;

endangered, rare, and vulnerable habitats, 
even if they are partially disturbed;

complexes of the above forest habitats with 
other types of habitats;

natural forest habitats with old-growth stands.

Emerald Network sites;

identified virgin and old-growth forests;

genetic reserves of indigenous forest tree 
species.

1.  In the Guide, approaches to category 3 identification are based on EUNIS since at 
the time of its publication there was no clear classification of habitats in Ukraine as 
well as its comparison with similar European classifications (Western and Central 
European natural conditions differ from those in Ukraine). Therefore, forestry 
workers used to face difficulties in category identification, but now the situation 
has changed due to the existence of the methodology of identifying virgin and old-
growth forests, development of the Emerald Network of Ukraine, and existence of 
the lists of rare plant groups of the Green Book of Ukraine and other specialized 
literature on habitats, ecosystems, and habitats identification [1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 13, 
15], which, if studied in detail, can simplify HCV 3 identification. However, like for 
HCV 1, there are similarities in the understanding of HCV identification.

NOTE
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NOTE

Although the major aspects of the Guide’s category 5 identification are present in the FSC 
Standard, approaches to HCV 5 identification reflect critical dependence of local communities 
on forest resources deeper. This means imminent threats to their existence in the absence of 
opportunities to meet their basic needs through the access to forest resources. By default, HCV 
5 is not identified in Ukrainian conditions since the vast majority of local communities are not 
critically dependent on these forest resources.

2.  In fact, information on endangered, rare, and vulnerable habitats and their complexes with 
others habitats protected by Resolution No. 6 of the Bern Convention is included in the 
passport of any Emerald Network site. Rare plant communities (the Green Book of Ukraine) 
also exemplify these categories of protected habitats.

3.  Within HCV 3 of the FSC Standard, a somewhat vague concept of “natural forest habitats 
with old-growth stands” is specified as a genetic reserve or virgin/old-growth site for which 
identification methods already exist rather than as any mature forest site [7].

HCV categories (Appendix G of the FSC Standard) HCVF categories (the Guide)

HCV 4: Critical Ecosystem Services. Basic 
ecosystem services in critical situations, 
including protection of water catchments and 
control of erosion of vulnerable soils and slopes:

HCVF 4: Forest areas performing basic natural 
functions in critical situations;

water protection, fire-fighting, anti-erosion 
functions, and forest functions regarding 
protection of agricultural lands and utilitie.protective forests;

especially protective forest sites.

Like for HCV 1 and HCV 3, there are similarities in the understanding of HCV identification.

HCV categories (Appendix G of the FSC Standard) HCVF categories (the Guide)

HCV 5: Community needs. Sites and resources 
fundamental for satisfying the basic needs of 
local communities or indigenous peoples (e.g., 
for livelihoods, health care, nutrition, water, etc.) 
are identified through engagement with these 
communities or indigenous peoples. According 
to the FSC Standard, “Since local communities 
are not in the overwhelming majority critically 
dependent on mentioned forest resources, it is 
possible to conclude that there are no HCV 5 sites 
in Ukraine.” However, the FSC Standard allows 
for HCV 5 identification in some cases.

HCVF 5:  Forest areas necessary to meet the basic 
needs of local communities:

forests providing the main or only source of 
drinking water for the local community;

forests providing the main or only source of 
water for domestic needs (laundry, watering 
cattle, etc.) of the local community;

forests being the main or only place where 
mushrooms, berries, etc. grow that local 
population collects for their own needs or to 
sell for income, which is the main source to 
satisfy community members needs;

forests, which are the main or only source of 
fuel available to the community.

NOTE
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Thus, the results of comparative analysis of HCV 
categories according to the FSC Standard and the 
Guide demonstrate that the HCV identification 
criteria according to the FSC Standard are better 
justified for HCV 2, HCV 3, and HCV 5 compared 
to respective criteria in the Guide, including 
justification of the inexpediency of identification of 
separate HCV categories. However, for HCV 1, the 
approaches could be revised and concentration sites 
of rare and endangered species outside the NRF 
sites could be included in the list of the National 
High Conservation Value System.

Another important remark regards the classification 
of NRF sites as HCV 1. Today, according to the 
new FSC standard, a NRF territory does not 
automatically identify as HCV. The Guide to 
Practical Implementation of the FSC National 
Forest Stewardship Standard of Ukraine states 
that “the starting point for forming a conservation 
areas network should be ecosystem indigeneity 
signs rather than the site’s belonging to the NRF or 
others territories with limited forest use.” Herewith, 
in the 2008 Guide, NRF territories and sites were 
explicitly listed as “HCV 1.1: Nature Reserves,” 
which requires revision and harmonization with the 
provisions of the current national standard.

HCV categories (Appendix G of the FSC Standard) HCVF categories (the Guide)

HCV 6: Cultural values. Sites, resources, 
habitats and landscapes of global or national 
cultural, archaeological or historical significance 
and/or critical cultural, ecological, economic or 
religious/sacred importance for the traditional 
cultures of local communities or Indigenous 
Peoples, identified through engagement with 
these local communities or Indigenous Peoples.

HCVF 6: Forest areas necessary to preserve 
the traditional cultural authenticity of local 
communities:

forests with sites associated with religious 
values   and traditions;

forests on which territory the objects of 
historical past are located;

forests whose resources are traditionally 
used by the community due to the aesthetic 
or recreational value of these forests; 

forests with ethnographic names of sites and 
localities related to the cultural and daily life 
features of a particular community as well as 
forests related to folklore heritage.

NOTE

Like for other HCV categories (1, 3, 4), there are similarities in the understanding of HCV 
identification. According to the FSC Standard, HCV 6 can be found in non-forest areas of the 
forest fund.

However, the final decision is made on a case-by-case basis taking into account the results of public 
consultations. According to WWF and a number of auditors, HCV 5 identification is an important 
tool for both considering communities position and their involvement in the management of 
forests that play an important role for them (this, in particular, regards mushrooms and berries). 
Instead, the FSC Standard provides for the identification of sites of special cultural, ecological, 
economic, religious, or spiritual significance through the engagement with local communities in 
accordance with criterion 4.7, without sites inclusion in HCV.

In any case, it is important that forests valuable to communities be identified, documented, and 
conserved.
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We analyzed materials provided by 28 SFEs located in lowland Ukraine and the Carpathian region 
(Fig. 1).

FIGURE 1. 
Quantitative distribution of state 
forest enterprises by regions of 
Ukraine.
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Based on HCVF 1–6 identification, the distribution is as follows (Fig. 2).

FIGURE 2. 
Distribution of HCVF categories by the number of state 
forest enterprises that identified them.

For the analytical report, materials on the 
identification of high conservation value forests 
provided by 28 SFEs from 12 regions of Ukraine 
(Khmelnytsky and Rivne regions are represented 
by five SFEs each, Zakarpattia — by four SFEs, 
Zhytomyr, Ivano-Frankivsk, Kyiv, Kirovohrad, and 
Chernihiv regions — by two SFEs each, and Volyn, 
Lviv, Ternopil, and Cherkasy regions — by one SFE 
each) were analyzed.

Requests for data on HCVF identification were 
sent to 135 SFEs that had an FSC certificate as of 
March 23, 2021. Of these, only 28 SFEs responded 
to the request, that is 20.7%.

Materials of three SFEs lack data on HCVF 
identification; two enterprises provided no data 
on HCVF distribution by categories; two more 
enterprises replied that the HCVFs were identified, 
but provided no data.
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3.1. REMARKS ON HCVF 1 IDENTIFICATION
NOTE: 
hereinafter, the analysis of HCVF identification is divided into three groups of 
assessment judgments, which were used to assess the provided materials, with 
a brief explanation of the required complete materials for each of them. This 
approach can also be used to assess the optimality of HCV and HCVF identification 
in accordance with the requirements of the new FSC Standard.

Optimal identification: SFE materials contain data 
on forests that are important centers of biodiversity 
at the global, national, or regional levels; the data 
enables their highly credible identification. In 
addition, they contain such characteristics: forest 
district name, forest quarter, forest compartment, 
total area in hectares, plantation composition 
according to the formula, and type of forest 
vegetation conditions, age group, nature reserve 
fund (NRF) category if available, full scientific 
names of rare biodiversity species that occur within 
the identified areas, indicative numbers, and other 
additional characteristics (relief, soil cover, altitude, 
frequency of rare biodiversity species, etc.).

Data of four SFEs exemplify optimal HCVF 
1 identification since areas are identified 
according to the procedure and using 
the indicators provided in the Guide [10] 
and sufficiently complete information on 
biodiversity species is provided, locations 
are described, justifications for category 1 
identification are provided, and information 
material structure is optimal. Two SFEs even 
provided a division by subcategories: HCVF 1.1 
and HCVF 1.3.

In SFE 1 reproduction sites (for hunting 
fauna) with a total area of   5747.9 ha were 
included in HCVF 1.3. To assess compliance 
with the Guide’s [10] provisions, it is necessary 
to indicate the names of the species for which 
these areas were identified to verify compliance 
with the lists in Annexes 3–7. Hence, HCVF 1.3 
identification in SFE 2 is a good example as, in 
addition to standard data on the site’s location 
within the forest fund, species names and 
habitats functions as places of these species 
concentration (habitats, nesting sites, etc.) 
were clearly indicated.

Examples of unsuccessful HCVF 1 identification 
include materials of two SFEs: based on the 
data provided, the names of the NRF sites 
identified as HCVF 1 were unclear, valuable 
biodiversity species in the composition were 
not specified, and the minimum required 
taxonomic characteristics, total area (in ha), 
and other clarifying data were missing. SFEs 
only submitted a list of forest quarters and 
forest compartments with total areas indicated, 
which does not allow assessing the approaches 
to HCVF 1 identification and to understand the 
value of the identified HCVF 1 areas.

plantation composition according to the formula, 
nature reserve fund (NRF) category if available, 
and full scientific names of rare biodiversity species 
that occur within the identified areas.

The materials analyzed showed that 14 SFEs 
identified areas of category 1 at the minimum 
sufficient level. It is possible to understand the logic 
of HCVF 1 identification based on the characteristics 
provided, namely minimum justification (often, 
NRF sites, with their names and categories provided, 
are identified as HCVF 1) and major characteristics 
(such as forest district name, forest quarter, forest 
compartment, and total area in hectares).

Satisfactory identification (at the minimum 
sufficient level): SFEs materials contain data on 
forests that are important centers of biodiversity at 
the global, national, or regional levels, and include 
such characteristics: forest district name, forest 
quarter, forest compartment, total area in hectares, 

Herewith, there were remarks even to the SFEs that 
ensured optimal category 1 identification. Typical 
errors in HCVF 1 identification are grouped and 
listed below.

Incorrect protection status of flora and fau-
na species. For example, in the data provided 
by one of the SFEs, the May lily (Convallaria 
majalis L.) was identified as a plant of the Red 
Book of Ukraine and the gray heron (Ardea ci-
nerea Linnaeus, 1758) as a bird of the Red Book 
of Ukraine. In fact, none of these species is list-
ed in the Red Book.

HCVF 1 areas with alien plant species identi-
fied, which means that SFEs do not understand 
the harmful impact of alien and invasive spe-
cies on indigenous ecosystems and the threats 
they pose to rare and endangered species.
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Incorrect interpretation of HCVF category in 
terms of site characteristics and conservation 
purpose. 

In SFE 1, forest areas performing basic 
natural functions in critical situations were 
identified as HCVF 1. Instead, such areas 
should have been classified as HCVF 4.

SFE 1 identified artificial plantations 
of species alien to the flora of Ukraine: 
a protected tract with European larch 
(Larix decidua Mill.) and Weymouth pine 
(Pinus strobus L.) as well as a reserve with 
Weymouth pine (Pinus strobus), Kentucky 
coffeetree (Gymnocladus dioicus (L.) K. 
Koch), white walnut (Juglans cinerea L.), 
and European larch (Larix decidua). SFE 
2 indicated a NRF territory with black 
walnut (Juglans nigra L.) — a species of 
North American origin. A NRF territory 
with species alien to the region (European 
beech — Fagus sylvatica L.) was identified 
in SFE 3.

The identification of NRF territories 
with alien species meets the Guide’s 
requirements, but does not meet the 
requirements of the new FSC Standard. 
Therefore, a HCV 1 network with such areas 
should be revised.

© Yurii Ivanenko

Unclear wordings to justify category 1 
identification.

For instance, in one of the SFEs, HCVF 
1 was identified using such wordings: 
“numerous medicinal plants,” “beautiful 
landscape,” or “entomophagous insect 
settlement.” Herewith, no specific species 
of living organisms identified as rare ones 
were named and no respective quantitative 
indicators and references to documents 
confirming their protection status were 
provided. Hence, it is not clear whether the 
approaches listed in Annexes 3–7 of the 
Guide were used [10]. This may point to 
an incomplete study of biological diversity 
within the SFE.

There were also cases where areas 
identification as HCVF 1 met the Guide’s 
criteria, but, according to the new 
requirements, a change in HCV category 
will be needed. For example, in SFE 2, 
a hydrological monument of nature was 
identified as HCVF 1, apparently due 
to the fact that the lake belongs to the 
NRF. However, given the monument’s 
designation: “in order to preserve the lake, 
which has aesthetic value and is a recreation 
place for tourists” and considering the new 
FSC Standard, it would more appropriate 
to identify it as HCV 4 or HCV 5.
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Remarks on HCVF 1 Monitoring
The results of annual observations within HCVF 1 
monitoring were provided by 14 SFEs out of 28.

Typical approaches (with minor deviations) included:

SFEs provided too concise information on changes 
and no justified indicators that would adequately 
reflect the dynamics of change according to the 
HCVF category. There was no analysis of monitoring 
results and no recommended measures, without 
which monitoring is just a set of formally performed 
and uninformative observations.

While providing a detailed description 
of changes in the areas, SFEs focused 
only on changes in plantations’ 
inventory features, that is indicated 
where deterioration occurred (for 
example, plantation drying out) and 
where indicators remained unchanged. 
Typical measures were suggested (for 
example, sanitary logging — either 
clearcut or selective one) without 
considering existing values   within the 
areas identified.

Since HCVF 1 provides for the conservation 
of biological diversity, including endemic, 
rare, and endangered species or species 
becoming extinct, monitoring indicators 
should regard those rare species that are 
protected in a particular forest area: rare 
orchid population state, population of rare 
birds’ nests, presence of offspring, etc. 
Factors that potentially threaten rare species 
should be also considered and appropriate 
conservation measures should be designed. 
Sanitary measures alone are not sufficient 
for HCVF 1 — measures taking into account 
the needs of specific rare species should 
be developed together with biologists. 
The same requirements apply to HCV 1 in 
accordance with the principles and criteria 
of the FSC Standard.

For example, SFE 1 provided monitoring 
materials for 2019 and 2020, which indicated 
whether the plantation remained unchanged 
or showed signs of drying out, but there 
was nothing said about the other ecosystem 
components. With regard to the measures 
planned (selective sanitary logging), it was 
stated that they were required by the sanitary 
condition established by the forest pathological 
survey, but there was no information on 
the assessment of the impact on the values 
identified (genetic reserve). SFE 2 provided 
a simple description of plantations without 
individual indicators necessary to make an 
assessment. Plantations deterioration was 
noted (10–15% of spruce is drying out), but no 
precautionary measures were mentioned.

© Bogomaz Conservation Photography/ WWF-Ukraine
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3.2. REMARKS ON HCVF 2 IDENTIFICATION
Category 2 is the least represented one among 
HCVFs within SFEs that provided materials for 
analysis (see Fig. 2). It was identified only within 
five SFEs. However, the analysis of materials for 
compliance with the Guide’s [10] methodological 
recommendations and identification procedure 
shows that it is practically impossible to identify 
category 2 within SFEs.

Only in one SFE located in Ternopil region 
(western part of the forest-steppe) it would have 
been possible to include such sites as forests of the 
Dniester Canyon National Nature Park and General 
Zoological Reserves “Krynytsia” (1,052.0 ha) and 
“Pulikove” (548.6 ha) into HCVF 2, provided that 
these areas are not fragmented and their vegetation 

is of natural origin, especially if these forests meet 
the criteria of subcategory 4 “Old-growth natural 
forests close to virgin forests in terms of species 
composition and biological community structure.”

The rest of the areas identified within this SFE do 
not meet the minimum requirements for category 
2. It is unclear whether they contain large forest 
landscapes and what their conservation value is, 
because reserves (especially zoological ones) often 
include fragments of established forest species and 
may contain drying out forest areas or those that 
were affected by forestry measures, etc., which 
makes it impossible to include them into this 
category.

SFE  1: 
There is a whole forest district 
identified, where, firstly, 
apart from natural, there are 
significant areas of forest stands 
of artificial origin (species) of 
different age, and, secondly, a 
number of forestry measures 
are planned (selective and 
clearcut sanitary logging), 
which will inevitably increase 
the fragmentation of existing 
habitats. Therefore, in view of 
these facts, it is questionable 
whether identifying separate 
forest quarters as HCV 2 is 
appropriate — both considering 
existing values   and their 
categories, and considering the 
identification of threats and 
proposed measures to mitigate 
or prevent negative impacts.

For other SFEs, remarks on HCVF 2 identification included:

SFE  2: 
The identification of a 
789-hectare landscape reserve 
of national importance with a 
significant number of ancient 
trees as HCVF 2 is controversial 
since this does not assume the 
absence of artificial plantations, 
matrix fragmentation, and 
direct anthropic impact on the 
matrix. Besides, for the Polissya 
zone, the size of the forest 
matrix should have been larger 
[10] and it should have been 
of natural origin and similar to 
virgin forests in terms of species 
composition and biological 
community structure.

SFE  3: 
NRF sites were identified as 
HCVF 2 — a general zoological 
reserve of local significance 
with an area of   422 ha and a 
hydrological reserve of local 
significance with an area of   
12 ha, which definitely fails to 
meet the Guide’s [10] criteria in 
terms of area. It is also rather 
probable that these areas do not 
meet category 2 requirements 
in terms of area fragmentation 
and transformation of their 
natural complexes. Based on 
the provided characteristics, 
it would have been optimal 
to include these territories in 
HCVF 1 (subcategory HCVF 1.1).

Only two SFEs provided the results of HCVF 
2 monitoring. They provided information on 
the condition of plantations (for example, 
“satisfactory,” “individual trees have dried out”) 
but no monitoring indicators. The materials of one 
SFE contained information on logging — selective 
and clearcut sanitary logging, thinning, and even 
final cutting — without justifying such measures.

Monitoring of this category is also formal, 
uninformative, and not conducive to effective 
management.

Since the FSC Standard does not provide for HCV 
2 identification in Ukraine, it is necessary to justify 
the distribution of territories previously identified 
as HCVF 2 among other HCV categories and to 
determine criteria for monitoring of respective 
values conservation.

Remarks on HCVF 2 Monitoring
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3.3. REMARKS ON HCVF 3 IDENTIFICATION
Optimal identification: SFE materials contain 
information on vulnerable, rare, and endangered 
habitats; the data rely on modern scientific 
publications and official documents [8, 9], which 
allow, using physiognomic indicators of plant 
community structure, to identify these bio habitats 
topes with relatively high accuracy (first of all, 
the ones containing plant communities listed in 
the Green Book of Ukraine) and habitats listed in 
Resolution No. 4 of the Bern Convention on the 
Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural 
Habitats. It is recommended to pay attention to the 
habitats listed in the Council Directive 92/43/EEC 
of 21 May 1992 “On the Conservation of Natural 
Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora.” In addition, 
such characteristics are provided: forest district 
name, forest quarter, forest compartment, total 
area in hectares, plantation composition according 
to the formula, type of forest vegetation conditions, 
and other characteristics (relief, soil cover, altitude, 
frequency of rare biodiversity species, etc.).

In the materials provided by 12 SFEs that 
contained data on HCVF 3 no examples of optimal 
identification of this category were found.

Satisfactory identification: SFE materials contain 
data on vulnerable, rare, and endangered habitats 
and include: brief HCVF description and/or 
identification principle, forest district name, forest 
quarter, forest compartment, total area in hectares, 
plantation composition according to the formula, 
and type of forest vegetation conditions. Of course, 
these are not optimal indicators, but they allow 
understanding the general properties of habitats 
within the identified areas and are sufficient to 
further, using specialized publications and official 
documents, complete the full identification of 
category 3 areas and map them.

In total, only three SFEs had satisfactory examples 
of HCV 3  identification providing a sufficient 
number of indicators to immediately identify this 
category.

artificial plantation recently affected by forestry 
measures, and, hence, it does not quite fit the 
definition of endangered, rare, and vulnerable 
habitats; secondly, within the SFE, it is necessary 
to complete the process of identifying areas of 
endangered, rare, and vulnerable habitats using 
modern publications and handbooks [8, 9].
SFE 3: a large area (850 ha) was identified as 
HCVF 3, but the value characteristics of the 
forest ecosystems were not provided; only the 
presence of productive plantations aged 40–70 
years was indicated. In this case, only an in-
depth survey of a large area of   the identified 
territory can provide the information necessary 
for complete justification.

SFE 1:  plantation composition was provided, 
each identification was justified, the age of forest 
stands is no less than 50 years, often about 
100–120 years, notes provided brief textual 
characteristics (“high-yielding plantations 
including rock oak, valuable oak plantations in 
floodplain oak forests, high-yielding oak and 
beech stands,” etc.), which help to immediately 
understand what values   are present within the 
areas identified. In total, six forest districts 
were identified as HCVF 3 within the SFE.
SFE 2: high-yielding beech forest areas aged 
50 to 190 years with an area of   3.3 to 48.5 ha 
each were identified as HCVF 3. The remarks 
included: firstly, a 20-year-old, 1.9-hectares 
larch area, given its young age, is obviously an

Unsatisfactory identification: materials on HCVF 
3 identification are incomplete; in particular, they 
only include a forest district name, forest quarter, 
forest compartment, forest compartment area 
in hectares, and, sometimes, the names of NRF 
territories and sites. Together, such information 
makes it extremely difficult to understand the logic 
of and motivation for the identification of category 
3 areas within a management unit.

Nine forests were found to have unsatisfactory 
identification.

SFEs often indicated “the presence of relict and 
endemic plants,” “genetic reserve,” or “rare 
habitat areas” while providing general informa-
tion on the identified areas (forest district, for-
est quarter, forest compartment, and area) and 
no additional information that would help to 
understand which specific habitats were iden-
tified as HCVF 3.

Sometimes, instead of vulnerable, rare, 
and endangered habitats, NRF areas with 
settlements of plants, insects, and birds listed 
in the Red Book of Ukraine were identified, 
namely areas that, in fact, should have been 
classified as HCVF 1.1 and HCVF 1.2 of category 
1 rather than HCVF 3.

SFE 1 materials indicate “Starostove 
Swamp” (93.5 ha) and “Osivska cottage” 
(1,134.1 ha) tracts, but do not specify which 
endangered, rare, and vulnerable habitats 
require protection within these areas. In 
SFE 2, 740.5 hectares were identified as 
HCVF, but the materials indicate neither 
their location nor their nature. In SFE 3, five 
territories with a total area of   14.4 ha were 
identified as HCVF 3, but the justification 
contains only a general phrase — “forest 
areas with relict and endemic plants, genetic 
reserve” — without reference to specific 
rare, endangered, and vulnerable habitats.
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The results of annual observations within HCVF 3 
monitoring were provided by 11 SFEs out of 28.

The monitoring data of all SFEs is a simple visual 
description of plantation condition, indicating the 
presence of forest fauna species, but specifying 
no individual assessment indicators. Hence, it is 
possible to conclude that the monitoring is formal, 
uninformative, and insufficient and does not allow 
for effective HCVF 3 management.

For effective monitoring according to the FSC 
Standard, indicators should be relevant to the HCV 
3 category, which assumes the presence of rare 
biodiversity (for instance, vegetation status and 
presence/absence of indicator plants, changes 
in their projective cover as an indicator of global 
change in the area, changes in adjacent territories 
that may affect the area’s protective properties, 
structure of rare or aboriginal species populations 
that require undisturbed conditions) and other 
similar indicators.

Remarks on HCVF 3 Monitoring

© Oleksandr Panchuk / WWF-Ukraine
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3.4. REMARKS ON HCVF 4 IDENTIFICATION
Materials from 21 SFEs contained information on 
HCVF 4 identification. The analysis of the provided 
materials revealed that SFEs identified forests as 
HCVF 4 mostly based on especially protective 
forest sites (EPFS), which are identified according 
to the Decree of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine 
of May 16, 2007 No. 733 “On the Approval of the 
Procedure for  Defining Forest Categories and 
Identification of Especially Protective Forest 
Areas,” which does not contradict the provisions of 
the Guide [10].

However, the results of our analysis show that 
direct identification of EPFS as HCVF did not cause 
any positive effect from category 4 identification. 
Moreover, in many cases such identification only 
led to copying of already available information on 
EPFS from inventory materials without any critical 
processing of this information as required by the 
category 4 identification procedure.

Optimal identification: SFE materials contain 
information on forest areas that perform basic 
natural functions in critical situations; identification 
criteria and type of critical natural functions 
inherent in specific areas are indicated; a concise 
definition is provided (for example, riparian forests 
(the name is indicated), source of drinking water 
supply for a settlement (type of settlement and its 
name), protection forests along highways (road 
name and significance), etc.). In addition, such 
characteristics are provided: forest district name, 
forest quarter, forest compartment, total area in 
hectares, predominant forest species on the area, 
age group, type of forest vegetation conditions, and 
other additional characteristics (for instance, relief, 
soil cover, altitude, etc.).

In the materials provided by 21 SFEs that contained 
information on HCVF 4 no examples of optimal 
identification of this category were found.

Satisfactory identification: SFE materials contain 
information on forest areas that perform basic 
natural functions in critical situations: identification 
criteria, type of critical natural functions, forest 
district name, forest quarter, forest compartment, 
total area in hectares, and plantation composition 
according to the formula. Of course, these indicators 
are not optimal, but they allow understanding 
the general properties of forest stands within 
the identified areas and are sufficient to further 
complete the full identification of category 4 areas.

The analysis of data on HCVF 4 identification 
demonstrates that a vast majority of SFEs (17, 
or 81% of those that identified HCVF 4) made a 
satisfactory forest identification according to the 
requirements of this category.

Some positive points include the identification 
of key areas for the protection of drinking water 
sources taking into account critical HCVF functions.

The weak points, identified based on HCVF 4 
identification results, include those considered 
below:

Identification of areas with alien species.

Unsatisfactory identification: materials on HCVF 
4 identification are incomplete; in particular, they 
only include a forest district name, forest quarter, 
forest compartment, compartment area in hectares, 
and, sometimes, general compartment category. 
Together, such information makes it extremely 
difficult to understand the logic of and motivation 
for the identification of category 4 areas within a 
management unit.

For example, SFE 1 indicated the presence 
of self-seeding red oak (Quercus rubra 
L.), which is hard to remove. SFE 2 
identified black locust plantations, 
being honey plantations, as HCVF 4. 
It is not recommended to identify such 
areas as HCVF since these invasive 
species pose threats to the indigenous 
biological diversity of forest ecosystems.

Formal identification of large forest areas as 
HCVF 4.

For example, in SFE 1, 4,292.6 hectares 
were identified as HCVF 4, and in SFE 
2 — 1,072.9 hectares. This is a part of 
a more common trend mentioned in 
general remarks. In some cases, SFEs 
classified most of their EPFS or protected 
forests as HCVF 4 without providing for 
measures to maintain and enhance HCVs.

In SFE 2, 1,283.4 ha were identified as HCVF 4, 
but neither their location nor their nature (they 
are, probably, also EPFSs) were specified. SFE 
3, with regard to its HCVF 4, only indicated 
the forest district name, forest quarter/
compartment, and its area (ha) and provided 
no information on the values identified.
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Remarks on HCVF 4 Monitoring
The erroneous approach, typical of all SFEs’ 
materials, is a simple statement of the current 
state of plantations without providing indicators 
that objectively reflect the impact of the identified 
HCVF 4 areas on the special protective value. In 
addition, no potential negative effects of changes 
in plantations were indicated for HCVF 4, and no 
measures to minimize or avoid such impacts were 
listed.

3.5. REMARKS ON HCVF 5 IDENTIFICATION
The analysis of the provided materials revealed that 
all SFEs (16) that identified this category within 
their boundaries made an unsatisfactory HCVF 5 
identification. Typical issues are outlined below.

Lack of a brief description of the basic needs 
of local communities and lack of justification 
of significant and irreplaceable social benefits 
from the use of area resources (for example, 
territories of special purpose forests, forests 
of settlements, and forests around or within a 
management unit, without any specific expla-
nation).

Therefore, considering these remarks, it should be 
remembered that, according to the FSC Standard, 
HCV 4 provides for the presence of forests that 
are critical for environmental elements (water 
protection, erosion protection, etc.). Hence, 
indicators should be relevant (for instance, 
assessment of a potential threat or presence of 
water erosion during downpours, soil moisture 
percentage and groundwater level, vegetation 
condition and presence/absence of indicator 
plants, changes in their projective cover as an 
indicator of global change in the area, changes in 
adjacent territories that may affect the protective 
properties of the area, and other similar indicators). 
Monitoring, among other things, involves planning 
and implementation of measures as well as making 
management decisions based on the analysis 
of certain indicators and assessment of these 
decisions’ effectiveness.

For example, SFE 1 materials mentioned that 
forest management measures were conducted 
within its HCVF 4 (selective and clearcut 
sanitary logging), but no impact assessment was 
provided and no measures to minimize/avoid 
potential negative impacts were suggested.

Materials of SFE 2, where HCVF 4.2 was 
identified, mentioned littering due to mass 
visits by tourists in summer. However, they 
did not analyze whether this could significantly 
damage anti-erosion forests and did not 
indicate what to do in this case (for example, 
to inform people via warning signs and rules of 
conduct, create ecotrails outside the HCVF 4 
or otherwise promote reduction of the burden 
on critical areas, use additional substrate 
stabilization, etc.).

The materials of 16 out of 28 enterprises submitted 
for analysis indicated HCVF 5 identification.

Optimal identification: SFE materials contain 
information on forest areas necessary to meet the 
basic needs of local communities and include such 
characteristics: a brief description of the basic 
needs of local communities satisfied by a specific 
HCVF 5 area, name of communities (settlements), 
brief justification of significant and irreplaceable 
social benefits from the use of area resources, forest 
district name, forest quarter, forest compartment, 
total area in hectares, predominant forest species, 
age group, type of forest vegetation conditions, and 
additional characteristics of the area’s environment 
(for instance, habitats, adjacent relief, presence of 
valuable sources of raw materials, etc.).

Unsatisfactory identification: HCV 5 identification 
materials are incomplete; in particular, they only 
include a forest district name, forest quarter, forest 
compartment, and compartment area in hectares 
and, sometimes, a general description of HCVF 
category for the identified territory is provided. 
This complicates the understanding of the logic of 
and motivation for the identification of category 5 
areas within an SFE.

In SFE 2, 5–10% (sometimes up to 30%) of 
spruce trees were found to dry out, but no 
management decisions or measures to mitigate 
the negative impact were mentioned (only 
sanitary measures were listed but not specified). 
The analysis of materials demonstrates that the 
results of monitoring are formal, uninformative, 
insufficient and do not allow for effective HCVF 
4 management within the SFE.

An example of such an identification is 
SFE 1 materials, indicating that the SFE 
had identified a 3.0-hectares HCVF 5 but 
providing no indicators on the location, 
characteristics of special social values, 
and other indicators that would help 
understand the approaches to category 
5 identification within the SFE. In SFE 
2, HCVF 5 was identified within special 
purpose forests, but no particular social 
values for the local population were 
specified; in addition, all forests of 
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settlements were included in this 
category without any explanation of 
identification criteria. SFE 3 identified 
a significant number of areas using 
the wording “recreational forests” or 
“forests of high economic value,” but 
did not specify why they are highly 
valuable or how they satisfy the basic 
needs of the local population and how 
a significant and irreplaceable income 
that local communities receive from 
forest resources is earned.

SFE 4 did not provide information on 
what the recreational area identified 
as HCVF 5 is (for example, a forest 
reservoir bank, a glade in the forest, 
an edge of the forest, an age group 
of plantation). In SFE 5, HCVF 5 
includes all forests within settlements, 
recreational forests, forests outside 
the green zones, areas of forests of 
high economic value, and forests of 
1 and 2 zones of sanitary protection 
districts of medical and health areas 
without proper justification and 
specification of the values   that could 
be attributed to this category. SFE 6, 
with regard to its HCVF 5, provided 
only the forest district name, forest 
quarter/compartment, area (ha), and 
no other information on the identified 
values. 

Identification of honey plantations formed by 
alien or invasive species.

Remarks on HCVF 5 Monitoring
Based on the data provided as monitoring, it is possible 
to conclude that there are only observations on 
plantations condition. However, there is no information 
that could help to understand which indicators were 
used during the assessment. For HCVF 5 identification, 
it is important to indicate specific products that satisfy 
the basic needs of the local population, their critical 
importance, and the measures needed to preserve 
them.

Examples of such identification include 
information in the materials of three SFEs, 
which identified artificial plantations involving 
alien species (Juglans regia L.), including 
invasive ones (R. pseudoacacia), as category 5.

Two more SFEs identified areas of honey plants, 
which can be considered high value forests only 
in the absence of alien species that pose a direct 
threat to indigenous biodiversity.

We consider the identification of forest areas with 
arranged recreation sites as HCVFs debatable since 
this is not a critical social function of specific plan-
tations and does not satisfy the basic needs of local 
communities.

Information on forests with arranged recreation sites 
was included by three SFEs that provided data.

© Liudmyla Slominska
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This is a very specific HCVF category due to a 
wide range of cultural values related to forests 
both directly (for example, significant historical 
events — OUN-UIA, Kholodny Yar tract, etc.) and 
indirectly (for example, located near or surrounded 
by forests).

A total of 16 SFEs out of 28 provided materials on 
HCVF 6 identification.

Satisfactory identification: SFE materials contain 
information on forest areas necessary to preserve 
the traditional cultural authenticity of local 
communities and includes such characteristics: 
the name of a historical and/or cultural/religious 
value provided by specific HCVF 6 area, concise 
justification of the value within the area, forest 
district name, forest quarter, forest compartment, 
total area in hectares, predominant forest species, 
age group, additional historical characteristics, etc.

It was found that satisfactory HCVF 6 identification 
is reflected in the materials of eight SFEs.

3.6. REMARKS ON HCVF 6 IDENTIFICATION

Presence of cemeteries and burials near or 
surrounded by a forest. Identification of such 
sites as cemeteries may either fall under the 
requirements of category 6 (for example, 
military burials of World War II and national 
liberation struggles, etc.) or have nothing to 
do with forests apart from location. In the 
second case, the existence of these sites will not 
depend on surrounding forests. Hence, local 
communities should be consulted with to decide 
on the identification of such area as HCVF 6 in 
accordance with FSC Standard requirements.

Unsatisfactory identification: HCVF 6 
identification materials are incomplete and include 
only a forest district name, forest quarter, forest 
compartment, and compartment area in hectares, 
as well as only a general description of HCVF 
category for the identified territory (for instance, 
“lands of historical and cultural purposes,” 
“forest areas adjacent to lands of historical and 
cultural purposes,” “forests with sites related 
to religious values,” etc.). This complicates the 
understanding of the logic of and motivation for 
the identification of category 6 areas within an SFE.

Successful examples are demonstrated by 
SFE 1, which identified a bio-glade — a place 
of past hostilities, and SFE 2, which identified 
lands of historical and cultural significance, 
where cultural heritage sites are located — 
a monument to UIA commander Dmytro 
Klyachkivsky (Klym Savur) — as HCVF 6. 
In SFE 3, the territories of the 17th century 
archeological monument in the Black Forest 
tract and the World War II Victims Monument 
(Chutyano-Dmytrivska Dacha tract) were 
identified.

A separate remark regards SFE 1 materials, 
which identified sanitary and health areas 
around the sanatorium as category 6. If 
consolidated indicators of these plantations 
meet HCVF requirements, they should have 
been identified as HCVF 5.

Unsuccessful examples of HCVF 6 identification 
include materials from eight SFEs. General remarks 
include:

For example, in SFE 1, forest edge territories 
adjacent to the lands of historical and 
cultural purpose were identified on an area 
of   30.2 hectares, but such an identification 
does not allow understanding what value 
needs to be preserved and at what level 
(regional, national, or international). In 
SFE 2, “forests on which territory sites of 
historical past are located” and “forests 
with sites related to religious values” were 
identified, that is the SFE provided general 
wordings that do not clarify which specific 
sites are located there.

Identification as HCVF 6 of sites and territories, 
which, considering their features, rather belong 
to other HCVF categories.

For example, an old village cemetery (0.3 
ha) is located within one of the SFEs. 
Depending on the type and age of burials, it 
can potentially be either a valuable historical 
site or a common burial site on the forest 
edge. Therefore, SFEs should always obtain 
additional information on such sites prior 
to their identification as HCVF 6.

Examples include the identification as 
HCVF 6 of sanitary and health areas 
around a sanatorium (SFE 1), which would 
have been better to identify as HCVF 5, as 
well as the identification as category 6 of 
a complex natural monument in SFE 2, 
which should have been identified as HCVF 
1. SFE 3 identified as HCVF 6 valuable 
pine plantations aged 120–140, for which 
historical and cultural value should have 
been indicated or they should have been 
identified as HCVF 1, HCVF 5, or other 
category according to the values   in need of 
protection.

Vague wordings in the descriptions of sites 
that are important for preserving traditional or 
cultural authenticity of local communities.
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Information on the monitoring of HCVF 6 was 
provided in the materials of eight SFEs. Two of 
them provided general information on monitoring 
purpose, methods, list of necessary actions, and 
general methodological approaches, but no results 
of the monitoring itself.

Four enterprises, which presented the results of 
HCVF 6 monitoring in the form of tables, provided 
brief data on the observations of phytopathological 
composition of plantations with minimal 
consideration of changes in other components, as 
well as information on forest management activities. 

However, their monitoring materials provide no 
analysis of the expected impact of the activities and 
of the state of HCVs   within this HCVF category.

Two other SFEs presented monitoring results too 
concisely and formally, which, in fact, cannot be 
considered monitoring.

In accordance with the requirements of the FSC 
Standard, HCV 6 monitoring indicators should 
reflect the state of preservation of respective 
historical and cultural values   and a strategy for 
responding to the factors threatening them.

Remarks on HCVF 6 Monitoring

© Yurii Ivanenko
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4. GENERAL 
REMARKS
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Use of a “formal approach” by SFEs. They identified significant areas as HCVFs, provided 
information on the spatial location of a HCVF within a SFE (forest quarter, compartment) 
and HCVF area, but provided no sufficient detail on and justification of HCVF value, which 
does not allow understanding what criteria underlie monitoring.

Undermining of the HCV concept. All HCVFs are related exclusively or mainly to the areas 
that already have a protection status (NRF sites) or a special regime of forest use according 
to the division of forests into categories (Decree No. 733 of 16.05.2007). Herewith, the rest of 
the management unit’s territory is not considered as a place of potential presence of HCVs.

NOTE: 
The results of the analysis suggest that the major criterion for HCVF identification was 
belonging to the areas where it is not profitable to conduct economic activities or which 
are already limited by current environmental legislation while other characteristics 
(environmental, social) were considered formally and as an afterthought.

Some SFEs simply provided lists of rare biodiversity species and information on 
representative ecosystems areas, NRF territories and areas, and areas of virgin forests within 
them while providing no identification of categories and no their description as HCVFs.
WWF experience demonstrates that some certified SFEs, in particular those that have 
been certified long ago, lack understanding of the nature of HCVF. In some cases, this may 
be due to the lack of institutional memory when staff changes without proper transfer of 
documentation. Talks regarding the need to expand the HCVF network were sometimes 
perceived very negatively, only as an expansion of the NRF or a virgin forest network with a 
subsequent ban on any activities, which is not true, but provides a good example of the lack 
of HCVF understanding.

Sometimes, during the identification of HCVFs and representative sample areas of native 
ecosystems, alien plant species (including invasive ones) were the reason for such areas 
identification.
For instance, there were cases of HCVF 1 (NRF sites) and HCVF 5 (valuable honey 
plantations) identification in areas where there are forest stands with a predominance or 
significant presence of Robinia pseudoacacia L., which is considered an invasive species 
both within the EU and on the territory of Ukraine [1, 5–7]. Of course, this species is of high 
economic value as a honey plant, wood source, and source of soil enrichment with nitrogen. 
Nevertheless, being capable of quick seed-based and vegetative restoration, it causes radical 
transformations of habitats and changes the living conditions for many indigenous (including 
rare ones) species. This species is able to spontaneously spread beyond the primary cultivation 
area in a short period of time and cause significant economic damage while competing with 
and displacing young indigenous tree species within reforestation areas.
There was also information about the self-seeding of an alien species — red oak (Quercus 
rubra L.); being impossible to remove, it is a direct threat to indigenous biodiversity in HCVF 
territories and contradicts their purpose. 

Measures implemented by SFEs to protect values, as well as their monitoring, are such 
only on paper and, unfortunately, in most cases far from expected. In fact, all measures 
are limited to certain loggings (mostly selective sanitary ones), which are also indicated in 
monitoring indicators.
In other words, measures are being taken only to maintain the stands. Herewith, the whole 
range of theoretically declared values, such as the presence of rare species of plants or 
animals, special protective, recreational, or cultural values, etc., is ignored. It should be 
noted that health measures themselves can be considered measures aimed at maintaining 
values, but not in every case (and this should be respectively justified). For example, if the 
population of rare plant species that need much shade or animal species that need dead 
wood are of high value, sanitary logging will hinder rather than enhance the maintenance of 
these values.

The analysis of the received materials allowed identifying and summarizing in the form of remarks such 
tendencies:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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There are also questions regarding the complete and sufficient provision of materials on rare 
flora and fauna. Such materials were provided by 17 SFEs. In some SFEs, rare species were 
identified and mapped rather carefully, which allows taking this information into account 
during further planning of management activities and forest management.

However, the source of materials used to identify rare species and their location remains 
unclear. According to SFE workers, in some cases such information was taken from 
inventory descriptions. The most typical shortcomings of such materials include errors in the 
identification of species protection status (for example, classification of May lily as the Red 
Book of Ukraine species) and indication of frequent occurrences of extremely rare (Greater 
Noctule) or atypical for a particular area (bear in Zhytomyr region) species. Therefore, 
data on rare species location should be collected more carefully and responsibly, involving 
professional biologists, at least for advice.

The identification of representative sample areas 
of native ecosystems is one of the requirements 
of criterion 6.5 of the Principle 6 “Environmental 
Values   and Impacts” of the FSC Standard. 
Representative sample areas should include 
well-preserved areas of typical forest stands 
representing the whole diversity of indigenous 
forest ecosystems within an SFE. Hence, mostly, 
it is the areas of old-growth forests of natural 
origin that should be identified as representative. 
In order to ensure their preservation, economic 
activities that cause disruption of natural 
processes are prohibited.

Information on representative sample areas was 
provided by 22 SFEs out of 28. The materials 
provided contain such information: forest district 
name, forest quarter, forest compartment, 
total area in hectares, plantation composition 
according to the formula, type of forest vegetation 
conditions, and additional information on the 
rare species present.

General remarks on the provided results include:

Young and middle-age plantations are often 
identified as representative sample areas, 
which is impractical given the economic use 
of these areas’ forest resources in the recent 
past and creation of artificial plantations in-
stead of previous forest ecosystems.

NOTE: 
It is recommended to identify young and 
middle-age plantations only as a buffer zone 
for representative sample areas rather than the 
main territory of   a representative sample area. 
They can also occupy a certain part of the area 
to ensure further restoration, but they cannot 
be considered representative until they reach 
respective age group and have the main typical 
features of the natural ecosystem (indigenous 
species composition, developed forest strata, 
appropriate canopy density by storeys, low or 
no fragmentation, etc.).

6.

Remarks on the Identification of Representative Sample Areas of Native 
Ecosystems

Examples of such identification are provided 
in the materials of 12 SFEs. In two of them, 
plantations of young and middle age groups 
(17–50 years) or aged 20 to 40 years constitute 
a significant part of the areas identified. At 
this age, forest plantations do not yet have 
the basic characteristics of natural groupings.

In other forests, such identifications are not 
common, but there are a few ones. Sometimes, 
even plantings aged 1–5 years are identified.

Often, small areas (sometimes 0.4 to 1.0 
ha) that do not provide sufficient (optimal) 
preservation are identified. Such areas 
also usually include young plantations (for 
example, species composition — 100% 
common oak, planting age — 9 years, area — 
0.2 ha).

Part of the problem is that HCVF measures relied not on the action plans specifically designed 
to maintain values, but on a general plan for sanitary logging. That is, separately developed 
action plans to maintain HCVFs are mostly absent. However, developing specific documents 
with plans could have solved the problem.
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Since the purpose of identification of 
representative sample areas of native 
ecosystems is to preserve biological and 
landscape diversity within a management 
unit and surrounding areas, it is necessary 
to ensure proportional representation of all 
available habitats in the identification rationale 
rather than list nurseries and numerous EPFSs 
(coastal protection forest areas, forest areas 
adjacent to built-up areas), which are not 
natural habitats.

Materials on the identification of representative 
sample areas of native ecosystems were 
provided without specifying which ecosystems/ 
habitats are protected. They also contained no 
minimum necessary inventory characteristics 
(major species age, forest vegetation conditions, 
and plantation composition), which would 
clarify what types of habitats are present and 
identified.

NOTE: 
The identification of representative sample 
areas of native ecosystems should have 
relied on current publications [5, 6, 8, 13, 
15], which provide the major characteristics 
and methods of identification.

There is no need to identify plantations with 
invasive and alien species. The remark applies 
to the four SFEs that provided such informa-
tion. Examples of such areas: species composi-
tion — 100% false acacia, age — 24 years, area 
—   20.4 hectares; species composition — 90% 
false acacia, 10% common ash, age — 52 years, 
area —   55.0 hectares and similar ones. In one 
case, even a forest clearing was included in a 
representative sample area.

Some of positive points include the identification 
of not only forest but also wetland ecosystems. One 
of the SFEs identified a significant representative 
sample area (1806.8 ha in total), which probably 
contains a significant amount of floodplain alder 
and alder-birch forests.

The materials of four more SFEs provide a relatively 
satisfactory identification of representative sample 
areas.

Only three SFEs provided information on the 
approved rules of representative sample areas 
protection. These are standard rules limited to 
the prohibition of economic activities that may 
disrupt the natural state of representative sample 
areas, consultations with stakeholders, mapping 
of representative sample areas, and informing SFE 
employees. Only one SFE provided information 
on the monitoring of representative sample areas, 
according to which the condition of all areas was 
assessed as satisfactory. The measures mentioned 
include forest protection and conservation, but 
they were not specified.

Such an approach generally meets the requirements 
of the FSC Standard to prohibit all economic 
activities, except those aimed at maintaining and 
enhancing the functions of representative sample 
areas. However, formally approved rules are not 
enough to effectively maintain representative 
sample areas. Detailed conservation measures 
considering the needs of the species and ecosystems 
of a particular area as well as the risks involved 
should be developed for representative sample 
areas. In addition, monitoring criteria should be 
developed to assess the success of these measures.

Herewith, it is highly likely that the ban on 
economic activities will not be complied with or 
that representative sample areas will be changed 
shortly after the young plantations (which, as 
the analysis demonstrates, are often identified as 
representative ones) reach the age of thinning. 
This undermines representative sample areas role 
as a tool for biodiversity conservation.

© Ola Jennersten _ WWF-Sweden
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5. PROPOSALS FOR A NEW 
EDITION OF THE GUIDE ON 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES 
IDENTIFICATION
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First of all, it is necessary to align the definitions of 
HCV 1–6 with their respective definitions in the FSC 
Standard. Thus, the updated practical guide will be 
a valuable reference for forestry workers, scientists, 
and all stakeholders and will provide a deeper 
understanding of HCV identification.

In the new edition, the materials describing HCV 
identification procedure should include a list of 
required data and indicate how specified they 
should be to document the work at the preliminary 
stage of HCV identification.

Templates should be developed to record the 
necessary information on the values identified, based 
on which the HCV of a particular category will be 
identified. It is also necessary to develop templates 
to record risks and monitoring indicators and plan 
appropriate measures for value conservation.

Measures should vary depending on HCV category 
and the tasks they perform. A standard list of 
measures needed to maintain the identified values   
should be drawn up as an example for SFEs. The 
reason is that, for instance, measures aimed at 
maintaining social and historical values   (specific 
to HCV 5 and 6) may include sanitary logging or 
elimination of clutter while prioritizing visitor 
safety or aesthetic appeal. Herewith, when aimed 
at maintaining biodiversity (HCV 1 and 3), such 
measures are inappropriate except for particular 
cases that should be carefully and logically justified. 
Below, the proposals are presented with regard 
to HCV categories analyzed in terms of their 
approximation to the approaches described in the 
FSC Standard [14].

HCV 1
The Guide introduced the concept of threshold 
values   of rare biodiversity concentration. If they do 
not exceed respective level, many forests, despite 
the presence of rare species, could not receive the 
HCV status. Hence, in such forests, management 
was limited to current regulatory framework.

Approaches to HCV 1 identification need to 
be revised again. On the one hand, the above-
mentioned threshold values   should be revised since 
for some species they   are unrealistic. On the other 
hand, the Annexes listing rare biodiversity species 
should be expanded as a large number of species of 
the Red Book of Ukraine and regional red lists were 
not included in the Annexes 3–7 of the Guide. For 
example, there is a significant number of species 
that are listed in the Red Book of Ukraine and have 
the status of “indefinite” but can form sufficient 
populations; herewith, any object of the Red Book of 
Ukraine belongs to the natural resources of national 
importance and is subject to special protection 
throughout Ukraine (Art. 5 of the Law of Ukraine 
“On the Red Book of Ukraine”). The documents 
listed in indicator 6.4.1 of the FSC Standard should 

be taken into account when supplementing the 
Annexes with the lists of rare species that are subject 
to protection.

In the Guide, the first step of HCV 1.1 
identification was to collect data on the 
Nature Reserve Fund territories within the 
study region, in particular data regarding 
their status, cartographic materials, and 
management information.

For this procedure to comply with the FSC Standard, 
it should be clearly stated that not all NRF areas can 
be automatically included in HCV 1; for example, 
it is inappropriate to include areas with invasive 
species or those whose status does not provide for 
biodiversity conservation in HCV 1. Instead, it is 
necessary to provide for the possibility to include 
in this category areas that are valuable in terms of 
biodiversity conservation and are located outside 
the existing NRF territories.

HCV 2
Since currently such category as “HCV 2: 
Landscape-level ecosystems and mosaics” has not 
been identified in the natural zones of Ukraine, it is 
proposed to exclude it similarly to the FSC National 
Forest Stewardship Standard of Ukraine. Territories 

formerly identified by SFEs as HCVF 2 need to be 
assessed and categorized depending on the values   
protected. In case of non-compliance with any of 
the criteria, the HCVF 2 status should be simply 
cancelled.
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HCV 3
The identification procedure should be backed by 
modern scientific materials and explanations to 
facilitate the identification of rare, vulnerable, and 
endangered habitats and enhance the collection of 
data on them within SFEs.

HCV 3 should include plant communities listed in 
the Green Book of Ukraine and habitats protected 
by Resolution 4 of the Bern Convention. During the 
identification of respective HCVAs, attention should 
be paid to the existing Emerald Network areas. 
Identification of rare plant communities requires, 

in addition to studying the best available data, field 
surveys involving experts.

Herewith, NRF sites, the major purpose of which 
is to preserve valuable communities, should be 
classified as HCV 3 rather than HCV 1. Also, the 
criteria and methods of virgin forests identification 
should be considered when identifying HCV 3. Most 
of the areas previously categorized as HCV 2 may 
comply with HCV 3 requirements if they contain 
biodiversity values.

HCV 4
In order to prevent the undermining of the 
concept of “high conservation value forests,” 
HCV 4 identification procedure should be 
made an additional, in-depth tool of SFE 
territory analysis. Therefore, the identification 
of category 4 values should from the start rely 
on the results of HCVF identification. Then, 
the information obtained, supplemented 
by the results of field research and expert 
advice, should be used to analyze potentially 
negative factors and identify the highest 
risks and the most vulnerable areas (category 
4). In the future, it is necessary to develop 
measures to ensure effective performance 
of their environmental protection functions 
in accordance with the purpose of HCV 4 
identification [10].

With regard to other SFE territories identified 
as HCVF, management restrictions and 
conditions defined by the provisions of the 
Procedure for Defining Forest Categories and 
Identification of Especially Protective Forest 
Areas and other current norms of forest 
legislation should be applied. The analysis 
of SFE materials sometimes demonstrates 
a mechanical transfer of respective EPFS 
to HCVF, which does not contribute to the 
achievement of HCV identification purpose.

Herewith, the identification of HCV 4 should 
not be limited to HCVF. That is why HCV 4 
identification procedure should take into 
account whether there are forest fund areas 
that provide critical ecosystem services outside 
existing HCVFs. If such areas are found, they 
should also be included in HCV 4.

© Yurii Ivanenko
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HCV 5
According to the FSC Standard, HCV 5 is poorly 
represented in Ukraine since forests do not 
directly affect the lives and self-identification 
of local communities. Instead, identification 
of this category requires careful assessment of 
a forest’s socio-economic role in the life of a 
particular community.

For residents of small rural communities in 
remote areas of the Carpathians and Polissya, 
picking mushrooms and berries can be a 
significant and sometimes the major source of 
income. It is therefore important to properly 
document such sites and develop appropriate 
conservation and monitoring measures. If it is 
not possible to include community-important 
sites in HCV 5, their conservation should be 
considered in accordance with the requirements 
of criterion 4.7 of the FSC Standard.

HCV 6
As HCV 6 includes a wide range of cultural 
values, to avoid misinterpretation, it is necessary 
to detail, when possible, the conditions of HCV 
6 identification, emphasizing truly important 
historical and significant religious values. First 
of all, it is necessary to focus on the officially 
identified lands of historical and cultural 
significance and cultural heritage sites. As for 
the other lands that may be of historical or 
religious value, consultations with experts and 
local communities should be conducted and 
old residents and local historians should be 
interviewed.

© Bogomaz Conservation Photography/ WWF-Ukraine
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