
 

 

 

 

 

Q&A: SUSPENSION OF APRIL’S REMEDY PROCESS RELATED TO CHANGES TO IN SOURCING 

POLICIES 

 

First suspension related to allegations against TPL 

 

1. Why did FSC suspend APRIL’s remedy process in September 2025? 

FSC disassociated from APRIL in August 2013 for being involved in large-scale deforestation activities in 
Indonesia and bringing negative social and environmental impacts to areas with high conservation values, 
which constitute violations of the FSC Policy for Association.  

In November 2023, APRIL and FSC signed a remedy framework agreement, according to Chapter 3, section 2.1 
of the FSC Remedy Framework, that initiated the implementation of APRIL’s remedy process. Upon the 
completion of the remedy process, APRIL will become eligible to seek association with FSC. 

In September 2025, FSC suspended APRIL’s remedy process due to allegations of violence committed by Toba 
Pulp Lestari against communities in North Sumatra. 

 

2. What were the conditions of the 2025 suspension? 

Based on FSC’s assessment of the allegations, FSC set conditions for APRIL to fulfil in order to lift the 
suspension. These conditions included an independent investigation identifying the root causes of the 
incident, an action plan from APRIL to address the investigation’s findings and supporting information 
showing the company has systems in place to avoid similar incidents. 

 

3. Did APRIL fulfil the conditions included in the suspension imposed in September 2025? 

Yes. According to FSC’s review, APRIL has met the conditions. APRIL has demonstrated that they understood 
the root causes of the outbreak of the violent events and responded by making structural changes in their 
operations that demonstrate commitment to the principles of the FSC Remedy Framework.  

 

4. Was the suspension lifted?  

In June 2026, FSC determined that APRIL had met the conditions set specifically in regards to the 2025 
suspension. However, FSC decided to not lift the suspension of APRIL's remedy process. This decision was 
made due to APRIL’s announcement of changes in their supply policies.  

 

5. Will the investigation and workplan documents be made public?  

It was not a condition set by FSC that the full documentation be made public. There may be valid reasons for 

not making the full investigation document public, particularly regarding confidentiality of the sensitive 

information provided by the parties involved in the incident. FSC has reviewed the full documentation and has 

been informed that APRIL plans to make summaries of the documents public.  

https://connect.fsc.org/current-cases/policy-association-cases/asia-pacific-resources-international-holdings-ltd-group
https://connect.fsc.org/system-integrity/fsc-remedy-framework
https://fsc.org/en/newscentre/integrity-and-disputes/fsc-suspends-MoU-with-april
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Continuation of the suspension due to changes in sourcing policies 

 

6. Why did FSC choose to extend the suspension of APRIL’s remedy process in June 2026?  

The commitments made by APRIL under its SFMP 2.0 – including its commitment to enforce a policy of no 
conversion after 2015 – were an important step for FSC to re-open a dialogue with APRIL after its original 
disassociation in 2013.  

Changing this date from 2020 from 2015 calls into question the overall commitment of APRIL to the remedy 
process and the alignment of APRIL with FSC’s expectations of companies engaging in such processes. 

Hence, FSC has decided to continue the suspension on APRIL’s remedy MoU.  

 

7. Did APRIL's decision to source fibre from PT Industrial Forest Plantation and its plans to source 
from PT Mayawana Persada contribute to the suspension decision? 

Yes. This part of APRIL’s decision was particularly concerning because of the reports of these two companies 
carrying out forest conversion even past the 2020 cut-off date to which APRIL has committed.  

 

8. What are conditions are included in the suspension due to changes in sourcing policies? 

FSC has set conditions to gather the information needed to ensure APRIL is not in violation of the agreement 
they signed with FSC. This includes demonstrating that there is no conversion in the supply chain. FSC is also 
investigating how remedy for the harms connected to conversion by suppliers such as PT Mayawana Persada 
(PT MP) and PT Industrial Forest Plantation (PT IFP) would be implemented. 

 

Possible questions from NGOs & CSOs 

 

9. Why has FSC decided to continue the suspension of APRIL’s remedy process, instead of terminating 
their remedy process? 

The two causes of each suspension were different from one another. The process of evaluating the conditions 
of the first suspension did display that APRIL is committed to the remedy process and had the will to improve 
their practices. FSC does not have a certain pre-determined threshold for deciding how many separate 
incidents would finally result in a termination. It is possible that a point would be reached that a termination 
would be the most appropriate next step, but FSC has not determined that point has been reached yet in the 
APRIL case.  

 

10. What criteria would FSC use to terminate APRIL’s remedy process? 

There are two main ways FSC would consider a decision to terminate the FSC remedy process, both of which 
would be governed by the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between FSC and APRIL which allows APRIL 
to participate in an FSC remedy process.  

The first consideration would be if there was a blatant breach of this contractual document. 

Secondly, FSC has the option to terminate for any other reason, which could be done, for example, on the basis 
of APRIL demonstrating that they do not align with FSC values and their commitment to remedy past harms.  
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11. APRIL has stated that it will source only from compartments that comply with its updated 
requirements and that any wood supplied will originate from areas converted before 31 December 
2020. Has FSC reviewed this approach, and does FSC consider it consistent with the expectations 
of the remedy process? 

In the relevant aspects of the FSC normative framework, requirements are made at the level of corporate 
group or the management unit. Therefore, further analysis would be needed to confirm if reducing 
requirements into smaller compartment level commitments is an acceptable scenario. At a minimum, it will 
need to be demonstrated how APRIL can enforce its commitments in a scenario where there is post 2020 
conversion done by the suppliers.  

 

Possible question from rightsholders 

 

12. By suspending APRIL’s remedy process again, remedy is being delayed to thousands of affected 
rightsholders. How does FSC justify this? 

FSC is very sensitive to the needs of rights holders. Yet, FSC must balance their concerns with the need to 
maintains FSC's credibility upon which our certification is built.  
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