
1 
 

FSC Comment Form for FSC-STD-20-011 Version 1-2 Draft 2-0 EN Chain of Custody Evaluations 

Document type Code Version No. Draft No. Circulated Policy Manager Consultation Deadline for comment Compilation date 

Standard  FSC-STD-20-011 1-2 2-0  Lucia Massaroth Public 22 October 2013  

 

 

Reference 
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Contributor 
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/ North-South 

General  G CoC has been always what the NGOs 
called a "blackbox". It has been an 
arrangement between CBs and the 
companies, no involvement of NGOs, and 
therefore no monitoring. 
We therefore were pleased to see the 
document produced by Scott Poynton, The 
Forest Trust. We fully support his report. 
After making enquiries, it appears that the 
Working Group is dominated by the 
Timber companies/industries. 
I therefore support a more balanced 
working group prepared to make 
fundamental changes. 
I also would like to stress, that the 
Controlled Wood Working Group has not 
made the most needed progress. 
The major issue is the sourcing from HCV 
forests such is occurring on a major scale 
in Australia. 
To give you an example: The NIPPON 
company in NSW is a woodmill sourcing its 
timber from HCV native forests. 

The ASI would need a stronger control and 
the whole system deserves greater 
stakeholders control especially by the 
International Environmental Groups. 

Thank you for your feedback. 
FSC is currently conducting a 
major review of the Controlled 
Wood standard framework in 
order to ensure a credible 
control of non-certified sources 
entering the system.  
The working group members 
were appointed by the board 
of Directors with chamber 
balanced composition, which 
means an equal participation 
and voting power between the 
chambers. 
Revision of the CW system is 
ongoing, including revision of 
HCV requirements in the 
relevant normative documents; 
Broad stakeholder consultation 
as an requirement in CW is 
being discussed as a part of 
revision of CW system 
Stakeholder are invited to 

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(Friends of 
the Earth 
Australia, 
Friends of 
the Earth 
Western 
Australia , 
Western 
Australian 
Forest 
Alliance,  
Friends of 
the Earth 
Netherlands) 
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Without any proper investigation it 
received its CoC label. 
To sum up: Until the present time, as far 
as my experience is concerned,(since 
1995) the CoC was just an exercise 
between CBs and companies. 
Therefore, it is an extremely complex issue 
without stakeholder involvement. 
The original idea was to get more FSC 
products and the lack of FSC certified 
material. 
The main function of this instrument was 
to stop illegal logging. The problem in 
Australia the logging of native forests in 
Australia is not illegal, but at the same 
time logging in HCV forests causes 
irreversible destruction. 
Timber companies all get their CoC 
certification by just applying, the general 
public is totally unaware of what is 
happening with their forest products, sold 
as woodchips to Japan with their CoC-CW 
labels. 
"to ensure proper due diligence and 
traceability" has not been achieved. 
FSC's credibility is at stake, a lot more 
work needs to be done. 

provide comments during 
public consultation on CW 
normative framework (please 
search for more information 
here: 
https://ic.fsc.org/controlled-
wood-revision.308.htm) 

Contents G May to add the Accreditation Body (ASI) 
job function. 

To suggestion to add a new section to 
define that Accreditation Body (ASI) job 
function and requirements. 

The recommendation cannot 
be implemented, since this 
standard provides the 
requirements applicable to 
Certification Bodies only. The 
function of ASI is to check 

Ping-Lun 

Huang (M-

econ South) 

https://ic.fsc.org/controlled-wood-revision.308.htm
https://ic.fsc.org/controlled-wood-revision.308.htm


3 
 

Reference 

Part No. / Clause. No. / 
Note/Annex/Definition 

(e.g. “Introduction”; 
clause 3.1; p. 8, line 3) 

Type of  
comment 

G = general; 
T = technical; 
E = editorial 

Comment  

Justification / rationale for change 

Proposed change 

Suggested new wording  
(additions,  modifications, deletions) 

PSU observation 

on each submitted comment 

Contributor 

M-econ, M-env; 
M-soc, CB, CH, NI 

/ North-South 

certification bodies compliance 
against all requirements of FSC 
accreditation standards, 
including FSC-STD-20-011. 

D References G FSC-STD-20-001: General requirements for 
FSC Accredited Certification Bodies - the 
application of ISO/IEC Guide 65:1996 (E) 

To Suggested change it to follow ISO 
19011 

This is already being 
considered in the review of 
FSC-STD-20-001. 

Ping-Lun 

Huang (M-

econ South) 

Terms and 
definition – scope 

of chain of 
custody 

certificates 

G The scopes inserted in the certificates by 
Cbs are very different from one CB to 
other, with no uniformity of information 
(ie. Someone insert material purchased, 
others no; the same with categories, some 
in the certificates, some in annexes, …) 

Find an unique way to write the scope of 
the certificate 

This is already defined in the 
reporting requirements 
section. See Part III, table C. 

Marco 
Clementi 
(ICILA) 

Definitions 

Chain of Custody 
certificate 

 page 6: "provides a credible 
guarantee..."In Australia, utter nonsense. 

 The objective of the standard 
should be maintained. 

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

Definitions 

Controlled 
Material 

 page 7: "ïncluded in the verification" so far 
no evidence that this is happening. 

 

 Thank you for your feedback. 
Materials from suppliers that 
are not included in a controlled 
wood verification program are 
not eligible to enter in the FSC 
Chain of Custody. 

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

Terms and 
definitions, p. 7, 

line 15-16 

T Does labelling in the text "certified forest 
materials and products are identified using 
some type of labelling" mean claims? 

 The text was just informative 
and it was removed in order to 
avoid any confusion with the 
standard requirements.  

Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation) 

Terms and 
definitions, 
p. 7, line  21 

T The same question as above. Does "Labels 
affixed.." also mean claims?  

 The text was just informative 
and it was removed in order to 
avoid any confusion with the 
standard requirements. 

Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
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Industries 
Federation) 

E Terms and 
Definitions 

T It’s very hard to pinpoint what a certified 
product is when a client asks because 
there is no definition in FSC-STD-40-004 or 
FSC-STD-01-002 

Add a definition of “certified product” to 
this draft 

There is definition of FSC 
certified product in FSC-STD-
40-004 (standard applicable to 
certificate holders). Therefore, 
there is no need to repeat the 
definition in the accreditation 
standard. 

FSC certified product: FSC 
certified material that is eligible 
to carry an FSC label and to be 
promoted with the FSC 
trademarks. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

Definition of Site T In the definition, it states that a remote 
storage (“stockholding”) unit would be 
considered part of a site, however in the 
Note, it states that a company owned 
warehouse would be considered a site in 
itself. 

Clarify that a company owned warehouse 
would be part of a site  

The definition of site was 
revised. See new definition: 
Site: A single functional unit of 
an organization situated at one 
physical location, which is 
geographically distinct from 
other units of the same 
organization. An organization’s 
units with distinct physical 
locations may, however, be 
regarded as parts of a site if 
they are an extension of it with 
no purchasing, processing, or 
sales functions of their own 
(e.g. a remote stockholding). A 
site can never include more 
than one legal entity. 
Subcontractors that are used 
within the terms of outsourcing 

Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark) 
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agreements (e.g. outsourced 
warehouse) are not considered 
sites. NOTE: Typical examples 
for sites are processing or 
trading facilities such as 
manufacturing sites, sales 
offices, or company-owned 
warehouses. 

1.1c footnote 1 
and 8.2 

T Different treatment of company 
owned/run facilities and facilities run by 
subcontractors 

Align the requirements for both 
scenarios 

See revised definition of site. 

(same PSU response above) 

Torge 

Petersen, 

GFA 

Certificatio

n 

1.1c) 

Footnote 2 

 page 10: at bottom 2: As long as the CW is 
not properly reviewed and there are no 
outcome in this regard, it makes no sense. 

 The note explains in which 
cases the sampling applies. 

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

Note 1 T Clarification: Note indicate: Sampling of 
sites or Chain of Custody operations is 
only permitted for evaluations of group 
and multi-site certificates. All sites or 
operations included in the scope of a 
single Chain of Custody certificate have to 
undergo full evaluations by the 
certification body.  Comment: to make this 
clear I think you need to “annual” to the 
second part of the note 

Change to: 

 

All sites or operations included in the 
scope of a single Chain of Custody 
certificate have to undergo full annual 
evaluations by the certification body.   

Recommendation rejected. Full 
evaluation of sites included in 
the scope of single COC 
certificates applies to all types 
of evaluations and not only to 
annual surveillance 
evaluations. 

Corris van 
den Berg 
(SGS)  

Note 1 Page 10 
1.1.d) 

T Am I correct in thinking that a single CoC 
certificate could include several sites 
which are all different legal entities (but in 
this case, the CB would have to audit them 

Please clarify Yes, your interpretation is 
correct. 

Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 
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all)? 

2.3 T This clause will become burdensome for 
those clients whose audits are very near to 
an effective date  

Add a time frame; for example, 
“...becomes effective at least 3 months 
prior to...” 

Recommendation rejected. 
New normative documents 
become effective one year 
after the publication date. 
Therefore, CB clients wouldn’t 
have a short period of time to 
adjust to the new 
requirements. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

2.4; & 3 c) T The justification for determining auditing 
time is complex and proprietary to the 
certification body; it should not be 
required in the evaluation report as it is 
available internally.  

We object to having to disclose our 
proprietary hour or day counts to 
certificate holders and other certification 
bodies. This is an additional burden to SCS 
and does not add any value to the clients. 

Remove the last sentence in clause 2.4 
and the table for reporting requirements. 
Or constrain “auditing time” reported to 
the actual on-site time. 

Please note, the term auditing time is used 
in the first sentence and auditor time is 
used in the second sentence. This seems 
inconsistent and there is no definition of 
“auditor time” provided. 

Recommendation partially 
accepted. The requirement 
that the auditing site should be 
justified was removed. 
However, it is not clear how 
the auditing time would be 
disclosed, since the audit 
report is confidential 
information between the 
certification body and its client. 
The recommendation to 
include “on-site” was not 
accepted as it does not apply to 
desk-audits. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

2.4 G The justification for the determination of 
auditor time should be present in CBs 
procedures, on the basis of defined 
criteria;  

in the report could be inserted only the 
deviation of the defined criteria 

ask instead to have procedures stating 
criteria for defining auditor time 

Same as above. Marco 

Clementi 

(ICILA) 

2.4, 

Table C clause 3.c 

G Requirement to include audit time 
calculation and justification in the report.  
The report is completed by the auditor 
and the requested information is typically 
done by the back office. 

Remove requirement to be in the audit 
report and that it can be recorded within 
the certificate holders file 

Same as above. Rafal 
Andruszkiewi
cz (BM 
TRADA)  

2.5 E There is a typo. The phrase, “of the of 
the,” in the first line of the clause is 
redundant. 

Corrected, it should read, “ . . . an analysis 
of the applicant’s . . .  

The typo was corrected. Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 
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2.5  Evaluation of management..... 

2.5: of the; is double 

 The typo was corrected. Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

2.6 a) T There are no explicit requirements in COC 
standard regarding this aspect 

Insert requirements in 40-004 The technical resources cannot 
be listed in FSC-STD-40-004. 
The example was replaced by 
“e.g. software for the FSC 
certified production control, 
segregation materials”. 

Marco 

Clementi 

(ICILA) 

2.6 NOTE T The note makes reference to “pre-
evaluations” without any definition of the 
term in Section E. 

Please include a definition of “pre-
evaluation” in Section E. 

The definition of pre-
evaluation is included in the 
standard. See definitions. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

8.2 d and 2.7 e, 
including the 

definition of “Site” 
within Section E 

T Company owned storages (2.7 e) are 
treated different from storages which are 
managed by subcontractors (8.2 d). The 
current standards request to visit own 
storages, but creates a loophole for 
external managed storages – for same 
processes and commodities. This different 
treatment is inconsistent and is already 
subject within ASI assessments. 

Align the requirements for both scenarios 
of storage ownership and clarify whether 
a justified argumentation would also make 
physical site inspection of company owned 
storages obsolete. 

Recommendation rejected. In 
company owned warehouses, 
the certificate holder is the 
owner of the certified 
product/materials and may 
intentionally mix or replace 
certified by non-certified 
products/materials. Exempting 
companies-owned warehouses 
from auditing may open a 
loophole in the system. In 
outsourced warehousing, the 
ownership and responsibility 
by the certified 
products/materials remains 
with the certificate holder. The 
contractor is not allowed to 
mix/replace the 
products/materials of their 
clients.  

Torge 
Petersen, 
GFA 
Certification  

2.7  When audit team have access to all 
information and control systems of a 
operational site at the Matrix (“manager 

If CB has access to all information and 
control systems (software, data, etc), an 
audit can be conducted in Matrix 

 Recommendation rejected.  Bartira Miléo 

Amado 
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office”), this could be considered enough, 
with no need to go to these sites. 

(manager office). (Imaflora)  

2.7  It’s necessary to include a requirement 
that allow desk audit in small companies 
to allow their certification and 
maintenance of certificates. 

 

 

Recommendation rejected. 
Desk audits should not be 
determined by the size of the 
company, but by the risk of the 
company’s activity related to 
the handling of FSC certified 
materials and products. 

Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 

2.7 b) T This clause is confusing. The phrase “when 
such consultation is a relevant means of 
verification...” implies that interviews may 
not always be necessary. The next 
sentence states “At a minimum, 
interviews shall be conducted ...”. Is this 
required, whether or not the auditor 
determines interviews to be a “relevant 
means of verification”?  

Switch the order of the sentences so that 
it’s clear that interviews must be 
conducted to verify training measures 
whether or not interviews are required for 
other verification. 

Recommendation partially 
accepted. It is not possible to 
change the order of the 
sentence. But the phrase 
“when such consultation is a 
relevant means of 
verification...” was deleted. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

2.7d)  "Review of any complaints" so far in most 
certification issue the dispute/complaint 
system is not working. 
NOTE: are not obliged...why not?? 

 Comment unclear. Clause 2.7d) 
requires CB to review all  

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

2.7 e) T Desk audits should be possible also for 
sites that only store products without any 
other activities 

Insert this possibility Recommendation partially 
accepted.  

Marco 

Clementi 

(ICILA) 

2.7 e) T A physical inspection should be required 
at least once in the life of certificates, 
without leaving che CB the chance never 
to see the site of the CH (information 
provided by the CH could be wrong, and 
there aspects to be checked on site at 
least once; even a broker without physical 
possession can make wrong use of the 

Insert the obligation of at least a physical 
inspection during the validity of the 
certificate 

Recommendation rejected. The 
note under clause 2.7.e) 
already enable CBs to require 
physical inspections. 

Marco 

Clementi 

(ICILA) 
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logo in his premises: only with desk audit 
it’s almost impossible to notice that) 

2,7 e)  While it is defined in this clause that the 
site needs to be inspected the clause is 
lacking further guidance and what 
inspection should encompass. It often 
occurs that not all places in a factory are 
visited where certified products are 
handled or where activities are carried 
out. 

Rewording of clause 2.7 e) 

Physical inspection of all sites selected for 
evaluation, including inspection of all 
locations where operational activities 
under the scope of the certificate are 
carried out.   

Recommendation accepted. Martin 
Walter (ASI) 

3.2 NOTE T “at least once per calendar year, but not 
later than 15 months after the last audit” 

 

Need a clarification on “last audit”. Does 
this mean field work complete, or decision 

made?  

 Recommendation accepted. Gweneth 
Langdon 
(Rainforest 
Alliance) 

3.3  Not clear  Comment unclear. Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

3.3/3.4 T 3.3 For operations or sites that have not 
produced, labelled or sold any FSC-
certified material and have not sourced 
controlled material or sold any FSC 
Controlled Wood since the previous audit, 
surveillance evaluations may be waived. 
However, certification bodies shall not 
waive more than two (2) consecutive 
surveillance evaluations.  
NOTE: The decision to waive a surveillance 
evaluation on the grounds described 

Suggested to delete them, because the 
CBs is difficult to ensure CH already no 
operations or sites that have not 
produced, labelled or sold any FSC-
certified material and have not sourced 
controlled material or sold any FSC 
Controlled Wood since the previous audit. 
And the Item of  3.2 indicate a five-year 
validity at least four (4) surveillance 
evaluations shall take place before the 
certificate expires. 

Recommendation rejected. FSC 
interprets that in this case, it is 
better to keep the companies 
in the system instead of making 
they leave for reasons of costs 
during the absence of FSC 
activity. However, we 
introduced the requirement 
that CBs shall audit companies 
once they restart FSC activities. 

Ping-Lun 

Huang (M-

econ South)   
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above is at the discretion of the 
certification body. The certification body 
may require a surveillance evaluation to 
be carried out if this is considered 
necessary to ensure confidence in the 
certificate.  

3.4 When a surveillance evaluation is 
waived, the certification body shall require 
the certificate holder to sign a declaration 
stating that no material has been 
produced, labelled or sold as FSC-certified; 
sourced as controlled material; or sold as 
FSC Controlled Wood since the last audit. 
The declaration shall contain a 
commitment by the certificate holder to 
contact the certification body as soon as 
they wish to produce, label or sell material 
as FSC-certified; source controlled 
material or sell FSC Controlled Wood and a 
commitment to maintain their Chain of 
Custody system during the period in 
question. 

3.3 3.4 and 3.5 T Clarify whether an audit is necessary when 
a FSC job order is processed 16 months 
after the previous audit (if the 15 months 
maximum of an audit interval is already 
completed and thus the annual audit has 
been waived already). If it is necessary, 
please provide guidance e.g. on the case 
that a client informs the CB at end of 
December that a FSC job order is 
conducted. 

Delete 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 Clause 3.4 now includes the 
requirement that the CB shall 
audit the company no later 
than 3 months after the restart 
of the FSC activity. 

Torge 

Petersen, 

GFA 

Certification 

3.4 T Clarify the basis for corrective action 
requests and consequences if the 
organization fails to comply with 3.4 and 

Delete 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 As CBs are required to audit 
the company, in the case they 
fail to inform the CB, this 

Torge 

Petersen, 
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does not inform the CB. should lead to a Major CAR. GFA 

Certification 

3.3 3.4 and 3.5 G FSC should be interested to build its COC 
scheme on organizations which use the 
system and sell products with FSC claims. 
The waiving of audits is associated with 
financial risks for CBs and especially the 
FSC itself if the users of the system have 
no real benefit and could likely leave the 
system sooner or later. It is a massive 
administrative and financial burden to 
manage clients who waive their audits. 
Clients could easily terminate their 
certificate and re-enter the system with a 
new main evaluation as soon as a FSC job 
order seems possible or likely. 

Delete 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 FSC believes it is better for the 
system to keep companies as 
certified instead of making 
them leave the system. 
However, Clause 3.4 now 
required the CBs to audit these 
companies no later than 3 
months after the restart of FSC 
activity. 

Torge 

Petersen, 

GFA 

Certification 

3.4 & 3.5 E “Sourced as controlled material” – 1st draft 
comments showed an agreement to 

delete this. 

 

 

Remove “sourced as controlled material” 
– 2 refeences in 3.4 & 1 in 3.5 

Recommendation rejected. If 
the company is sourcing CW, 
that means that they are 
performing activities under the 
scope of the certificate. 

Gweneth 
Langdon 
(Rainforest 
Alliance) 

3.5 T “CB shall review…..that no material has 
been produced, labelled, ….or sold as FSC 
CW.” How does this align with 3.4? If the 
company contacted CB to announce that 
they are starting to produce/sell again, 

then material could have been 
produced/sold by the next audit. 

At the next surveillance evaluation CB 
shall review all records……. and ensure 

that no material was produced, labelled …. 
or sold as FSC CW in accordance with 

waive declaration. 

Recommendation accepted. Gweneth 
Langdon 
(Rainforest 
Alliance) 

3.6 f), g), & h) T It seems that all evaluations should 
include review of systems for controlling 
FSC claims, use of trademarks, and 
training records. Why are these only 
included in the Surveillance Evaluations 
section? 

Move these three requirements to clause 
2.7. 

Recommendation accepted. Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 
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4.14 T If with physical possession it’s intended 
only the input of materials, there are CH 
that will never take physical possession of 
certified material (input only of reclaimed 
materials) 

Insert instead of FSC certified materials 
FSC eligible input 

Recommendation accepted.  Marco 

Clementi 

(ICILA) 

4.2  Wording of this clause could be improved 
by making two sentences. Now, only the 
identified non-conformities must be 
recorded but what is required and 
hopefully meant by this clause is first to 
identify these non-conformities and then 
to record them. 

 

Rewording of clause 4,2 

 

All organization’s non-conformities to the 
applicable requirements shall be identified 
by the certification body. 

All organization’s non-conformities to the 
applicable requirements shall be recorded 
in the evaluation report or associated 
checklists. 

Recommendation rejected. 
Certification bodies are not 
required to identify all non-
conformances, but to the 
record the identified non-
conformances based on the 
samples taken by the auditor 
during an evaluation.  

Martin 
Walter (ASI) 

4.4 T Clause 4.3.2 gives a list of four criteria for 
how to determine whether a 
nonconformity is likely to result in a 
fundamental failure or not. Clause 4.4 
simply states that “the certification body 
shall consider the impact of 
nonconformity… when evaluating whether 
a nonconformity results in” a fundamental 
failure. Why are these clauses separate 
and repetitive? 

Combine 4.4 into 4.3.2 as either part of 
the introductory clause or a new item (e) 

Recommendation rejected. 
Merging the two clauses will 
make the requirement too 
long. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

4.5b T “Major non-conformity shall be corrected 
… in the case of main evaluations, within 
six (6) months)”.  Is it really the intention 
here to allow issue of a certificate with a 
Major non-conformity?  I think not, as this 
would contradict other standards, but this 
is not clear here. 

I suggest replacing with the requirement 
that a certificate shall not be issued if 

there is an open Major non-conformity.  

The requirement was 
rephrased in order to avoid 
possible misinterpretations. 

Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 

4.6  It should be clarified under which 
circumstances a certificate which was 

Rewording of 4.15: Recommendation accepted. Martin 
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suspended because of 5 or more major 
non-conformities can be re-instated. If e.g. 
surveillance leads to 7 major non-
conformities, can the certificate be re-
instated when three are closed, i.e. when 
the number falls under the threshold of 
five or do all 7 major non-conformities 
have to be closed before suspension can 
be lifted.  

The certification body shall not issue, re-
issue or lift suspension of a certificate that 
has open major non-conformities. 

Walter (ASI) 

4.9a)iii T “sufficient in number, extent or 
consequences…” – this could potentially 
lead to different interpretations by 
different CBs. Eg. Is “sufficient in number” 
5 or 20 or 200? 

Is there any more clear definition which 
could be used? Ie. The same non-

compliance across x% of participating sites 
unidentified by the Group manager? Yes 

as a CB I can of course use my own 
informed opinion, but other CBs may have 

other opinions… 

Clarification was included as an 
example: (e.g. identical 
corrective action requests 
issued by the certification body 
to three or more Participating 
Sites during an evaluation). 

Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 

4.10 T 5 Major NCs at central level = suspension 
of certificate 
5 Major NCs at participant site level = 
suspension of participant site but 
certificate remains valid 
But  5 different Major non-conformities at 
Participant site level but across different 
sites, the certificate would not require to 
be suspended?  

Please clarify No, five major CAR across 
different sites do not 
necessarily lead to certificate 
suspension.  

Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 

4.11 f) NOTE T The note states that nonconformities may 
result in a CAR to “the applicant 
organization”. However, this statement is 
also true for organizations who have 
already achieved certification. 

Remove the word “applicant”. Recommendation accepted. Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

4.11f)  f) "Failure to establish effective" In that 
case, all CoC should be re-evaluated in 
Australia. 

 Clause 4.11 only explains the 
reasons for Controlled Wood 
non-conformities. However, 
the consequences need to be 

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 



14 
 

Reference 

Part No. / Clause. No. / 
Note/Annex/Definition 

(e.g. “Introduction”; 
clause 3.1; p. 8, line 3) 

Type of  
comment 

G = general; 
T = technical; 
E = editorial 

Comment  

Justification / rationale for change 

Proposed change 

Suggested new wording  
(additions,  modifications, deletions) 

PSU observation 

on each submitted comment 

Contributor 

M-econ, M-env; 
M-soc, CB, CH, NI 

/ North-South 

addressed through the normal 
rules for non-conformities 
specified in Section 4 of the 
standard. 

4.13 T Certificate holders may be certified to 40-
005 but do not sell FSC Controlled Wood, 
in which case a CW code is not necessary. 

FSC Chain of Custody certificates with the 
sale of FSC Controlled Wood in its scope… 

Recommendation accepted. Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

4.13   FSC Chain of Custody certificates with FSC 
Controlled Wood as a product group shall 
additionally include the FSC Controlled 
Wood certification code issued by the 
certification body 

Recommendation rejected. The 
Certification Code for CW is 
only required when companies 
want to sell products with FSC 
controlled wood claims on 
invoices. 

Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 

4.13  Absolutely disagree. The CW system is a 
disgrace in Australia. 

 Thank you for your feedback. 
The concerns of Australian 
stakeholders are being 
addressed through the major 
review process of Controlled 
Wood standards. 

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

4.16 d) E The phrase “and/or of the statement ‘FSC 
Controlled Wood’ in any sales and 
transport documentation” is redundant 
because it is more appropriately covered 
in sub-clause (e). 

Remove the phrase. Recommendation accepted. 

 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

Section 5   page 18: We have made several 
submissions related to the CW system in 
Australia. 

 Thank you. All stakeholders 
comments were taken into 
consideration during the public 
consultations related to 
Controlled Wood. 

Dr. Leonie 
van der 
Maesen 
(FoE) 

5.1 T “…and any additional guidance provided 
by FSC.” – please clarify that guidance 
produced by FSC National Offices but not 
approved by FSC IC is not mandatory 
(there have been several instances where 

“any additional guidance officially 
approved by FSC IC” 

Recommendation accepted. Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 
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draft guidance has been produced by FSC 
NOs which contradicts FSC IC normative 
documents and is not approved by FSC) 

5.3. T .. controlled wood sourcing area… 
documentation to prove the district of 
origin. Does the district mean country and 
area? This should be specified. 

 Recommendation accepted. 
The term sourcing area was 
replaced by district of origin. 
The district of origin can be a 
country or a lower scale area, 
as defined in FSC-STD-40-005 
V2-1. 

Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation) 

5.5.-5.7. G National risk assessments are not 
mentioned at all. Is there any reason for 
that? 

 National Risk Assessments are 
available at the FSC Global Risk 
Registry (see Clause 5.6) 

Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation) 

5.7. G If a country has done the national risk 
assessment and the company is sourcing 
according to it, why is the public summary 
of the organization's risk assessment still 
needed? 

5.7 is not needed if the company operates 
in the country with the national risk 
assessment finalized. 

National risk assessments do 
not automatically replace 
companies’ risk assessments. 

Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation) 

5.6. G It is said that the organization's risk 
assessment should be automatically 
compared to FSC Global Risk Registry. If it 
is not consistent, there is automatically a 
risk that something is wrong with the 
organization's risk assessment. FSC itself 
says on the web page that FSC Global 
Forest Registry is a useful tool, not a 
necessity. Therefore, as long as 
organization's risk assessments are valid ( 
i.e. national risk assessments are 
finalized), they should not be 
automatically questioned.  

Point 5.5 is enough, point 5.6. is not 
needed. 

Recommendation rejected. 
National risk assessments are 
relevant source of information 
for companies’ risk 
assessments and Certification 
Bodies are required to assess it 
based on the information 
publicly available at the FSC 
Global Risk Registry. 

Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation) 
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5.7 T within seven (7) days within seven (7) business days Recommendation accepted Ping-Lun 

Huang (M-

econ South)  

5.7 T The phrase “… shall ensure that the latest 
version of the public summary is always 
available on the FSC database” is 
ambiguous. How is “always” interpreted? 

Replace the phrase with the following: “… 
shall ensure that the latest version of the 
public summary is available on the FSC 
database within seven (7) days of the 
approval of a new or updated risk 
assessment.” 

Recommendation accepted. Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

5.8   The organization can hire any external 
organization to conduct the supplier 
verification of unspecified risk sources 
(according to Annex 3 of FSC-STD-40-005 
V2-1), EXCLUDING its own certification 
body. 

Recommendation accepted. Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 

5.10. G "…the certification body shall conduct field 
audits at the FMU level…". The need of 
this action? Has FSC analysed the 
economic costs to CoC certificate holders?  

 Yes. The field verification is 
required to ensure confidence 
in the verification of sources 
not specified as low risk. 

Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation) 

5.11  T The requirement for CBs to classify FMU’s 
as sets of like FMU’s directly competes 
with the FSC’s requirement of certificate 
holders to classify FMU’s according to the 
same criteria (see 40-005 v2-1, Annex 3 
Section 1.7).  Only one entity should be 
doing the classifying, and this should be 
the CH. 

Certification bodies should be 
verifying the certificate holders’ 
classification of FMU terms for a, b 
and c rather than be responsible for 
determining classification on their 
own. 

Recommendation accepted. Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

5.11 c) T “Intensity of management” can be 
interpreted in many ways. It would be 
beneficial to reference FSC’s own 
definition of this. 

Add the phrase “(see SLIMF 
definition)” to sub-clause (c). Add the 
definition to the Terms and Definitions 
section. (See comment above, though, 

Intensity of management was 
removed from the 
requirement, in order to align 
this clause with FSC-STD-40-

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 
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which is a bigger issue.) 005 V2-1 Annex 3, 1.7 
requirement. 

5.12 T The organisation does Annex 3 audits of a 
sample of FMUs from its district.  The CB 
then only does a sample of the 
organisation’s sample, ie the CB doesn’t 
do a sample of the entire set of FMUs 
within the district? 

Please clarify Recommendation accepted Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 

Part II G At this time the CB has the possiblity to 
divide (stratificate) the entire group in 
sub-groups, and after that make a sample 
of each sub-group. The CB has the 
possibilty to define these sub-groups (e.g. 
primary processors, secondary processors 
etc…) which leads to a higher sampling 
rate. This is not in line with the risk table 
in for sampling (table 6. A) but also not 
excluded as a possibilty in the entire 
standard. 

Exclude the possibility to divide de entire 
group in sub-groups.  

Recommendation accepted. Bert de Jong 
(De & D 
Consult) 

6.1 T Groups or Multisites with 19 participating 
sites at the main evaluation could grow to 
100+ sites within the first year. 

…the certification may approve a growth 
up to 40 sites, based on the 
demonstrated… 

Recommendation rejected. The 
intent of this clause is not to 
limit the certificate growth to a 
specific number, but to allow 
Certification Bodies to 
determine the growth limits 
based on the demonstrated 
capacity of the Central Office, 
which could be higher than 40 
sites in the first year. 

Torge 

Petersen, 

GFA 

Certification 

6.2 T No specification or reference for sample 
size 

Add a reference to the sampling as 
specified in clause 6.5 b 

Recommendation accepted. Rafal 
Andruszkiewi
(BM TRADA) 

6.4   Note: Certification bodies are required to 
revise and approve the Central Office’s 

Recommendation rejected. The 
intent of this requirement is to 

Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
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audit reports. Launch an ADV in FSC-STD-
40-003 and review also FSC-STD-40-003 
according to this proposed change. 

ensure the Central Office’s 
audits have been concluded 
and reported to the CB. 

(Imaflora) 

Table A page 20 T There is no difference in sampling 
between group and multi-site certificates.  
As group members are individually owned 
companies risk is higher.  Individual owned 
companies will have different processes 
and different leadership which is not 
legally linked to the central office and will 
have different systems in place at each 
site. 

Increase risk index calculation for Group 
certificate sampling 

Recommendation rejected. 
This risk factor is already 
covered in the ownership item 
of the table. 

Rafal 
Andruszkiewi
cz (BM 
TRADA) 

Table A page 20 

complexity 

T/G In groups where there are only a few 
members having CW or recycled it should 

be allowed to choose for a 100% CB 
verification of the CW(recycled) members 

rather than increasing the factor. 

Example: 

200 

members wherefrom 2 CW 

all other risk factors add to 1 

square of 200 = 14.14  

14.14*1.4= 27.7 or 28 members 

There is no garantee that the 2 CW are 
within the 28 

Alternative:  

Square 198= 14.07  

14.07*1=14.07 or 15 members + 2 CW 
members 

Total 17 and a guarantee that the higher 
risk is monitored 

 Recommendation accepted. André 
Deschamps 

(De & D 
Consult) 

6.4 T “Certification bodies shall enter new sites Suggest delete “Certification bodies shall Recommendation rejected. The Meriel 
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into the database within one (1) week 
from the date of receipt of the Central 
Office’s audit report.” This is unnecessary 
since the sites won’t be considered as 
certified until they are entered into the db 

enter new sites into the database within 
one (1) week from the date of receipt of 

the Central Office’s audit report.” 

purpose of this requirement is 
to ensure that Certification 
Bodies will register the new 
sites in timely manner. 

Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 

6.5a and 6.5 b 
Table A 

T Complexity: When just one (1) group 
member has included CW verification 
programm, supplier audit programm for 
Reclaimed materials or a high risk 
outsoursing, the entire group will be 
sampled to a factor 0,4 more. This means 
in pratice that with a group of e.g. 400 
group members with just one (1) group 
member raising the number of sampling, 8 
group members more will be audited by 
the CB.  

The standards FSC-STD-40-005 and STD-
40-007 should be stratificated within the 
entire group before sampling. Each “sub-
group” will be sampled square root 
multiplied by the risk factor according to 
table A (without the complexity). 

Recommendation accepted. Bert de Jong 
(De & D 
Consult) 

Table A T What is “ownership structure”? This could 
be interpreted many different ways. 

Cross-reference this term with the latest 
version of 40-003. Include a definition in 
this standard or elsewhere. 

Recommendation accepted. Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

6.7 T The 40% random sample is too high for 
smaller multi-sites.  It won’t give us much 
opportunity/flexibility to get to the sites 

we need to if we have to choose that great 
of a number randomly 

Decrease random sample to 20% or else 
make it a tiered approach, ie. For multi-
sites with number of sites 0-40, use a 20% 
random sample.  Greater than 40 is a 40% 
random sample required 

Recommendation accepted. Gweneth 
Langdon 
(Rainforest 
Alliance) 

6.7 & 6.8 and 
Table B 

T These should all be combined into one 
clause & table.  There are contradictions 
between 6.7 (at least 40% of sites should 
be chosen at random) and 6.8 (60% of site 
selection should be chosen from highest 
risk category).  The criteria for selecting 
sites from the sample pool should be clear 
and instructive without being overly 

The certification body shall select specific 
Participating Sites to achieve the required 
sample number for evaluation. In the 
selection process the certification body 
shall ensure that the overall sample 
selected is representative of the entity 
under evaluation and covers the widest 
possible range in terms of:  

Recommendation partially 
accepted. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 
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prescriptive.  For example, an organization 
may have high-risk operations according 
to the table (e.g. credit system with CW 
verification at a mfg. plant), but actual 
weaknesses in the system may be present 
at ‘lower risk’ facilities (e.g. inaccurate 
claims on invoices generated by a 
distribution center).  In this case, being 
required to audit more mfg. facilities, and 
audit fewer distribution centers, is not 
beneficial. The way the standard is 
currently written, it may prevent CBs from 
choosing sites according to the real risk 
factors involved.  

Also note that, as currently written, the 
first sentence is superseded by the second 
sentence because the first sentence uses 
“may” and the second sentence uses 
“shall”. 

a) Geographic distribution;  
b) Activities and/or products produced 
c) Size of Participating Sites;  
d) Other criteria, as deemed relevant by 
the certification body. 
 
Note: Participating Sites with an 
associated higher risk according to b), c), 
and d) may be preferred for evaluation 
over other sites that perform less risky or 
complex activities.  The table B provides 
examples of risk indicators in order to 
support the certification body’s selection 
of sites for evaluation. 

(alternatively, delete the second sentence, 
“In certificates with non-homogenous….” 
From clause 6.8. 

Section 6 and 8 T New multisite sampling and outsourcing 
risk criteria could result in increased total 
audit days for the Certificate Holder per 
the certification year. This is in the 
contradiction to regular 5-years contracts 
used by the Certification Bodies and audits 
schedule agreed with the company at the 
beginning of the process. New sampling 
and risk criteria should not be applicable 
to the Certificate Holders who signed the 
certification contract before the effective 
date of new accreditation standard FSC-

A NOTE under section 6 and 8: “Certificate 
Holders who signed the certification 
contract before the effective date of this 
standard may be evaluated against the 
criteria given in FSC-STD-20-011 (V1-1). All 
re-certification audits shall be conducted 
in line with new FSC-STD-20-011 (V1-2)” 

Recommendation rejected. The 
standards cannot remain 
unchanged during five years 
duration of each company’s  
contract. The certification 
contract shall specify that 
companies need to comply 
with the latest version of all 
applicable FSC standards. 

Rafal 
Andruszkiewi
cz (BM 
TRADA) 
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STD-20-011  

6.8. Table B G Indicators of high risk are not acceptable 
us such. E.g. neither percentage nor credit 
system necessarily indicate high risk. The 
same is with high volumes of FSC 
production.  

The table seems quite discriminatory and 
should be revised. 

Recommendation accepted. Karoliina 
Niemi 
(Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation) 

6.9 T There are other reasons for visiting the 
same sites from one year to the next.  For 
example, only the same sites have FSC 
activity from one year to the next.  In this 
case, it is unavoidable to visit the same 
sites. 

Change ‘shall’ to ‘should’ Recommendation rejected. 
However, it was included the 
option that CBs could justify 
the need for visiting the same 
site two consecutive years. 

Vanessa Ellis, 
(SCS) 

7.1 T It’s not clear if the selected supplier sites 
are the sites selected by CH to be audited 
in his Supplier Audit Program or are all the 
sites inserted in this audit program 

Clarify the aspect Recommendation accepted. Marco 

Clementi 

(ICILA) 

7.1 NOTE  If a multi-site adopts a general and unique 
procedure to control reclaimed resource 
suppliers, then CB can audit a sample of 
reclaimed resource suppliers at only one 
Participant site. 

There is no need to audit a sample of 
reclaimed resource suppliers of each site if 
there is a general and unique procedure 
applied to multi-site. 

Recommendation rejected. Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 

7.1  T If the selection of reclaimed suppliers is 
not coordinated with the selection of 

Participating sites (like outsourcing), then 
you don’t need to specify that the 

calculation is done at the site level. Taking 
20% of each site is same as taking 20% of 
all; and the note confuses the intent of 
sampling 20% of all reclaimed suppliers 

across the entire certificate.  

Remove Note. Recommendation rejected. The 
calculation shall take place at 
Participating Site level and not 
across the entire certificate. 

Gweneth 
Langdon 
(Rainforest 
Alliance) 

7.1  Certification body shall carry out annual 
on-site verification audits for at least 20% 
of the selected supplier sites, unless the 

What it means by “selected supplier 
sites”? Selected by who? Selected for 
what? Selected by the organization to 

Recommendation accepted. Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 
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organization’s supplier audits had been 
carried out by (other) FSC accredited 
certification bodies. 

receive internal audit? This requirements 
needs improvement. 

8.1 b T Define “grades or sorts” Add definition in Section E Recomemendation partially 
accepted. The Clause now 
includes examples of grading 
and sorting. 

 

Torge 

Petersen, 

GFA 

Certification 

8.2 c T Define “contamination” Add definition in Section E Recomemendation partially 
accepted. The Clause now 
includes examples of 
contamination. 

 

Torge 

Petersen, 

GFA 

Certification 

8.2 T Are there any other exceptional 
circumstances in which a contracting 
arrangement can be considered low risk? 
For example a printer who as a one-off 
contracts a small print run to another 
printer but the CH supervises the print run 

Low risk where there is a single 
exceptional case of subcontracting but this 

is supervised by the CH? 

It is quite difficult to list all the 
possible scenarios where an 

outsourcing could be classified 
as low risk. The example you 
provided seems to be a quite 

specific case. The standard can 
only include scenarios that 

apply to all certificate holders 
in general. 

Meriel 
Robson (Soil 
Association 
Woodmark 

8.2  If the contractor is FSC Chain of Custody 
certified, can it be a indicator of low risk? 

 Currently, the COC 
requirements do not ensure 
that FSC certified contractors 
include the outsourcing in the 
scope of their certificates. 
Therefore, we included the 
option that FSC certified 
contractors that include the 
outsourcing in the scope of the 
certificate can be classified as 
low risk outsourcing. 

Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 



23 
 

Reference 

Part No. / Clause. No. / 
Note/Annex/Definition 

(e.g. “Introduction”; 
clause 3.1; p. 8, line 3) 

Type of  
comment 

G = general; 
T = technical; 
E = editorial 

Comment  

Justification / rationale for change 

Proposed change 
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PSU observation 

on each submitted comment 

Contributor 

M-econ, M-env; 
M-soc, CB, CH, NI 

/ North-South 

8.2. d, definition 
of “Site” and 2.7 

G An outsourced warehouse doesn’t have to 
be audited on site meanwhile own 
warehouses need to be visited by the 
auditor. I don’t see any rational reasons 
for this unequal treatment. In my opinion 
warehouses don’t have to be audited at all 
if there happens no physical change of the 
material (only logistical function).  

Clarify that warehouses don’t have to be 
visited if there happen only logistical 
processes. Please compare with Scope of 
FSC-STD-40-004 “Logistics companies 
transporting or temporarily storing 
certified products are exempt from Chain 
of Custody certification”. This has to be 
independent from the ownership 
structure.  

Recommendation accepted. Ulf Sonntag 
(Consultant) 

8.2 Note  Outsourcing across national borders to 
countries with Corruption Perception 
Index (CPI) lower than 50 is always 
considered high risk activity. For this 
requirement, there should be some 
indicator to demonstrate low risk 

Traders who outsource for warehousing in 
countries with CPI<50 may not be 
considered high risk outsourcing 
automatically. CB may evaluate the 
situation. 

Recommendation accepted. Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 

8.3 NOTE  If a multi-site adopts a general and unique 
procedure to control high risk outsourcing, 
then CB can audit a sample of high risk 
outsourcing at only one Participant site. 

There is no need to audit a sample of high 
risk outsourcing of each site if there is a 
general and unique procedure applied to 
multi-site. 

Recommendation rejected. 
Auditing company’s procedure 
is not a guarantee that the 
procedures are being correctly 
implemented. 

Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 

8.5 T The audit should confirm that a 
subcontractor is able to process FSC 
articles correctly. This should be regarded 
as proactive approach. To visit a 
subcontractor only when he has processed 
FSC articles in the past would not prevent 
failure and non compliances. 

NOTE: Contractors that hold their own FSC 
Chain of Custody certificate for the 
outsourced process and contractors that 
did not provide outsourcing services to the 
organization since the last certification 
body’s evaluation do not need to be 
evaluated by the contracting party's 
certification body and therefore do not 
add to the number of contractors (x) in the 
formula above. 

Recommendation rejected.  
Contractors that did not have 
any FSC activity in the last 12 
months. 

Torge 

Petersen, 

GFA 

Certification 

9 G Is not clear if the report is confidential Insert the confidentiality issues related to 
the report 

Recommendation rejected. 
Some items of the report are 
not confidential (e.g. contact 
details, product groups 
information). Confidentiality 
requirements are covered in 

Fernanda 
Rodrigues 
(FSC Brazil)  
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the general accreditation 
requirements (FSC-STD-20-
001). 

9.2 T 9.2 Chain of Custody reports may be 
written in any language at the 
convenience of clients and the 
requirements of the certification body’s 
decision making entity. 

The requirement shall be let the ASI 
(Accreditation Body) follow also, because 
some of CHs were witness audit by ASI, 
and ASI auditor asked the CH shall use 
English. 

ASI is the FSC’s body 
responsible for assessing 
implementation of FSC 
requirements as specified in 
Clause 9.2. Therefore, ASI has 
the right to request 
translations of FSC reports.  

Ping-Lun 

Huang (M-

econ South) 

9.4 Table C  Conformance description in audit report is 
redundant as auditor has to check this on 
field work. The relevant information on 
reports shall describe non-conformance, 
based on objective evidence, only. 

Systematic presentation of findings 
demonstrating non-conformity to 
elements of all applicable FSC 
normative document(s) used for the 
evaluation.  

 

Comment unclear. Bartira Miléo 
Amado 
(Imaflora) 

Table C T The cover page requires that a contact 
name of a person at a CB must be 
included.  Due to different reasons e.g. 
change of personnel this may not be 
practical.  

Change to: 

 

a) The name and contact details of the 
certification body, including contact 
person or e-mail address and website 
address.  

Recommendation partially 
accepted. 

Corris van 
den Berg 
(SGS) 

 


