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1. Introduction 
This synopsis is intended to provide a summary of the discussions and feedback of the 
draft Advice Note FSC-ADV-40-005-21 The phase-out of company risk assessments, 
and rules for the transition from version 2-1 to version 3-0 of the standard FSC-STD-40-
005. It contains information on the purpose of the Advice Note, and an overview of the 
discussions between the Controlled Wood Technical and Steering Committees on the 
Advice Note, and an analysis of the feedback received during its public consultation. 
 

2. Purpose of the Advice Note 
At the 2011 FSC General Assembly, Motion 51: Strengthening the Controlled Wood 
system was passed by the FSC membership. Central to the motion was the decision to 
phase-out company risk assessments conducted according to Annex 2 of the standard 
FSC-STD-40-005 V2-1. This phase-out was originally set to occur at the end of 2012. 
Decisions by the FSC Board of Directors later postponed this date to 31 December 2014, 
and then to 31 December 2015. 
 
The phase-out was intended to occur through the revision of the standard – the revised 
standard would not contain the possibility for Organizations to conduct their own risk 
assessments. However, due to a difficult revision process and the need to conduct pilot 
testing of the standard (to be finished 31 July 2015), the standard will not be finalized in 
time to be made effective by 1 January 2016. The standard is currently planned to be 
made effective at a later date in 2016. This presents a need for changes to the FSC 
normative framework that enforce the phase-out of company risk assessments, and for 
this purpose, the Advice Note FSC-ADV-40-005-21 was drafted.  
 
The Advice Note contains requirements to effectively remove the possibility for 
Organizations to conduct their own risk assessment, and to direct organizations to the 
use of National Risk Assessments, Centralized National Risk Assessments or the Global 
Forest Registry (GFR: http://www.globalforestregistry.org/) to obtain the relevant risk 
designations in order to be able to implement the standard. The Advice Note also 
contains proposed rules for the transition from the current version of the standard (V2-1) 
to the revised version (V3-0) once it is effective, as well as a proposed modification to the 
rules for an Organization’s own certification body to conduct field verification on its 
behalf, when the Organization is sourcing from unspecified risk areas (following the 
standard FSC-STD-40-005 V2-1).  
 

3. Discussion of the Advice Note: Controlled Wood Technical 

Committee 
The only feedback received by the Controlled Wood Program from the Controlled Wood 
Technical Committee (CWTC) before the Advice Note was publicly consulted came from 
representatives of the Environmental Chamber, whom generally supported the Advice 
Note for the phase-out of company risk assessments, but did not support the proposed 
transition rules.  
 
The contents of the Advice Note were later discussed by the Controlled Wood Technical 
Committee over email, and during a call. A summary of the feedback is as follows: 

 Environmental and Social members supported the phase-out of company risk 

assessments by the date 31 December 2015, and the rules contained in the 

Advice Note for this. Economic chamber members were against the Advice Note, 

stating that the phase-out date should be reconsidered, and that NRAs or the 

CNRA are needed first. 

http://www.globalforestregistry.org/
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 Economic chamber members described the Advice Note as complex, and costly 

to implement due to a lack of risk assessments, and unspecified risk designations 

on the GFR. To source from unspecified risk areas, companies must conduct 

field verification of their supplies according to Annex 3 of the standard. The 

environmental chamber didn’t see the problem with this, citing experience in 

Australia where Annex 3 has been implemented by companies successfully for 4 

years. 

 Advice from Technical experts stated that while many countries are unspecified 

risk on the GFR, low risk areas can be found when looking at areas at a smaller 

scale. A significant part of the world is unspecified due to low country scores on 

the Corruption Perception Index. The GFR is already used for benchmarking 

company risk assessments by most certification bodies. It was stated that 

previous decisions to postpone the approval of the revised standard, while 

keeping the phase-out date for company risk assessments posed the dilemma of 

having to design interim requirements instead of focusing effort on revising the 

system. 

 The Environmental chamber described the transition rules as messy, the Social 

chamber and a Technical Expert stated they should be treated separately to rules 

for the phase-out of company risk assessments. 

 

4. Discussion of the Advice Note: Controlled Wood Steering 

Committee 
The Controlled Wood Steering Committee (CWSC) discussed the Advice Note and other 
potential solutions prior to and during the consultation of the Advice Note. Other potential 
solutions included: 

 Postpone phase-out of company risk assessments (not seen as a real solution 

due to credibility issues) 

 A maintenance of existing risk assessments (allow the sourcing of Controlled 

Wood with them) but do not allow new risk assessments to be conducted (this is 

a weakening of the current system, which requires risk assessments to be 

reviewed annually) 

 Possibility to conduct company risk assessments following revised and 

strengthened risk assessment requirements (envisaged as an “Interim Risk 

Assessment” in the up-coming revised standard). 

 Focus the development of possible scenarios and solutions for higher risk areas 

(first determine them, however risk determination is ongoing via CNRA and NRA, 

therefore outcomes will not be available within the timeframe needed)  

 Conduct a review of the current company risk assessments in December so that 

they may continue for another year; 

It was discussed that adding an Advice Note to the normative framework increases 
complexity and goes against previous decisions. However, no other solution was seen to 
be better.  
 
The importance of scenario planning was highlighted – such planning would need to map 
out the transition from the current Controlled Wood system to the revised one, in full, 
containing what would be the result of critical decision points. A final solution should be 
developed based on analysis of the various possible scenarios.  
 
Possible solutions will be provided by PSU based on consultation feedback, and 
discussion of the CWTC and CWSC. These will be further discussed by the Board. 
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Final requirements need to be well drafted and clear, and good communication of the 
decision will be crucial. The solution needs to be formally approved in order to provide 
stakeholders with credible information and to allow preparation to adapt to requirements 
prior to their implementation. 
 
Separate to comments made directly on the Advice Note itself, but related to the 
Controlled Wood revision in general, the CWSC discussed possible ways of moving 
forward in case the revised CW standard is not agreed by the CWTC. 
 

 A CW strategy is needed to introduce major simplifications to the process. This 

was planned to be developed after finalization of the standard, according to 

Board conclusions from BM64 in November 2013. 

 A scenario for the revision process in the absence of CWTC consensus for 

finalizing documents needs to be discussed in August 2015. The decision about 

further steps would be communicated to the CWTC and would inform their 

discussions that will take place after the Board meeting. 

 A potential “Controlled Wood summit” that could take place if the Controlled 

Wood revision process was halted by lack of decisions or consensus within the 

CWTC on final requirements of the standard FSC-STD-40-005 was discussed. 

The summit would involve bringing together relevant people to make high level 

strategic decisions on Controlled Wood in order to ensure progress with the 

revision. 

 For any scenario related to the finalization of the CW standard, a firm solution for 

the phase out date is needed, which can function for a longer time, prior to 

delivery of the standard. 

 

5. Stakeholder Consultation  
The draft Advice Note was consulted publicly from 18 May – 18 June 2015. This involved 
the creation of a dedicated website (http://ic.fsc.org/fsc-adv-40-005-21.865.htm), a news 
item in the FSC newsletter (http://ic.fsc.org/technical-updates.325.1149.htm) and emails 
to the FSC membership, Network and certification body forum mailing lists. Two webinars 
were held on 26 May 2015 to explain the Advice note, provide more information and 
provide stakeholders the opportunity to have questions answered in real time – each was 
attended by over 100 stakeholders.  
 
The summary of feedback contains views put forth by different stakeholders on the major 
topics, and does not include feedback on small issues, or those outside the scope of the 
consultation (e.g., the requirements of the draft revised standard FSC-STD-40-005). 

 

5.1. Overview of respondents 
54 submissions of feedback (comment forms) were received. A basic breakdown of who 
submitted the responses, or on whose behalf they were sent, is as follows: 

 39 FSC International Organizational members. Chambers and sub-chambers 

were as follows: 

o 22 Economic North 

o 3 Economic South 

o 13 Environmental North 

o 1 Social North 

 29 certificate holders (9 of these are FSC International organizational members) 

 6 FSC-Accredited Certification Bodies 

 4 FSC Network Partners 

 2 “Other” (Industry Associations) 

http://ic.fsc.org/fsc-adv-40-005-21.865.htm
http://ic.fsc.org/technical-updates.325.1149.htm
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These figures provide a general overview of the where the feedback has come from. It is 
important to note that some submissions submitted separately by different Organizations 
contained identical comments, other individual submissions were sent on behalf of more 
than one organization. 

 

5.2. Summary of feedback: Phase-out of company risk assessments 
The majority of feedback from certificate holders underlined a strong opposition to the 
introduction of the Advice Note. On the other hand, social and environmental 
stakeholders welcomed the Advice Note. Other stakeholders, such as certification 
bodies, FSC Network Partners and some certificate holders provided varied feedback 
along the spectrum provided by the opposing views of social/environmental stakeholders 
and many of the certificate holders.  
 
Many certificate holders argued that the transition to FSC-STD-40-005 V3-0 should only 
begin once it is made effective, and many argued further that the transition should only 
begin NRAs or the CNRA are also finalized. The requirements were often described as 
an unnecessary burden, caused by FSC not delivering NRAs. The burden was described 
as costs associated with implementing complicated, temporary requirements that do not 
help transition to the revised standard. The costs were largely attributed to the need for 
field verification according to Annex 3 of the standard in the increased area of 
unspecified risk, as indicated in CNRAs or on the GFR.  
 
The CNRA was criticized by some as not being credible, and having been conducted at 
too broad a scale; the GFR was criticized as lacking information, and containing dated 
information; both risk designation sources were criticized as containing unreasonable 
designations of unspecified risk. It was stated that Annex 3 has not been effectively used 
in North America and its implementation would be costly and prohibitive to the use of the 
standard. Opinions against the rules for the phase-out of risk assessments were not 
unanimous amongst all certificate holders however, with some supporting the phase-out 
rules. 
 
Respondents from the Environmental chamber supported the phase-out of company risk 
assessments and expressed opposition to any extension of the phase-out date. The 
approach taken in terms of use of the GFR was supported, due to its formalization of the 
GFR within the FSC system, argued to create a greater need for FSC to ensure the 
quality of information it contains. 
 
Responses from Certification Bodies and Network Partners were varied. Some stated 
that the phase-out requirements were reasonable and simplified the current 
requirements. Others were in complete opposition to the requirements, and argued that 
conformance with the Advice Note would not be possible for companies that have 
already been audited this year, as some companies have made orders (that cannot be 
cancelled) for 1 year of material based on their approved company risk assessments. 
The Advice Note was also described as not timely enough for certificate holders and 
certification bodies to update to the new requirements.  

 

5.3. Summary of feedback: Transition period 
It is important to note that the summary of feedback regarding the proposed transition 
rules relates to the proposed possibility for certificate holders to choose the version of the 
standard during the transition period, and not to the actual normative requirements that 
would be transitioned to or from during this period (i.e., this Advice Note, or requirements 
of FSC-STD-40-005 V3-0). 
 
Some environmental stakeholders described the proposed transition rules as acceptable 
(due to delays in the revision of the Controlled Wood system and development of FSC 
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Risk Assessments), but not ideal. Others indicated that support of the possibility of 
continued use of FSC-STD-40-005 2-1 during the transition period would be conditional 
on additional requirements for Annex 3 regarding transparency and stakeholder 
consultation so that requirements would be more in line with drafts of FSC-STD-40-005 
V3-0. 
 
Most certificate holders were supportive of choice during the transition period, stating that 
a lot of time (at least 1 year) will be needed to update to the revised standard or 
approved NRA or CNRA. Those not in support stated that the rules caused confusion. 
 
Responses from certification bodies were mixed. Some supported the proposal for a 
choice of standard during the transition period, stating that companies would need time 
to adapt to the new standard. Those against the transition rules stated that the normal 
transition period as stated in FSC-PRO-01-001 should be followed. Between these 
arguments, a 6 month transition period with the proposed rules was suggested.  
 
Feedback from Network Partners was also mixed. Some argued that the proposed rules 
are complicated and that the deadline for phasing out company risk assessments should 
be aligned with the audit schedules of individual companies. Others supported choice 
during the transition period to provide more time for certificate holders 
 
Other, more technical comments or questions were received on how the rules could 
function in practice, highlighting potential issues that must be dealt with. Some comments 
were received that argued the “8 week” notification rule was unnecessary. 

 

5.4. Summary of feedback: Outsourcing of supplier verification to 

certification bodies  
There was generally more agreement on this issue (between groups of stakeholders that 
disagreed on other issues), however feedback wasn’t unanimous. Members of the 
Environmental and Social chambers were supportive of the proposal. Most, but not all, 
certificate holders were supportive of the proposed rules. Certification Bodies were 
generally supportive also, but other stakeholders from the economic chamber tended to 
be against the proposal. FSC Network Partners were supportive – though some 
recognized that some conflict of interest would remain under the proposed rules.  
 
Reasons in support included: 

 Increased efficiency and reduced cost of the verification for the certificate holder 

 Certification bodies are credible and competent to do the work 

 Dealing with competing certification bodies is difficult 

 Some countries may have few available certification bodies (or few with required 
expertise, language, etc.) 

 Conflict of interest does not exist when risk designations come from an NRA 

 There is an added benefit of having a higher sampling of FMUs 
 
Reasons not in support included: 

 Conflict of Interest still exists – conflicts requirements for impartiality in FSC-STD-
40-005 

 
Additional comments included: 

 Verification by certification bodies should be closely monitored by ASI, at least in 
“high risk” countries  

 FSC should define what “sufficient expertise” is for conducting the verification (at 
present, Controlled Wood Forest Management expertise is required)  

 The requirements are more applicable to FSC-STD-20-011 (the accreditation 
standard for CoC certification), rather than FSC-STD-40-005. 
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5.5. Summary of feedback: Other issues/feedback 
Miscellaneous comments included: 

 The Advice Note contains requirements for too many different issues 

 The Advice Note was consulted too quickly and was not in line with FSC-PRO-

01-001 

 Advice Notes should no longer be issued, following previous FSC/membership 

decisions 

 It is not clear what will happen if a certificate holder is shown to have not updated 

to the requirements (use of the correct risk assessment) by the phase-out date at 

the next audit.  

 There is a need to communicate any final decision immediately and clearly, with 

supplementary information to assist understanding. 

 A clear revision schedule is needed (not just this standard), as well as a 

communication strategy 

 It is crucial that FSC takes planned decisions on revised standards and other 

requirements as soon as possible and gives the highest possible priority to 

developed risk assessments for key producer countries 

 There is an urgent need for a Controlled Wood strategy – the complexity of 

issues is demonstrated by time need for NRA development. Some stakeholders 

against the phase-out rules stated that the Controlled Wood revision should be 

delayed until a Controlled Wood or the FSC strategy is completed. 

 Concern of repeated delays in CW revision, which have caused the need for the 

Advice Note. However, resources should be directed towards finalizing NRAs and 

the revised standard, rather than interim measures.  

 
 

6. Final discussion by CWSC 
 
Following the close of the stakeholder consultation, the CWSC discussed potential 

updates to the rules to be presented to the PSC for decision making.  

 

The CWSC agreed that phase-out date should be kept (not postponed) and 

implemented. 

 
Two amendments to rules regarding sources of risk designations to be used by 

companies implementing FSC-STD-40-005 were suggested, in the form of two 

additional sources  Aside to the three sources contained in the draft Advice Note, it was 

suggested that: 

 Certification Bodies shall be entitled or required to provide the risk assessment 

to companies, which would be based on information contained on the Global 

Forest Registry, but updated if needed. This could be difficult, as it would 

require a change in accreditation requirements for certification bodies, and there 

may not be sufficient time to formally (or fully) introduce the solution before the 

phase out date.  

 Companies could be given the option of conducting a risk assessment 

according to the revised risk assessment requirements that were approved in 

November 2014. This option has been drafted as part of FSC-STD-40-005 V3-0, 

and termed an “Interim Risk Assessment”. 
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Following these suggestions, the draft Advice Note for the consideration by the PSC was 
been updated to include additional sources of risk designations to be used by 
companies, as follows: 
 

1. NRA 
2. CNRA, if NRA is not available 
3. A ‘CB’ risk assessment (based on the Global Forest Registry), if neither of the 

above not available, 
4. Interim Risk Assessment (‘new company risk assessment’ following revised risk 

assessment requirements approved in November 2014), if none of the above not 
available, 

5. GFR 
 
Requirements relevant to companies sourcing from unspecified risk areas (Annex 3 of 
FSC-STD-40-005 V2-1) were discussed in light of the stakeholder consultation, as well 
as the ongoing Controlled Wood pilot tests in Canada. Potential difficulties with 
implementing Annex 3 was reported by companies that have not yet had to do so, and 
there were complaints about the fixed sampling rate for field verification. The CWSC 
discussed modifications to current requirements that would allow the sampling rate to 
depend on the actual risk(s) found to be occurring within supply areas. It was also 
acknowledged that Annex 3 is being implemented in countries with an NRA, such as 
Australia. The resulting recommendation was that companies would be able to apply 
specific criteria (yet to be drafted, and no suggestions were made) for different parts of a 
district of origin, or different suppliers so that they could implement Annex 3 in a more 
flexible way in large areas. The criteria would have to be approved/verified by the 
company’s certification body. 
 
The CWSC agreed to propose the outsourcing of field verification to a company’s own 
certification body to the PSC. Conflict of interest was acknowledged, as were 
advantages, which include a potentially higher quality of field verification, the issue of 
very few certification bodies operating in a particular area would be addressed, and 
potential reductions in the effort needed by companies to implement field verification 
requirements. 
 
The CWSC agreed to propose a modification to the transition rules to allow certificate 
holders the choice of standard that they implement and are evaluated against during the 
transition period to the revised standard. The transition period would still begin with the 
effective date of the of the revised standard (V3-0), but certificate holders would not have 
to be evaluated according to the revised requirements at their next audit within that 
period – they could choose to be evaluated according to then “old” requirements (V2-1 of 
the standard) (Figure 1). Aside to this modification, it was also suggested that a two year 
transition period could be an option, and that this should be presented to the Policy and 
Standards Committee.  
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Figure 1. Transition rules according to FSC-PRO-01-001 V3-0.  

General transition rules: 

• Phase-in period of 12 months following effective date 

• Certificate holders and applicants evaluated against revised normative document after the 

effective date 

• By end of transition period, all CHs must have transitioned to revised document. 

Proposed modification of the general transition rules: 

• Phase-in period of 24 months following effective date 

• Certificate holders and applicants evaluated against revised OR PREVIOUS normative 

document after the effective date 

• By end of transition period, all CHs must have transitioned to revised document. 

 
 
The CWSC agreed on the great importance of clear communication, and ensuring that 
stakeholders feel engaged in the process. The previous idea of a “CW summit” (see 
section 4) was stated to be ideal for this, but would not be possible this year. 
 
The schedule for communication of a final decision regarding the phase out of company 
risk assessments would include the following: 

 decision made in August 

 CWTC discussion of the revised standard, with knowledge of the Board decision 

(end of August) 

 Decision communicated through a series of webinars for stakeholders during the 

first half of September. This would be associated with an announcement of the 

CW strategy process and plans to hold a stakeholder summit in 2016. 

Importantly, the communication would not have a goal to consult the Board 

decision, as this would disable any introduction of the final requirements 

regarding the phase out of company risk assessments on time 

 Publication of the requirements by the end of September; 


