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Terms and abbreviations used 
Controlled Wood -The expression is used in general terms to capture the Controlled Wood system 
including both the standards and the certification processes.  
FSC Controlled Wood - Used to describe products that are purchased or sold as “FSC Controlled Wood” 
Controlled Material - Uncertified material that a company is sourcing according to its own Controlled Wood 
verification program 
Organisation/company - The terms Organisation and Company are used with the same intention in the 
report 
CoC - Chain of Custody 
CW - Controlled Wood 
CW/FM certification - Forest management certification according to the FSC-STD-30-010 standard 
30-010 certification - Forest management certification according to the FSC-STD-30-010 standard 
30-010 standard - FSC’s standard for Controlled Wood (Forest Management); FSC-STD-30-010 
40-005 certification - Chain of Custody certification according to the FSC-STD-40-005 standard 
40-005 standard - FSC’s standard for Controlled Wood (Chain of Custody); FSC-STD-40-005 
CoC/CW standard - FSC’s standard for Controlled Wood (Chain of Custody); FSC-STD-40-005 
FM - Forest Management 
ENGO - Environmental Non-Governmental Organisation 
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What is controlled wood? 
 
In a nut shell, controlled wood is non-FSC certified material used in FSC Mix products. 
The non-certified portion has to comply with the FSC Controlled Wood standards which 
enable manufacturers and traders to avoid timber and timber products from 
unacceptable sources. 
There are five categories of unacceptable sources: 

 illegally harvested wood 
 wood harvested in violation of traditional and human rights 
 wood harvested in forests in which High Conservation Values are threatened 

by management activities 
 wood harvested in forests being converted to plantations or non-forest use 
 wood from forests in which genetically modified trees are planted. 

Read more here and in Annex A. 

 

Introduction 
 
This document has been created to facilitate the controlled wood strategy process and 
consists of evaluation studies conducted in 2011 1  and 2014-2015 2 . The issues 
reported in the evaluation studies have been grouped to ease their analysis. 
Additionally, PSU comments were added, reporting on the controlled wood revision 
conducted between 2012 and 2015. 
 
The first evaluation study1 was conducted as a preparation for the FSC General 
Assembly 2011. The General Assembly resulted in Motion 51 (Annex B), which 
requested that the system be revised and strengthened, but did not formulate short-
term strategic goals to guide the revision process. 
The need to develop a controlled wood strategy was acknowledged by the FSC Board 
of Directors during the 64th Board Meeting in November 2013, and the updated 
controlled wood evaluation study2 was decided as an initial step towards the controlled 
wood strategy.  
The evaluation study was outsourced to an external consultant (Alcea Ab.) with the 
aim to ensure its objectivity. Terms of Reference for the study were developed based 
on guidance obtained by the Board of Directors and approved by the Board. 
The methodology originally followed by the consultant included collecting information 
through interviews with various stakeholders, online surveys, as well as the 
documentation. Key stakeholders interviewed included members of the controlled 
wood technical committee (CWTC) – an international working group engaged in the 
controlled wood revision process.  

                                                        
1  2011. PSU. FSC evaluation of the impacts and implementation of the Controlled Wood System. 
Discussion draft. 
 
2  
2014. Alcea Oy. FSC Controlled Wood Evaluation report.  
2015. Human, P. FSC Controlled Wood Evaluation report-Complete statistical analysis of the results of 
the FSC Controlled Wood survey. Some strategic issues emerging from the FSC controlled wood survey. 
2015. Human, P. FSC Controlled Wood Evaluation report-Complete statistical analysis of the results of 
the FSC Controlled Wood survey. 
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Based on original interviews and input from the CWTC, an additional expert with a 
background in social science, Dr Piet Human was engaged in the process in order to 
provide support with the design of the online survey for stakeholders. The goal was to 
ensure that questions and survey structure were objective and that the results could 
be statistically analyzed. The study was launched in 2014 and the full statistical 
analysis is provided in Annex C. The economic chamber (and the North) was 
overrepresented, whilst the environmental chamber was underrepresented amongst 
stakeholders participating in the survey (see more under survey Question 43 in Annex 
C, pages 109-110). 
The stakeholders were presented with the idea of developing the controlled wood 
strategy during the FSC General Assembly in 2014. 
In 2015, FSC received the report from Alcea Ab. (Annex B) containing the consultant’s 
own evaluation. The report has been assessed against the elements of the Terms of 
Reference, i.e. whether all elements included in the ToR were discussed in the report. 
 
Along with the Alcea report, FSC presents the analysis of the results of the stakeholder 
survey performed by Piet Human. Piet Human produced a report containing a 
discussion of strategic issues emerging from the survey, based upon his statistical 
analysis of stakeholder responses, as well as the analysis of responses for each 
individual survey question. This analysis constitutes key supplements to the report by 
Alcea Ab.  
 
Executive summary  
 
2011 
 
Purpose and Methodology 

 This report aims to provide information for reaching an improved understanding on how 
the Controlled Wood requirements are implemented across the FSC system and how 
best to proceed.  

 This evaluation is based primarily on qualitative information and stakeholder 
consultation.   FSC has limited capacity to quantify many of the important statistics 
regarding Controlled Wood, and the nature of the data prevents firm establishment of 
a causal relationship between Controlled Wood and some of the research questions.  

Key Research Findings 
 Purpose and Intent: There is a clear lack of common understanding about the purpose 

and intent of Controlled Wood. This has resulted in diverging expectations and appears 
to be a fundamental cause of many of the concerns expressed.   

 Standard Implementation: There are challenges with the Controlled Wood Standard 
(FSC-STD-40-005), including the company Verification Program, acceptable methods 
for documenting the “district of origin” of sources, and conducting the risk assessment 
and field verification in cases of “unspecified risk.”  

 Market Impacts: The FSC Mix label has led to phenomenal market growth for FSC 
but has also led to market confusion. 

 Moving from FSC-Mix to FSC-Pure: Companies are not transitioning out of FSC Mix 
and have no plans to do so. 

 Uptake of FSC certification: Some interviewees believe that allowing more products 
to be labeled as FSC, and more companies to participate in the FSC system, has 
directly led to an increase in FSC certified forests. Others believe Controlled Wood has 
created a ‘static’ system with inadequate incentives for companies to move forest 
managers to FSC certification.   

 
Overall, it was found that the Controlled Wood system serves a very important role in the FSC 
system. The ability for companies to buy and sell FSC Mix products has led to phenomenal 
growth for FSC in the marketplace, and it is inferred that this growth has directly translated to 
bringing more forests into FSC certification.  However, the views of stakeholders vary as to 
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whether uptake of FSC certification would increase or decrease if Controlled Wood was phased 
out.  
Evidence was also provided that, when the Controlled Wood standard, FSC-STD-40-005, is 
applied correctly, it can effectively change sourcing behaviour and has been demonstrated to 
keep potentially unacceptable wood out of FSC supply chains.  Despite this, there are some 
challenges with the Standard that continue to concern all stakeholder groups. Concerns that 
rose to the top include the company Verification Program, acceptable methods for documenting 
the “district of origin” of Controlled Wood sources, and field verification in cases of “unspecified 
risk.”  These concerns related to the Standard can be, addressed. 
More broadly, the findings highlight the fact that FSC, its members, certificate holders and 
stakeholders, might benefit from a better understanding, and clearly articulated position, of the 
intent of Controlled Wood and its role (and the role of the Mix label) in achieving the mission of 
the FSC. Once the purpose and intent of Controlled Wood is better defined, a roadmap may be 
developed for achieving the desired outcome.   

Principal Recommendations 
 FSC should convene stakeholders to clarify the current purpose/intent of Controlled 

Wood and to determine whether adjustments should be made based on a longer-term 
vision. With support from a technical committee, FSC should develop a roadmap for 
achieving the vision and goal for Controlled Wood. 

 Company Risk Assessments should be phased-out and FSC-approved National Risk 
Assessments should be developed. 

 Alternative mechanisms should be considered for tracking the origin of Controlled 
Wood that are equally functional in maintaining system integrity for demonstrating 
district of origin. 

 A ‘clean’ version of the Standard should be developed that incorporates the Advice 
Notes to-date and provides clearer language on points of confusion, including those 
defined in the evaluation.  

 Adequate training, outreach and other support on the Controlled Wood requirements 
should be provided, and supporting materials should be made known and readily 
available.  

 Guidance on stakeholder consultation should be provided, and additional requirements 
for CBs to conduct stakeholder consultation should be considered. 

 Procedures should be developed to ensure that verification is performed by qualified 
lead auditors with experience in the Controlled Wood categories and forest 
management; monitoring and evaluation by ASI should be increased, particularly in 
higher-risk situations. 

 The FSC database should be improved so that stakeholders can better access, monitor 
and track Controlled Wood sourcing. 

 Advice Notes and other policy changes should include an appropriate level of 
stakeholder consultation prior to issuance. 

 Options for better aligning Controlled Wood with forest certification should be 
considered. 

 
2015 (Alcea Ab.) 
 
The objective of this Controlled Wood evaluation is to assess the importance and relevance of 
Controlled Wood from a financial, reputational, market impact/penetration perspective in the 
FSC system at present and in the mid-term timeframe of 10 years. 
The minutes from the FSC Board of Directors’ meeting in March 2004 shows that FSC at that 
time had a clear intention that the Controlled Wood standard should be a permanent part of the 
FSC Chain of Custody system but that companies should be required to work towards sourcing 
only FSC 100% certified material. It is also clear that the initial purpose of the Controlled Wood 
system was to both enhance the production and sales of FSC labelled products and to enhance 
certification of forest land according to the FSC Principles and Criteria. The intention was to 
ensure that companies “continuously increase the proportion of FSC material” and also to 
“measure this increase”. When looking at how the FSC Mix system has developed one can 
conclude that this intention has never been implemented. 
A calculation of the value FSC certified products made in this evaluation shows that the total 
annual value of all FSC certified products (labelled and unlabelled) sold by CoC certified 
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companies is ~280 Billion USD while the annual value for FSC Controlled Wood sales is ~110 
Billion USD. The calculation further show that the total sales of FSC 100% certified products is 
~30 Billion USD and the total sales of FSC Mix and FSC Recycled is ~250 Billion USD.  
One of the main conclusions in this evaluation is that the Controlled Wood system serves a 
very important role in the FSC system and it is not realistic to phase out the FSC Mix/Controlled 
wood system if FSC want to maintain its position as a major forest certification scheme on the 
global market. The ability for companies to buy and sell FSC Mix products has led to a clear 
growth for FSC in the marketplace and a phasing out of the FSC Mix/Controlled wood system 
is likely to turn FSC into a niche label with limited visibility on the market and limited power to 
impact on forest management.  
The Mix system, together with Controlled Wood, has not contributed much to the development 
of FSC certification in tropical natural forests. A majority of the stakeholders consulted during 
this evaluation believed that Controlled Wood has been helpful for the certified companies in 
meeting legal requirements like e.g. the EU Timber regulation and the US Lacey Act.  
A comparison with other certification schemes that accept Mass balance systems shows that 
several of them have established minimum requirements that the un-certified raw material must 
comply with in order to be eligible to mix with certified material in the production of certified 
products. There are however also several schemes that do not have any requirements on the 
un-certified raw material. This indicates that minimum requirements on the uncertified raw 
material is not a prerequisite for running a mass balance system. The FSC mix system could 
technically be run without the Controlled Wood requirements since the Controlled Wood system 
is, in essence, there only to enhance the perceived credibility of the certification scheme. The 
conclusion from this evaluation is however that minimum requirements on material sourced 
from non-FSC certified forest areas will be needed also in the future in order to maintain the 
credibility and support for the FSC system. 
The Controlled Wood system is probably one of the components in the FSC system that 
stakeholders have most opinions about and their views and opinions are very diverse. This has 
led to a lot of criticism against the Controlled Wood system, some of which FSC is trying to 
address through the ongoing revision of the concerned standards. This evaluation has identified 
a range of issues that the author deem important to consider in FSC’s future development of 
the Controlled Wood system in the mid-term time perspective:  

 FSC should initiate an objective market study to find out what the end consumers know and 
think about the different Claims and product labels.  

 FSC must dare to stand up for its own system and not try to repair it every time some new 
issues come up. A more rigorous implementation and monitoring of the Policy for 
Association should be introduced in order to capture cheaters and deliberate 
underperformers.  

 FSC need to move away from the habit with frequent irregular updates of requirements and 
interpretations. Agreed standards must remain valid and un-amended during the agreed 
period of validity.  

 FSC should reconsider its use of certain terms and expressions and refrain from using 
same terms under different concepts with different meaning.  

 FSC should detach the 30-010 standard from the Controlled Wood system in order to have 
a more consistent system that is easier to communicate and manage. A disconnected 30-
010 standard would be easier to adapt and align with the Modular Approach Program.  

 FSC should make it possible to adapt the 40-005 requirements to local conditions in order 
to ensure that Controlled Material can be sourced also in countries with low governance.  

 FSC needs to consider who the customer in the certification process is and develop the 
standards so that they bring value to the companies and their processes. Companies that 
implement the requirements must feel that the requirements help them in developing 
processes that are both efficient and credible. FSC should adapt the structure of its 
standards to the ISO management system format (the ISO Annex SL3) 

                                                        
3 http://www.iso.org/iso/home/news_index/news_archive/news.htm?refid=Ref1621 
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 FSC needs stronger and impartial facilitators in the standard development processes to 
ensure that un-relevant requirements are kept out of the negotiations.  

 FSC should introduce a more open normative framework with system based standards that 
include a continuous improvement component which require companies to define and 
implement individual measurable FSC goals in a transparent and credible process.  

 FSC need to clean up and reduce the large number of normative documents that are 
overlapping and contradicting.  

 FSC should revise the 1994 rule on conversion in order to allow trustworthy companies to 
mend their ways and enable them to FSC certify their forests. 

 
 
2015 - Summary of strategic issues emerging from the FSC controlled wood survey (Piet 
human) 
 
The main conclusions from the discussion of strategic issues are as follows: 
Globalization issues: Northern and southern respondents differed in their perceptions and 
opinions on most issues. Views from the north were more aligned with the economic group, 
views from the south more aligned with the social group, and environment group views 
generally sat between these.  
Knowledge: Economic and environment groups are significantly more knowledgeable about the 
CW system than the social group. 
Purpose of the CW system: Views were similar amongst all groups, with responses biased 
towards economic purposes (market and production of FSC material), and away from 
environmental and social purposes. On whether CW should be phased-out, economic group 
was against the idea, the environment group leaned towards being against the idea, and the 
social group was divided. Feelings around phasing-out the CW system were closely linked to 
perceptions on whether the CW system fits the FSC purpose, coming down to “purists” against 
“compromisers”.  
Impact and performance: The CW system is perceived to be achieving what it was designed 
for - all groups were relatively positive about its impact. The social group was more positive 
about the impact of CW in different regions than other groups.  
End consumers: The end consumer was not viewed as important in the purpose of CW (though 
the social group rated their importance more highly) – an interesting finding given the logic on 
which FSC was built. Very few respondents think that end consumers understand FSC labels 
or are that differences between the labels are a matter of concern for them.  
Credibility and legitimacy: No group made a firm stand on whether FSC is credible or not. The 
top two reasons for why FSC’s credibility could be questioned were a lack of understanding by 
outsiders, and that FSC’s ability to communicate to various stakeholders is not well developed. 
The underlying differences between groups regarding credibility is significant, particularly 
regarding the use of FSC for greenwashing, and whether the interests of forest communities 
and indigenous people are well represented. Social members and the southern group disagree 
significantly with the other groups concerning big business, transparency of the system, the 
forest and indigenous people and so on. The role of the Controlled Wood system in the 
credibility of the FSC is noteworthy – only 18% of the sample felt that distrust in the Controlled 
Wood system has not at all influenced the overall trust in the FSC CoC system and more than 
60% felt it did.  
 
Purpose and methodology 
 
2011 
 
This report aims to provide the FSC, its network members, partners, and stakeholders, with a 
resource for having an informed discussion on the current impacts of the Controlled Wood (CW) 
system, and to guide the understanding of the anticipated implications when determining future 
applications of Controlled Wood. This report also provides recommendations to improve upon 
the current Controlled Wood system, as well as longer-term strategies and activities aimed at 
increasing the amount of forests managed under the FSC system.  
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This version is intended as a discussion draft, with the goal of informing the Controlled Wood 
side meeting and other discussions that will take place at the 2011 FSC General Assembly, 
and of soliciting additional input that will be used to develop the final version of this report.  
 
Methodology 
An array of data sources was used to inform this evaluation, including: 

 Interviews with approximately 70 representatives of diverse stakeholder groups: 
Certification Bodies; Forest Management (FM) and Chain of Custody (CoC) certificate 
holders of various sizes, and including companies implementing verification programs; 
Consumer-facing companies; Non-governmental organizations (NGOs); FSC 
International Center (FSCIC); FSC National Offices (NOs)4; Accreditation Services 
International (ASI). A concerted effort was made to ensure broad representation from 
each of the three FSC chambers and from both “North” and “South” interests 

 A survey questionnaire that was sent to Certification Bodies 
 Controlled Wood Risk Assessments on the FSC database, prepared by certificate 

holders and reviewed by Certification Bodies. 
 Past Controlled Wood surveys conducted by FSC (2008, 2009, 2010) 
 Past research on Controlled Wood  
 FSC Standards and Advice Notes 
 FSC Policy Motions #23 and #24 from the 2008 General Assembly  
 Global Forest Registry (http://www.globalforestregistry.org) 
 Correspondence and other documentation related to stakeholder complaints 

concerning Controlled Wood Risk Assessments 
 

It should be noted that anecdotal evidence and qualitative information gathered through 
stakeholder interviews and stakeholder questionnaires play a central role in these findings and 
that the use of hard, quantitative data is minimal due to its limited availability.  
 
Stakeholder quotes are used to capture the general perspective and tone expressed by a 
number of the interviewees. 
 
The recommendations build off these findings and serve as a starting point for broader 
discussion.  
 
2015  
 
The functioning of the Controlled Wood system was discussed during the FSC General 
Assembly 2011, which resulted in the Membership Motion 51, requesting its strengthening, but 
without formulating strategic goals to guide the revision process. To address above issues, the 
FSC Board of Directors acknowledged the need for the development of a Controlled Wood 
strategy and to provide a basis for such a strategy, an evaluation of the Controlled wood system 
was commissioned at the 64th Board meeting held in November 2013. The Terms of Reference 
for the evaluation has been approved by the FSC Board of Directors. The objective of the 
Controlled Wood evaluation is to assess the importance and relevance of Controlled Wood 
from a financial, reputational, market impact/penetration perspective in the FSC system at 
present and in the mid-term timeframe of 10 years.  
An external consultant, Alcea Oy, was hired by FSC International to carry out the Controlled 
Wood evaluation.  
This evaluation of the Controlled Wood system has been based primarily on three main sources 
of information input;  

A. Interviews with a wide range of stakeholders from the FSC chambers and from different 
parts of the world was carried out between March and October 2014. The interviewed 
stakeholders represent, among others; Chain of Custody (CoC) certified organisations 
(primary and secondary producers, companies implementing own verification program, 
Traders, Retailers etc), Certified forest managers (Large. Medium, Slimf and Group 

                                                        
4 The term National Office (NO) is now used by FSC instead of National Initiative (NI) 
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managers), Nongovernmental organizations, Labour Unions, First Nations, Certification 
Bodies, Accreditation Services International, FSC Network Partners, FSC PSU, Members 
of FSC CW Technical Committee etc. The interviews included totally approximately 50 
people.  

B. A web based survey was developed specifically for this evaluation. The survey was 
distributed by the FSC Network to a large number of stakeholders. The survey covered the 
majority of issues that had been raised in interviews and debated in other forums. The 
survey was available in English and Spanish and was answered by approximately 270 
people. The respondents have been grouped into different interest groups and chambers 
for the further analysis of the results. The survey was developed in cooperation with Dr Piet 
Human who also made most of the statistical analysis of the results and the outlines used 
in this report.  

C. A wide range of documents, reports, meeting minutes, web sites etc have been reviewed. 
This include e.g.;  
 Previous, Current and New draft versions of the FSC CoC, CoC/CW and CW/FM 5 

standards as well other relevant normative documents,  
 Minutes from FSC Board of Directors meetings,  
 Past Controlled Wood surveys and other analysis of the Controlled Wood system,  
 Standards and guidelines for several other certification schemes. 
 FSC statistics 
 Web sites and discussions forums that promote and criticize FSC and FSC Controlled 

Wood.  

D. In addition to this, another web based survey has been conducted including all previous 
and current holders of FSC CW/FM certificates. A separate section about Controlled Wood 
was also included in the 2014 Market Survey that FSC International conducted.  

 
The results and conclusions in this report are the consultants own independent judgement that 
are based on a mixture of all these information sources. No references to individual sources 
are made in the report. The individual survey results and outcomes from interviews are 
confidential.  
 
Overview / The history and the background of the controlled 
wood system  
 
2011/2015 
 
Controlled Wood (CW) has its origin in the FSC Policy on Percentage Based Claims that came 
into effect in October 1997.  Prior to this, the Chain-of-Custody (CoC) standard was 
straightforward in requiring that FSC-labeled products be comprised of 100% pure FSC-
certified material. This soon proved to be difficult to apply to most mainstream forest products 
sectors, particularly chip and fiber products such as paper. Companies were significantly 
challenged in securing enough FSC certified supply to meet their growing market demand. 
Moreover, the necessary segregation of FSC material from non-FSC material in many 
production streams, even when feasible, demanded an additional level of cost and/or 
investment that was perceived by many companies to outweigh the market benefits of FSC 
certification. Thus, only a few products were labeled or reached the final consumer as certified.  
The 1997 Policy on Percentage Based Claims aimed at overcoming these barriers by allowing 
uncertified virgin and recycled material to be used in an FSC certified product based on certain 
screening requirements and labeling thresholds. The actual uncertified content was required to 
be communicated through a percentage claim as part of the FSC product label. 
This new approach did serve to alleviate supply bottlenecks and to facilitate labeling, yet it also 
brought criticism with respect to the source of the non-certified material in an FSC-certified 
product. The 1997 policy did not provide a clear definition or mechanism for identifying and 

                                                        
5 FSC-STD-40-004, FSC-STD-40-005, FSC-STD-30-010 and FSC-STD-60-002 
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avoiding “Controversial Sources” but it used this term and included the following guiding 
statement:  "That certification bodies are requested to determine the precise forest origin of 
non-certified material and avoid controversial sources of non-certified virgin material (e.g. from 
old-growth forests or plantations established by converting natural forest)." 
In 2000, a review of the policy led to a more sophisticated approach towards “Controversial 
Sources” and an entire section on this subject was added to the policy. The following categories 
of uncertified raw materials were considered to be unacceptable as part of an FSC certified 
product: 

 Wood that has been illegally harvested. 
 Wood from genetically modified trees. 
 Wood from areas where there is a clear demonstration of violation of traditional, 

customary or civil rights, or of serious extant disputes with Indigenous peoples or 
other social stakeholders, involving confrontation or violence. 

 Wood from uncertified high conservation value forests (HCVFs). 

The 2000 policy further required companies to have a public policy to avoid wood from these 
unacceptable sources as well as a monitoring and tracking system to identify the origin of the 
uncertified material.  
Still, both users and stakeholders were not satisfied with the impacts and implementation of the 
2000 policy, resulting in a systematic evaluation of the various policy elements, starting formally 
in June 2001. In September 2002 the FSC Board authorized a number of changes to the policy, 
to be implemented through the development and subsequent approval of formal FSC standards 
for chain of custody and labeling on the one hand and for the control of uncertified material on 
the other.  
By September 2004 the following suite of new standards had been approved: 

 FSC chain of custody standard for companies supplying and manufacturing FSC-
certified products (FSC-STD-40-004);  

 FSC standard for non FSC-certified controlled word (FSC-STD-40-005);  
 FSC standard for forest management enterprises for non FSC-certified Controlled 

Wood (FSC-STD-30-010); 
 FSC on-product label requirements (FSC-STD-40-201). 

The term “Controlled Wood” was introduced to describe the successful avoidance of sources 
previously termed “Controversial.”  Essentially, FSC-STD-40-005 took on the role of former 
Section 3 of the Policy on Percentage Based Claims and included a fifth unacceptable source 
for material resulting from the conversion of natural forest. It further provided a new conceptual 
approach by allowing companies to identify the risk of sourcing unacceptable material on a 
defined geographical level instead of assessing their forest sources directly. 
During 2005, FSC was mandated to monitor the uptake of, and review, the new FSC Controlled 
Wood standards taking into account experience with practical implementation and to resolve 
outstanding issues. This review led to a second version of the two standards approved in 2006 
that would become effective in 2007 and 2008 respectively. 
See Box 1 for information on how the Chain of Custody systems (Credit, Percentage, 
Threshold) work with Controlled Wood to bring FSC Mix products to market. 
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 1, 2, 3. 
 
 

 
Box 1: How the Chain-of-Custody system works with Controlled Wood 

The introduction of Controlled Wood allowed the continuation of the percentage system and 
transfer system, but also allowed the introduction of the credit system.  The credit system allows 
a certificate holder to mix FSC certified inputs with reclaimed inputs & controlled inputs.  To do 
this, the certificate holder must have a bank of FSC credits in order to sell any product as FSC 
certified.   
With each of these systems, there is an incentive to purchase FSC certified inputs in order to 
sell more FSC certified products.   For example: 
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o Under the credit system, 1 unit of FSC-Pure material mixed with 99 units of Controlled 
Wood material equals the ability to sell 1 unit of FSC Mixed Credit product and 99 sales of 
non-FSC certified products.   

o Under the percentage system, there is a threshold of 70% FSC certified input in order to 
label the product as FSC certified.  So, 7 units of FSC-Pure + 3 units of CW = the sale of 
10 products as FSC-Mixed 70%.  The invoice states “Mixed - 70%” but the label is just 
“Mix”.  Note that if the product is further transformed, only 70% of that product can be 
claimed as FSC certified.  Also, note that if the product is FSC-Mixed 40%, the invoice can 
still claim FSC-Mixed 40%, however no label can be applied since the product didn’t reach 
the 70% labeling threshold.   

The market pull has proven to be substantial due to the ability to mix FSC inputs with controlled 
inputs.  Typically chip & fiber products like paper, packaging, fiberboard, etc. are manufactured 
under the credit system.  Typically solid wood products are manufactured under the percentage 
system, though it is speculated that more manufacturers are moving to the credit system.  The 
transfer system is preferred when all of the inputs are FSC certified.   
      
 

Examples on the application of the FSC control systems (From FSC-STD-40-004 V3-0 
D3-0) 

Transfer System 

Example A: Product groups with single input material 
 
Inputs Outputs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FSC output claim determination: In the scenario above, a single input material is used and its claim 
(FSC 100%) is transferred to the outputs. 

 

Example B: Product groups with a combination of two or more input materials of different material 
categories 

Inputs Outputs 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
FSC output claim determination: According to the requirements specified in Table D, the combination 
of virgin material (FSC 100%) and reclaimed material (FSC Recycled x%) in the transfer system results 
in an FSC Mix x% claim for the output products (see definition of FSC Mix). 

 

“FSC Mix 70%” 
 eligible for labelling 

 

“FSC 100%” 
 eligible for labelling 

“FSC 100%” 

 

 

= FSC input: ‘FSC 100%’ = ’FSC 100%’ 

= FSC input: ‘FSC 100%’ 

= FSC input: ‘FSC Recycled 70%’ 

= ‘FSC Mix x%’ claim 
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Percentage system 

Example C: Product groups with a combination of two or more input materials of different material 
categories 

Inputs Outputs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The FSC claim for the output is calculated as follows: 

4 units of FSC 100% input 
8 units of FSC Mix 70% input 
4 units of controlled material 

FSC output claim determination: In the scenario above, the combination of three different types of virgin 
material (FSC 100%, FSC Mix 70% and FSC Controlled Wood) input result in an FSC Mix claim for the 
outputs (see definition of FSC Mix).  

Example D: Product groups with a combination of two or more input materials of different material 
categories 

Inputs Outputs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The FSC claim for the output is calculated as follows: 

4 units of post-consumer reclaimed 
8 units of FSC Recycled 70% input 

 

FSC output claim determination: In the scenario above, the combination of two different types of 
reclaimed inputs (post-consumer reclaimed and FSC Recycled 70%) result in an FSC Recycled claim for 
the outputs (see definition of FSC Recycled).  

 

Credit system 
 

Example D: Product groups with a combination of two or more input materials of different material 
categories 

Inputs Outputs 
 
 
 
 

“FSC Mix 60%” 
 not eligible for labelling 

(4 x 100%) + (8 x 70%) 
4 + 8 + 4 

 x 100%   = 60%  4 + 5.6 
16 

=   x 100%  

 

= FSC input: ‘FSC 100%’ 

= Controlled material 

= FSC input: ‘FSC Mix 70%’ = ‘FSC Mix x%’ claim 

 

= FSC input: ‘pre-consumer reclaimed paper’ 

= Controlled material 

= FSC input: ‘FSC Mix 70%’ 
= ‘FSC Mix Credit’  

= ‘FSC Controlled Wood’ claim 

“FSC Recycled 80%” 
 eligible for labelling 

4 + (8 x 70%) 
4 + 8  

 x 100%   = 80%  4 + 5.6 
12 

=   x 100%  

 

= FSC input: ‘post-consumer reclaimed’ 

= FSC input: ‘FSC Recycled 70%’ 
= ‘FSC Recycled x%’ claim 
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The number of output units which can be sold with an ‘FSC Mix Credit’ claim is calculated as follows: 

4 units of pre-consumer reclaimed 
   paper input 
8 units of FSC Mix 70% input 
4 units of controlled material 
 
FSC output claim determination: In the scenario above, the combination of reclaimed material (pre-
consumer reclaimed paper) and virgin material (FSC Mix 70% and FSC Controlled Wood) result in an 
FSC Mix claim for the outputs (see definition of FSC Mix). 
 

 
 
 
                                        

Evaluation 
 
Original purpose and intent of the controlled wood 
 
2011 
 
Purpose and intent: Is it clear what Controlled wood aims to achieve? 
Based on the interviews conducted for this evaluation, there is wide variation among FSC 
stakeholders regarding perceptions of what Controlled Wood aims to achieve.  This meta-level 
issue - the lack amongst the FSC network of a common understanding of the purpose 
and intent of Controlled Wood - has led to diverging stakeholder expectations and appears 
to be a fundamental cause of many of their expressed concerns.  Different and often conflicting 
interpretations of the intent and purpose of Controlled Wood were found to fall under three 
themes, described below.  
 

1.1. “FSC Pure” VERSUS a controlled “FSC Mix” as the desired outcome for Controlled 
Wood. 
For some stakeholders, the concept of Controlled Wood was meant as a temporary 
safeguard for allowing non-certified material to be in an FSC-labeled product. To these 
stakeholders, Controlled Wood was originally negotiated as a short-term solution for 
improving trade in FSC certified products and with the ultimate goal of continuous 
improvement (i.e., company commitments to move all sourcing to FSC Pure).  Seven years 
later, and despite increased and sustained growth of the FSC certified land base, we are 
still faced with (speculated) insufficient supply to meet the growing market demand, and if 
anything, a growing reliance on the FSC Mix label in order for companies to engage in the 
FSC system.  Some stakeholders, particularly in the Environmental Chamber, are 
expecting a phase-out of FSC Mix products (and by extension Controlled Wood) and they 
are growing frustrated and losing confidence in the Controlled Wood system as a strategy 
for ultimately eliminating non-certified wood in FSC labeled products.    
Conversely, there is a different stakeholder base within all three chambers that perceives 
FSC Mix products (and therefore Controlled Wood) to be vital, and long-term or 
permanent, components of the FSC system.  They feel strongly that FSC is just now 
gaining traction in mainstream markets and the ability to produce and market FSC Mix 
products is critical to the system. To them, success includes a credible and functional 
Controlled Wood system.  Further, many of them believe that, as a long-term strategy, 
Controlled Wood/FSC Mix, when combined with the Credit system, will more effectively 

(4 + (8 x 70%) units  = 4 + 5.6 units  = 9.6 units 

The remainder of 6.4 units can be sold as ‘FSC Controlled Wood’. 
 

“FSC Controlled Wood” 
 not eligible for labelling 

“FSC Mix Credit” 
 eligible for labelling 
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bring forests into responsible management than would phasing out Controlled Wood and 
transitioning companies to produce FSC Pure products.     
FSC Policy and Standards Unit (PSU) clarification of intent:  “While the 2000 Policy on 
Percentage Based Claims had a section on “Continuous Improvement” and the labeling 
threshold was increased for chip and fibre products, there is no indication that the overall 
concept of allowing uncertified material to be used within an FSC labeled product was 
meant as temporary.” 
 
1.2. A “risk based” approach to “avoid” unacceptable sources VERSUS assurance that 
unacceptable wood is excluded from FSC certified products.   
Many stakeholders perceive that the intent of Controlled Wood is to take a risk-based 
approach:  to ‘avoid’ unacceptable wood (not necessarily eliminate it) and to assess for 
controlled wood at a district level (not at the forest management unit [FMU] level). Implicit 
is that a company does not need to know the management practices on the specific FMU 
of origin in order to consider the district “low risk” and to make a determination that wood 
from this area can be claimed as Controlled.  
There appears to be a growing NGO stakeholder base, however, that expects the 
Controlled Wood risk categories to be assessed at the FMU level and eliminated from FSC 
supply chains. 

 

 
FSC PSU clarification of intent: “The key innovation introduced by FSC-STD-40-005 was the 
instrument of company Risk Assessments. This indicates that the approach taken by the 
standard developers and approving board of directors was to avoid, not exclude, unacceptable 
material. This is further supported by having Risk Assessments carried out at a broader 
geographic scale instead of at the FMU level.” 
 
 
 
 
 

1.3. Controlled Wood as a tool for ‘controlling’ the non FSC-certified material in an FSC 
Mix product VERSUS as a direct strategy for increasing access to FSC certification, 
particularly among community groups and Indigenous peoples.  
Some stakeholders in the Social and Environmental Chambers view Controlled Wood as 
a tool for bringing smallholders, and tropical forests, into the FSC system. They cite 
linkages to the Modular Approach Program whereby incentives are provided to forest 
operators who are Controlled Wood certified (under FSC-STD-30-010), with the goal of 
moving to full FSC certification in a stepwise fashion.  Stakeholders involved in the 
negotiation of Motion 23 of the 2008 General Assembly state that the motion makes this 
direct linkage, calling for Controlled Wood to be evaluated based on its success in 
accelerating the uptake of FSC certification.   

Stakeholder perspectives on what Controlled Wood aims to achieve 
 “The purpose of Controlled Wood is to exclude 

wood from controversial sources, at the FMU level. 
There should not be a stick of controversial wood 
in an FSC Mixed product.” 

 “Controlled Wood cannot be 
assessed at the FMU level because it 
does not have a Chain-of-Custody. If 
a region is low risk then we do not 
check further. This is problematic, but 
you can’t build another parallel 
certification system around Controlled 
wood.” 

 “Assessments for HCV and conversion need to be 
done at the forest level, and wood needs to be 
tracked back to the forest of origin. How else can 
we be sure that the wood is Controlled?“ 

 “HCV risk designation should be 
assessed based on global 
environmental conservation 
priorities…Controlled Wood can 
include material from ‘mountain top 
removal’ as long as the overall district 
is low risk.” 
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Conversely, the majority of stakeholders interviewed in this evaluation agreed that system 
uptake should be an overall priority for FSC but that it was distinct from the intent of the 
Controlled Wood system.   
FSC PSU clarification of intent: “FSC-STD-30-010 makes no reference to a “modular 
approach”, and the intent was not to move forest operations up the ladder towards full 
compliance with the FSC Principles & Criteria. Instead, operations certified against FSC-
STD-30-010 were meant to be suppliers of Controlled Wood.” 

 
 
2015  
 
What was the intention with the Controlled Wood system from the start? 
As described under Chapter 2 above, the FSC Policy on Percentage Based Claims (the 
predecessor of the Controlled Wood system) was introduced because FSC realised that the 
transfer system6 was difficult to apply in many business sectors which resulted that only a 
fraction of the FSC certified wood that entered the supply chains actually reached the end 
consumer as FSC certified.  
The Controlled Wood system, together with the FSC chain of custody system, has developed 
a lot since it was first introduced back in 2004 and there has been a lot of discussions about 
what was the real intention with the Controlled Wood system when it was introduced in the first 
place. It is obvious that in these discussions stakeholders have very diverse opinions and 
memories of how the discussions went at that time. Interviews with a wide range of people who 
were involved during the development of the original Controlled Wood standard and in the 
decision making shows that also they have different opinions about these issues. Below is an 
abstract of some of the statements mentioned during these interviews:  
- “It was never defined from the beginning if Controlled Wood was temporary or permanent. 

This question was raised when the system was in place”,  
- “The Controlled Wood system was introduced as a supply chain system and supposed to 

be permanent”,  
- “Initially Controlled Wood was aimed to exclude the worst of the worst”,  
- “Controlled Wood was introduced as a transition”, 
- “There was no connection between the 40-005 standard and the 30-010 standard in the 

beginning. 40-005 was never a tool to improve forest management which was the goal 
with 30-010”. 

It is obvious from the interviews and the overall survey results that the lack of a common 
understanding of the purpose and intent of Controlled Wood has led to diverging stakeholder 
expectations and appears to be the root cause to many of the debates.  
 
FSC Board of Directors meeting minutes 
The introduction of a new FSC labelling system and chain of custody standards was discussed 
at the 31st Meeting of the FSC Board of Directors held on 4-5 March 2004. According to the 
minutes, the following was agreed at the meeting:  
 
Three labels are proposed to embrace three "promises": 
A. A label for products that are made from 100% FSC certified material. 
B. A label for product lines with a mixture of certified and uncertified sources, that will draw 

firms into FSC certification system, ensures that they improve their performance to the full 
standard, AND gives assurances about controversial sources. 

C. A label for products that contain a high proportion of recycled material. 
 
The minutes further state that:   
The FSC "B" label strategy will be focused on continuously increasing the proportion of FSC 
material towards the 100% "A" label, and progress will be measured by the increasing 
proportion. Measures may include incentives, certification support measures, timelines, and 

                                                        
6 The transfer system means that certified and uncertified material must be kept separated throughout the 
whole trade and production process. The transfer system is the only system that can be used for producing 
FSC 100% certified products.  
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modifying threshold requirements to move manufacturers/processors towards the 100% "A" 
label goal. They will ensure the maximum impact of the "B" label in the market in such a way 
that it doesn't undermine the "A" label. These strategies will be periodically reviewed and if 
necessary improved to ensure the movement towards the "A" label over time. 
Based on these minutes it seems obvious that FSC and its Board of Directors during the initial 
discussions about the introduction of the Controlled Wood system, together with a new FSC 
on-product label, had a clear intention that the Controlled Wood standard was supposed to be 
a permanent part of the FSC Chain of Custody system but that companies should be required 
to work towards sourcing only FSC 100% certified material. It is thus also clear that the initial 
intention of the Controlled Wood system was to both enhance the production and sales of FSC 
labelled products and to enhance certification of forest land according to the FSC Principles 
and criteria.   
 
How has the Controlled Wood system developed compared to the initial intention? 
According to the meeting minutes from the 31:st board meeting, FSC had the intention to 
ensure that companies “continuously increase the proportion of FSC material” and also to 
“measure this increase”. When looking at how the FSC Mix system has developed one can 
conclude that this intention has never been implemented, neither in the Chain of Custody and 
Controlled Wood standards nor in the FSC labelling standards.  
Another fundamental question is whether the Controlled Wood system contributes to FSC’s 
Vision and Mission. FSC’s Vision and Mission are the corner stones of the whole organisation 
and should be reflected in all decisions and all activities. FSC’s mission is to “promote 
environmentally appropriate, socially beneficial, and economically viable management of the 
world’s forests”. The participants in the survey were asked whether they think mixing FSC 
certified material with Controlled Wood material in the production of FSC certified products 
contributes to FSC’s Vision and Mission. The majority of respondents (78%) felt that it 
contributes to FSC’s Vision and Mission. There was no significant differences found amongst 
the stakeholder groups which indicates that there seems to be a general consensus on this 
issue.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 4, 5, 29, 30. 
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set I, Questions 1.1, 1.2, Set 
III, Question 3.1. 
 
Controlled wood on the market 
 
2011 
 
Market impacts: Is Controlled Wood encouraging market uptake and transformation? 
 
The Mix label has been a “game changer” for FSC in the marketplace. 
There has been phenomenal growth over the past few years in the number of FSC certified 
companies and in the volumes and varieties of FSC labeled products reaching the marketplace. 
Consumer-facing companies and certificate holders have firmly communicated that this growth 
is in large part due to the sourcing of FSC Mix products.  Controlled Wood made it possible for 
the largest global solid wood and paper buyers and other leading brands to participate in the 
FSC system, including Home Depot, Kimberly-Clark, IKEA, Kingfisher, Otto Group, Tetrapak, 
Andersen, SCA, Mondi, Sappi, and many others. Examples of FSC Mix products in the 
marketplace that would not have occurred without Controlled Wood: 
 
 Home Depot: 100% of framing lumber in 40 California-based stores is now FSC-certified. 
 Tetrapak: 8.5 billion FSC-labeled cartons were delivered last year, representing 5% of total 

sales.  The target is to double this number in 2011.   
 IKEA: 24% of wood products are now FSC-certified, up from 16.5% the year before, with 

plans to have 35% FSC-certified in 2012.  
 Kingfisher 54% of Kingfisher’s volume currently being sold is FSC; for B&Q, 100% of wood 

products are certified of which FSC is a large majority.   
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 Kimberly Clark: FSC-labeled products, including key brands such as Kleenex, are sold in 
over 13 countries including Asia, Europe and North America.  According to a Kimberly 
Clark representative, “FSC Mix is what made FSC work for us, and it would have been a 
non-starter otherwise. We have aggressive targets and plan to continue expanding our 
FSC product lines." 

Without the ability to sell FSC Mix products, these and numerous other multi-national, domestic 
and local companies would not be in the FSC system – a statement that captures the sentiment 
expresses by many of the companies interviewed was that, “a business plan for ‘FSC Pure’ 
does not pencil out…it is simply not possible for the chip and fiber sector and would limit solid 
wood to a boutique market.”  
Smaller companies representing all links in the supply chain also emphasized they are strong 
beneficiaries of Controlled Wood: 1) they are “riding the market wave” generated by bigger 
companies; 2) they have greater access to FSC-certified wood due to the pull created by larger 
companies; and, 3) they face similar (though potentially not equal) challenges in sourcing FSC 
pure wood in their production.   

 

Companies are not transitioning out of FSC Mix products and into FSC Pure products, 
and they have no incentive to do so. 
Some stakeholders, particularly NGOs, FSC-certified forest managers, and some CBs want to 
see some level of progress, at the company level, towards sourcing more FSC Pure.  They do 
not want companies to be able to park themselves at FSC Mix without any requirements or 
incentives to raise the bar over time.  
 
Yet the majority of certificate holders, consumer-facing brands, NOs, and some leading NGOs 
interviewed for this evaluation, stressed that moving to FSC Pure production is simply not 
possible now or in the near future.  They see the availability of FSC certified supply continuing 
to grow, but emphasize that the complexity of wood supply chains cannot be understated: 
 
 In many countries, small woodland owners supply much of the source material in a 

company’s woodbasket. Despite FSC strategies aimed at facilitating access for these 
small forest operators (e.g., SLIMF standards, group certification, technical support, etc), 
and despite the progress being made, full FSC certification remains challenging. Even in 
cases where the forest management is consistent with FSC goals there are barriers to 
certification including financial costs of assessment, lack of organization, irregularity of 
harvest, skepticism of external programs, etc.  

 The pulp and paper sector relies on batch runs and fiber mixed from multiple sources.  
According to one company, “only vertically integrated companies with direct ties to the 
forest source can supply FSC Pure paper, and there are less than a handful of these 
globally.”  Similar to the pulp and paper sector (though to a lesser extent), sawmills also 
often find it operationally and financially challenging to segregate FSC certified from non-
certified product in their manufacturing.  

 For the manufacturing and fabrication of wood products of all kinds, FSC-certified wood is 
not always readily available in the species and grades that are required or the sizes that 
are necessary. For lumber, companies would not be able to service the market for certain 
categories of lumber and are ill-equipped to handle spikes and variability in demand.  
Controlled Wood and the credit system allow companies to build up credits in particular 
species and grades and then offer it when they have ample stock. 

Mixed Products Creating Market Recognition 

According to a recent article in the Timber Industry Magazine, “UK public 
recognition of the Forest Stewardship Council logo has more than doubled in four 
years, according to a new survey. Over 40% of people questioned said that they 
had seen the logo previously, compared with around 20% in 2007.  A large factor 

behind the increase, said the FSC, was the availability of everyday items now 
certified, such as toilet and kitchen tissue. […] Over half the respondents also said 
that they were more likely to buy certified products once the system was explained 

to them." 
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While many of the leading wood products companies and retailers have procurement policies 
and supply agreements that prefer FSC, the majority do not make a distinction between FSC 
Pure and FSC Mix products, and data are not collected that differentiates between the two.  
Moreover, the majority of retail companies interviewed in this evaluation indicated that they do 
not maintain FSC Pure targets, as it is currently not achievable.  This sentiment was echoed by 
a ENGO dedicated to bringing companies into the FSC system, in that just having leading 
manufacturers and brands selling FSC certified Mix products has been a tremendous 
accomplishment for moving more forests to FSC certification (see Section 4.1, below, for a 
discussion on whether and how FSC Mix contributes to uptake of FSC certification). 
Interestingly, Controlled Wood may be making it more challenging for companies to offer FSC 
Pure products. Prior to the Controlled Wood standard, almost all manufacturers were selling 
FSC Pure products, but the credit system has changed much of their production to FSC Mix.  
Some manufacturers are challenged to find FSC Pure lumber or veneer, and have observed 
suppliers of FSC Pure products transition to FSC Mix. This has also led some companies to 
speculate that even if they wanted to manufacture and sell FSC Pure products, it would be 
nearly impossible because of the move away from FSC Pure at the primary manufacturing 
level.   

 
Controlled Wood is growing the FSC marketplace by encouraging upstream supplying 
manufacturers to join the FSC system.  
Particularly in districts designated as “unspecified risk”, more and more companies are 
encouraging their suppliers to undergo their own CoC certification, and many have reported 
success in this effort.  Controlled Wood has provided them with an opportunity to talk with their 
suppliers about wood tracking and FSC.  According to one certificate holder, and echoed by 
many others, “Controlled Wood opened the door for me to talk about FSC certification to many 
suppliers who were initially very against it.  They ended up getting FSC Chain-of-Custody 
certified themselves and are now selling FSC-certified products in the broader marketplace.” 
 
Controlled Wood has contributed to market confusion and has raised concerns about 
truth in labeling. 
Market campaign and consumer-facing NGOs stress that leading corporate wood and paper 
purchasers frequently misunderstand the role and function of Controlled Wood, and that buyers 
are often under the mistaken impression that Controlled Wood provides environmental and 
social assurances comparable to FSC–certified products.  Some stakeholders mentioned that 
Controlled Wood has made it more difficult to communicate what FSC-certified products stand 
for. 
 
Separate yet related, some organizations share a growing concern that there is no real market 
distinction made between FSC Pure and FSC Mix products.  Additionally, the FSC Mix label 
may lead consumers to the false premise that they are buying a product actually sourced from 
forests that meet the FSC forest management standards.  Further, the market does not reward 
or provide incentives for companies to maintain or transition to FSC Pure production.   

 
2015  

What is the value of FSC certified products in the market? 
One very interesting aspect when evaluating the importance of the Controlled Wood system is 
the economic value of FSC Mix and FSC Controlled Wood on the market place in comparison 
with the value of FSC 100%. It has not been possible, within the scope of this evaluation, to 
find out the exact value of certified products sold on the market place but an indication of the 
value of sold products from all CoC certified companies can be estimated based on the 
registered Annual Accreditation Fee (AAF) 7per certificate holder and the distribution of sales 
per FSC claim that has been reported in the 2014 Market Survey. According to the respondents 
in the Market Survey the distribution of total sales8 of wood based products (aggregated based 
on company AAF) looks as follows. 
 

                                                        
7 The AAF is defined based on each companies’ total annual sales of wood based products 
8 The companies where asked to provide shares of sales divided per volume or value.  



 

FSC CONTROLLED WOOD EVALUATION 2011-2015 
COMPILATION OF STUDIES 

– 19 of 110 – 

 

Table 1. FSC CoC certified companies’ distribution of total sales of wood based products 

No FSC claim FSC 100% FSC Mix FSC Recycled/ 
reclaimed 

FSC 
Controlled 
Wood 

57% 4% 26% 2% 12% 

 
The calculation of the total value of all CoC certified companies’ sales of wood based products 
has been done by assigning a sales value to each AAF class (the median value for each AAF 
class) and sum up these values to an estimated total annual sales value. This total sales value 
has then been divided with the distribution of sales claims taken from the Market Survey.  

 
Figure 1. The total annual sales value of wood based products from all FSC CoC certified  
companies divided between uncertified sales and different FSC categories.  

It must be emphasised that the figures above are based on imprecise data but they should 
anyway give an indication of the total market value of the different FSC Claims9. According to 
these data, the total annual value of all FSC certified products (labelled and unlabelled) sold by 
CoC certified companies is ~280 Billion USD while the annual value for FSC Controlled Wood 
sales is ~110 Billion USD 10. The calculation also show that the total sales of FSC 100% certified 
products is ~30 Billion USD compared to the total sales of FSC Mix and FSC Recycled which 
is ~250 Billion USD. The category “No Claim” means all products that are sold without FSC 
claim.  
One conclusion that can be drawn from these figures is that the value of FSC 100% certified 
products sold on the market place is fairly small compared to sales of FSC Mix and FSC 
Recycled certified products. It is also obvious that the market value for FSC Controlled Wood 
is very big in comparison with the other FSC Claims, especially when considering the fact that 
FSC Controlled Wood products never reach the end consumer 11.  
 
Do consumers have a preference for FSC 100% instead of FSC Mix? 
One shortcoming that has been raised by many interviewed stakeholders is that FSC has never 
thoroughly analysed what the end consumers think about the FSC mix system which means 
that much of the discussions about customers’ knowledge and demands is based on 
assumptions and the stakeholders own perceptions. In the debates and also in the interviews, 
both groups (Economic chamber and Social/Environmental chamber) often claim that they 
know what the market prefers when it comes to FSC Claims. The reality is however that there 

                                                        
9 Due to poor data quality it has not been possible to split the sales figures on different Product Types.  
10 The calculation doesn’t take into account any differences in sales price between the different FSC 
Claims. 
11 Products sold as FSC Controlled Wood are only allowed to sell to FSC certified companies. This means 
that such products never reach the end consumer.  
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is no objective data on this subject which means that these opinions are mainly driven by the 
organisations’ own interests. 
In the survey, respondents were asked to what extent they think end consumers understand 
the difference between FSC 100% and FSC Mix certified products and also to what extent they 
think end consumers prefer FSC 100% certified products rather than FSC Mix certified 
products. 83% of the respondents thought that the end consumers have very little or no 
understanding at all about the differences between the two categories. The respondents’ 
dominant view was that the end consumers do not really care about the difference between the 
two categories and less than 10% of the respondents thought that the majority of consumers 
prefer FSC 100% before FSC Mix.  
Interviews with stakeholders from all groups indicate that companies see very little incentives 
to increase their purchasing and/or sales of FSC 100% at the expense of FSC Mix and very 
few companies are doing anything to support such a development. It also clear that FSC has 
not done much either to promote such a development. A review of NGO driven campaigns 
related to the FSC Mix system also show that these campaigns are mainly aiming at criticizing 
the weaknesses of the Controlled Wood system but very little is done to promote and market 
the FSC 100% label. In the survey, the stakeholders were asked whether they think that FSC 
should work towards increasing the consumption of FSC 100% certified products. This idea 
was supported by a slight majority of the respondents but representatives of the economic 
chamber were significantly less positive towards the idea than the representatives of the Social 
and Environmental members.   
The LEED system is, according to interviews with several stakeholders in both North America 
and Europe, the strongest driver for FSC sales within the building sector in North America (and 
partly also in Europe) right now. The LEED point system does not differentiate between FSC 
100% and FSC Mix 12.    

What has Controlled Wood achieved? 
Overall, it can be concluded that the Controlled Wood system serves a very important role in 
the FSC system. The ability for companies to buy and sell FSC Mix products has led to a clear 
growth for FSC in the marketplace. It is however important to note that the introduction of the 
FSC Mix system together with Controlled Wood has not caused the growth, it has rather 
enabled it. 
Available statistics of the development of FSC Forest Management and Chain of Custody 
certification shows that the introduction of the FSC Mix system has resulted in significant growth 
for FSC. Figure 2 and 3 show the development of FSC Chain of Custody certificates and Forest 
Management certificates. The statistics show that the growth of both systems took off only after 
the Mix system was introduced.  

 

                                                        
12 http://www.usgbc.org/leed#v4 

Figure 2. Growth in FSC certified 
forest area between 1995 and 2013 
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In the survey, respondents were asked what impact they think that the introduction of the 
Controlled Wood system has had on enhancing FSC certification of large and small forest 
owners in different regions (Europe, Russia, North America, Latin America, Africa, China and 
Asia Pacific). The results show that the majority of those who answered 13  felt that the 
introduction of the FSC Mix and Controlled Wood system has had a positive effect on enhancing 
FSC certification of both large and small forest. The numbers of respondents who felt that the 
impact has been negative was fairly low (5-15%) with China and Asia Pacific getting the most 
negative scores. Overall, the most positive impact on large forest owners is considered to be 
in Latin America followed by Russia and North America. The least positive impact on large 
forest owners was seen to be in China, Asia Pacific and Africa. The most positive impact on 
small forest owners is also considered to be in Latin America followed by Europe. The least 
positive impact on small forest owners was seen to be in China.  
 
Sourcing of Controlled Material 
The total number of certified organisations with a valid FSC CoC certificate with Controlled 
Wood included in the scope is 3 356 while the total number of valid FSC CoC certificates is 
28 16414. This means that 12% of the CoC certified companies also hold a CoC CW certificate 
which enables them to source raw material through so call own verification and/or to sell 
products as FSC Controlled Wood. The majority of the companies with CoC CW certificates 
are based in Europe and North America.  
According to FSC statistics, 5,6% of the CoC certified organisations have an approved and 
registered Controlled Wood Risk Assessment. The answers in the Market Survey show a 
similar result as approximately 6% of all the CoC certified respondents reported that they are 
sourcing Controlled Material according to the requirements for own verification15. The share of 
Controlled Material in these companies’ sourcing varies from 1% up to 100% with the average 
being 39% (based on numbers of certificates). The geographical distribution of the companies 
that source Controlled Material is shown in figure 5.  

                                                        
13 There was a high level of “Don’t know” answers and skipped questions (40% in average) which indicate 
that many respondents did not have a clear view of this subject. 
14 Both figures refer to numbers of certificates not numbers of sites included in multi-site certificates.  
15 The Controlled Wood section in the Market Survey was answered by 46% of the respondents. It has 
not been possible to identify whether these companies represent the average of CoC certified companies 
or if companies that source Controlled Material are over- or underrepresented. 

Figure 3. Growth in numbers of 
FSC CoC certificates between 
2005 and 2013 
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Figure 4. The total number of CoC certified companies with own CW verification  
program distributed per region. Data from the 2014 Market survey. 

A big proportion of the Controlled Material sourcing companies are large primary producers that 
source substantial quantities of wood based raw material. This means that the typical company 
that purchase Controlled Material is much larger and use far bigger wood volumes than the 
average CoC certified company. 
More than 50% of the companies that source Controlled Material are based in Europe. This 
does however not mean that all their sourcing of Controlled Material is made in Europe but it is 
very likely since the complexity of the 40-005 requirements make it difficult for companies to 
ensure compliance with all applicable requirements in the 40-005 standard for raw material that 
is sourced over long distances through complex supply chains. According to data from FSC 16, 
the following countries have the highest number of registered company-developed risk 
assessments: USA, Canada, Latvia, Russia, Sweden, Estonia, France, Lithuania, Poland, 
Brazil, Spain, Finland, Austria, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Japan, Belgium, Ireland, India and 
South Africa. 

 
Sales and marketing of FSC Controlled Wood  
Interviews with stakeholders show that many stakeholders in the Economic chamber would 
prefer that FSC allows sales of Controlled Wood certified material without any restrictions.  The 
survey also showed that the prohibition to promote Controlled Wood due to trademark 
restrictions is seen as a hindrance for increasing implementation and certification against the 
30-010 standard.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 20. 
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set II, Question 2.4, Set III, 
Questions 3.1, 3.3, 3.4. 
 
 
Controlled wood and forest management 
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 6, 7, 8. 
 

 Uptake of FSC certification according to FSC Principles 
and Criteria 

 
2011 

                                                        
16   “FSC evaluation of the impacts and implementation of the Controlled Wood System”  
https://ic.fsc.org/download.fsc-controlled-wood-evaluation-discussion-draft.296.htm 
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Improved forest management: Is Controlled Wood standard, through FSC-STD-40-005 
and FSC-STD-30-010 facilitating the uptake of FSC certification? 
 
With the information available for this evaluation17, it was not possible to arrive at clear findings 
as to whether Controlled Wood is directly and effectively facilitating the uptake of FSC 
certification. Qualitative information and observation suggest this to be the case, but a more 
thorough, quantitative and market-based assessment may be necessary to better understand 
the impacts of Controlled Wood (and FSC Mix products) on FSC system uptake. Below are the 
two main perspectives offered by interviewees.  
 
Allowing more products to be labeled as FSC, and more companies to participate in the 
FSC system, has directly led to an increase in FSC certified forests.   
While some companies affirm that they themselves are not transitioning out of FSC Mix into 
FSC Pure (see Section III.3 of this report), they and other stakeholder groups believe that the 
current Controlled Wood system is working effectively to move more forests to FSC certification, 
particularly interplayed with the credit system: FSC Mix products pull FSC certified material 
(aka ‘pure’) through the supply chain and create market pull for more forests to become 
certified. See Appendix A for a discussion on how the Credit system works with Controlled 
Wood to create demand for FSC certification. See Appendix F for a graph of certified landbase 
over time.  
Many of the largest global wood buyers, and other manufacturers and retailers of both paper 
and solid wood, are significantly expanding on an annual basis the amount of FSC Mix products 
they source and sell and they actively set targets and track their progress towards FSC. They 
directly translate this to needing more FSC certified forestland.  Simply stated by one leading 
paper company, “Controlled Wood gets businesses into the system and the label out in the 
market. Over time, there are more certified forests because there are more players creating 
more demand.” 
Controlled Wood has also allowed companies to introduce FSC to supplying forest managers. 
This has been particularly evident in cases where a Risk Assessment designated a supplying 
region as “unspecified risk”, leading companies to put pressure on their suppliers to get FSC-
certified. There has been uptake of FSC in some of the higher risk areas, such as China and 
Chile.  According to a representative at IKEA, of the 2 million hectares certified in China, 95% 
have been supported by IKEA. Why? “It is hard to implement the Controlled Wood requirements 
because all areas are high risk…so we are working to get FSC Pure.”   

 
Controlled Wood has hindered, not helped, the uptake of FSC certification. 
Several leading Social and Environmental NGOs feel strongly that Controlled Wood has 
created a ‘static’ system with inadequate incentives for companies to move forest managers to 
FSC certification.  They state that FSC will not be successful in moving more forests to FSC 
certification if pressure is not put on companies to gradually increase the certified content of 

                                                        
 

Demand for FSC Mix leading to an uptake in FSC certification 
Russia crossed the 30 million hectare milestone in March, in large part due to demand 
and technical assistance from leading solid wood and paper companies such as IKEA 
and Mondi.  
In the US, states such as Wisconsin and Minnesota sought FSC forest management 
certification of millions of hectares as a direct result of pressure from companies such 
as Time, William- Sonoma, and Staples to meet targets for FSC fiber.  Recent meetings 
with forest associations in the Southeast US brought buyers such as NewPage, 
Domtar, Hewlett Packard and others together to demonstrate their demand for FSC, 
and forest managers are beginning to respond. 
FSC National Offices throughout Europe and North America are witnessing accelerated 
uptake of FSC forest management certification, and attribute it to the demand from big 
buyers who purchase and sell FSC Mixed products.  
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their Mix products or to fully transition from Mix to Pure products.  A few have also observed 
how Controlled Wood may be undermining the market pull for FSC certified forests as it enables 
forest managers to remain uncertified and still have market access.   A few stakeholders 
provided examples of forest managers that were near ready to undergo a full FSC FM 
certification assessment but then pulled out due to their ability to sell their wood as controlled.  
Further, some companies (of all sizes) that were previously offering FSC Pure products have 
now transitioned to FSC Mix. This is then perceived to lead to less pressure on forests to be 
FSC certified.  

In the opinion of several interviewees, particularly Social and Environmental stakeholders, 
Controlled Wood was set up to help address the underlying problems of getting forests certified 
in areas where FSC certification often is the most challenging, such as the tropics and for small 
and community forests, This has led to a view that the right forests are not getting certified and 
that overall forest management is not being improved. While for many, Controlled Wood was 
not set up to address these problems directly, some view that Controlled Wood should play this 
role.  
 
2015 
 

See above “What has Controlled Wood achieved?” 

Controlled Wood in the tropical and sub-tropical region 
It is well known that FSC Forest Management certification has not spread very much in the 
tropical part of the world. Currently only 10% of the FSC certified forest area in the world is in 
the tropical/sub-tropical region and only a small part of this is in natural forests. Controlled Wood 
certification according the 30-010 standard as well as companies’ sourcing of Controlled 
Material from the tropical/sub-tropical region face the same challenge as neither of the systems 
are very common in these regions.  
In the survey, stakeholders were asked to rank the factors that they think have been important 
in limiting FSC’s growth in the tropical regions. “Poor Governance” was overall seen as the 
most important factor followed by “high cost of certification”, “Lack of demand for FSC products 
in these countries” and “Social conflicts”. “The rule on Conversion is an obstacle for companies 
operating in tropical areas” and “The Controlled Wood requirements are not flexible enough to 
allow adaptation to local conditions” were seen as least important factors. The alternative “The 
Controlled Wood requirements are not flexible enough to allow adaptation to local conditions” 
was however seen as a much more important factor among the social and southern 
stakeholders compared to economic and northern stakeholders. 
Interviews with stakeholders in the south shows a deep concern that the 40-005 requirements 
have become so strict that it is in many cases almost impossible for the companies to implement 
them in the tropical and sub-tropical region. One challenge in the tropical and sub-tropical 
region is that many countries are subject to poor governance which means that these countries 
are often categorised as unspecified risk areas in the Controlled Wood risk assessments. 
Interviews with stakeholders in all chambers confirm the general understanding that most 
companies refrain from sourcing timber from high risk regions (i.e. forests that have been or 
are likely to be classified as unspecified risk) because sourcing from such areas would require 
a comprehensive and expensive verification program. This means that sourcing of Controlled 
Material in tropical natural forests is not very common as companies try to find other ways to 
source FSC compliant material. The most common ways to manage this are; replace with 
equivalent material from low risk regions, replace with FSC certified equivalent material, replace 
with other species or replace with other material like e.g. metal or plastic.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 15, 21. 
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set II, Questions 2.1, 2.2, 
2.4, 2.5, Set III, Question 3.7. 
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 Controlled wood forest certification (FSC-STD-30-010) 

 
2011 
 
The Controlled Wood FM Standard, FSC-STD-30-010 has not effectively brought more 
forests into FSC certification.    
Some stakeholders envisioned that Controlled Wood would provide an entry-level step for 
companies that aimed to achieve full certification in the long term but could not implement all 
the requirements in the short-term. This ‘modular approach’ strategy is perceived to be falling 
short of its intended impact.  The Controlled Wood standards do not currently include a Modular 
Approach element, though it has been discussed. 
 
 There are only 19 FMUs globally to have a FSC-STD-30-010 certificate. 
 Many major companies and stakeholders don’t even know that 30-010 certification is an 

option and have never heard of it, and most CBs do not appear to be actively promoting 
it.  

The Controlled Wood system has evolved to focus on the companies sourcing Controlled Wood 
and not on the forest managers supplying it; Controlled Wood can enter FSC supply chains 
without the forest manager ever being involved. Given this ability for companies to have their 
own verification program, there has been little incentive to apply the Controlled Wood FM 
standard.    
 
 
2015 
 
FSC-STD-30-010 certification 
Over the years totally 6,9 million hectares has been certified according to the FSC-STD-30-010 
standard. Today only 40% of the area (~2,8 million hectares) is still Controlled Wood certified 
while the rest of the certificates have been suspended or terminated. The 6,9 million hectares 
were spread out on 62 different certificates of which the 10 largest ones stood for more than 
half of the area 18. Figure 4 shows the distribution of all valid and suspended FSC Controlled 
Wood FM certificates per country.  

 
Figure 5. Total forest area certified according to the 30-010 standard. The diagram  
includes both valid and suspended/terminated certificates. 

                                                        
18 The survey that was done with these Controlled Wood certified companies tried to identify the reason 
for the suspensions/terminations and whether these areas have become FSC FM certified but these 
questions were not properly answered by the respondents and it has thus not been possible within the 
scope of this evaluation to analyse this issue further. 
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Today there is only 34 valid CW/FM certificates with an average size of 81 000 hectares. The 
largest valid certificate is 296 000 hectares and the smallest one is 2 000 hectares. 
Approximately 90% (~2,6 million hectares) of the Controlled Wood certified area today is in 
tropical countries.  
The conclusion here is that only a small fraction of the Controlled Wood volumes used in the 
supply chains originate from 30-010 certified forests while the absolute majority of Controlled 
Wood eligible input enters the supply chains through 40-005 certified companies’ own 
verification programs. This means that 30-010 certification does not have any real impact on 
the overall supply and demand of FSC certified products.  
The very limited area of 30-010 certified smallholder forests also indicate that Controlled Wood 
has not been an incentive for these forest owners to participate in the FSC system. A potential 
phase out of the CW/FM certification system would most likely not have any significant influence 
on small holders’ interest to FSC certify their forests, nor impact their access to the FSC market.  
 
Controlled Wood and the Modular Approach Program 
FSC’s Modular Approach Program (MAP) is using 30-010 certification as one of the three 
thresholds included in the program. The MAP program is still under development and full scale 
implementation has not started yet. It is thus not possible to predict how successful MAP, 
together with 30-010 certification, will be in increasing forest managers’ (especially 
smallholders’ and forest managers in tropical countries’) interest in FSC FM certification.  
As described under chapter 7, some stakeholders believe that the 30-010 standard should be 
detached from the Controlled Wood system because of the confusion with two different 
certification systems merged under one concept. A disconnection of the 30-010 standard would 
most likely be of advantage for the MAP system as it would make it possible for FSC to develop 
the MAP system more independently without the need to adapt to the much criticized Controlled 
Wood system.   
A complete phase out of the FSC Controlled Wood system would mean that the Modular 
Approach Program need to find other means to measure and communicate the participants’ 
progress within the program. This would probably not have much impact on the program as the 
participants in the program are anyway not allowed to use FSC Controlled Wood in 
communication or marketing.  
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set II, Questions 2.1, 2.2, 
2.3, 2.4, 2.5, Set III, Questions 3.3, 3.7. 
 

 Forest management in un-certified forests 

2015 
 
Has the introduction of the Controlled Wood system led to better management of 
uncertified forests? 
One of the key issues in the debate about the Controlled Wood system has been whether 
Controlled Wood was supposed to improve the management of uncertified forests or if it was 
only supposed to exclude “the worst of the worst” from entering FSC wood supply chains. As 
can be seen from the Board meeting minutes from the time when the Controlled Wood system 
was introduced, the initial intention of the Controlled Wood system was to both give assurances 
about controversial sources and to enhance full Forest Management certification of forest land. 
As already mentioned in this report, the latter objective has not been implemented and 
monitored.  
In the survey, stakeholders were asked whether they felt that the implementation of the 
Controlled Wood system has had significant impact on the 5 Controlled Wood criteria and if so 
in which regions. The analysis of the responses shows that stakeholders in general think that 
the impact has been significant in many regions and on many of the Controlled Wood criteria. 
Some of the main conclusions on this subject from the survey is:  
 
 ”Reducing threat to forests with high conservation values” and ”Illegal logging” got the most 

votes as forestry issues that were significantly impacted by Controlled Wood requirements. 
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 The regions most impacted were seen as Latin America, followed by Asia Pacific and 
Africa. The regions least impacted are China and Russia. 

 In Europe and North America the biggest impact is seen as ”Reducing threat to forests with 
high conservation values”. In Russia, Africa, China and Asia Pacific it is ”Illegal logging”, 
whilst in Latin America it is ”Reducing violation of traditional and civil rights”. 

 “Reducing forest conversion” and “Reducing the dissemination of GMO in forestry” was not 
seen as issues where the Controlled Wood system has had much impact. The number of 
votes for these issues where significantly lower than the number of votes for the other three 
issues. These results did not vary much between the regions.  
 

The interviews with stakeholders show a more moderate view on to what extent the introduction 
of the Controlled Wood system has led to better management of uncertified forests. The reason 
for this difference in results is most likely due to the fact that the interviewed people have more 
knowledge about the Controlled Wood system and how and where it has been implemented 19. 
The conclusion is thus that the perceived impact among stakeholders participating in the survey 
might be higher than the actual impact.  
Many interviewed stakeholders also think that companies’ sourcing of Controlled Material do 
not lead to any changed behaviour among uncertified forest managers. The stakeholders 
believe that forest owners that have difficulties to comply with the FSC Controlled Wood criteria 
are more likely to find other buyers of their forest products than to change their forest 
management methods. The impacts described above are thus rather the result of changes in 
purchasing companies’ sourcing patterns than changed behaviour among forest managers.  
 
 
Controlled wood requirements 

 The FSC Mix system in comparison with other Mass balance 
systems 

 
2015 
 
Certification systems that allows certified and un-certified material to be mixed in the processing 
are commonly called Mass balance systems. Mass balance systems are usually applied in 
processes where it is difficult or expensive to segregate the certified material from un-certified 
material through the whole production process. Mass balance systems can be applied in 
production of physical products but also in e.g. production and sales of green electricity. 
Several certification schemes that accept Mass balance systems have identified minimum 
requirements that the un-certified raw material must comply with in order to be eligible to mix 
with certified material in the production of certified products. There are however also several 
schemes that do not have any requirements on the un-certified raw material but accept raw 
material of any origin to be used. This difference in approach shows that minimum requirements 
on the uncertified raw material is not a prerequisite for running a mass balance system.  
The same approach also apply to forestry and chain of custody processes. The FSC mix system 
could technically be run without the Controlled Wood requirements since the Controlled Wood 
system is, in essence, there only to enhance the perceived credibility of the certification 
scheme.  
 
Table 2 shows a summary of an analysis of some well recognised certification schemes and 
their approach to Mass balance systems.  
 

Scheme Products Accept 
Mass 
balance 
system 

Minimum 
requirements 
on un-certified 
raw material? 

Comments 

                                                        
19 Only 55% of the participants in the survey reported that they thought they have very good knowledge 
of the Controlled Wood system 
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MSC (Marine 
Stewardship 
Council) 

Seafood No No A maximum of 5% 
non-MSC certified 
seafood in labelled 
products 

UTZ certified coffee, cocoa, 
tea 

No N/A  

FSC Forest 
products 

Yes Yes  

PEFC Forest 
products 

Yes Yes  

Fairtrade Fruit, coffee, 
cocoa, sugar, 
tea, cotton etc 

Yes Yes GMO not allowed 

SAN (Sustainable 
Agriculture 
Network)  

Coffee, Tea, 
cocoa, sugar, 
etc 

Yes No SAN accepts; Mass 
Balance system for 
Palm Oil and Sugar, 
Controlled Blending 
for Cocoa and % 
system on all 
products 

RSPO (Roundtable 
on Sustainable 
Palm Oil) 

Palm oil Yes No  

RSB (Roundtable 
on Sustainable 
Biomaterials)  

Biofuels, 
biomass  

Yes No  

 
The PEFC certification scheme applies minimum requirements with similar content on 
uncertified wood based material as in the FSC system. There are differences between the 
requirements but the basic approach is the same, namely that uncertified wood based material 
must comply with defined minimum requirements. PEFC also allow the mass balance system 
to be applied on all product types.  
In Fairtrade products, all ingredients for which there are Fairtrade Standards must be Fairtrade 
certified. This means that in the case of e.g. chocolate, the cocoa and the sugar must be 
certified. On such products the percentage of Fairtrade ingredients is displayed on the back of 
pack. In the case of single ingredient products like coffee, 100% of the product must be 
Fairtrade certified to carry the Fairtrade label. 
MSC does not apply Mass balance systems but accept a maximum of 5% non-MSC certified 
seafood in labelled products 
SAN accepts Mass Balance system for Palm Oil and Sugar. The so called Controlled Blending 
system has been specifically developed for big companies that source and process large 
volumes but cannot segregate that cocoa in their own facilities. SAN and Rainforest Alliance 
accepts the percentage system for the labelling of all products included in the SAN program.  
 
In the survey, stakeholders were asked how credible they thought that the FSC’s CoC and 
Controlled Wood certification system is compared to the following certification schemes that 
accept mass balance systems: PEFC, Fairtrade, SAN, RSPO and RSB. The results show that 
a majority of respondents view the credibility of the FSC and Controlled Wood system as “much 
more credible” or “as credible” compared with the other schemes. There was no significant 
difference in the replies between schemes that have minimum requirements on un-certified raw 
material and those who do not have such requirements which indicate that minimum 
requirement on un-certified material is not a critical factor when stakeholders judge the 
credibility of certification schemes.  
It is also worth noticing that ASI is the accreditation body for MSC, FSC, RSPO and BSC, which 
all have a different approach to Mass balance systems. This indicates that the technical quality 
and integrity of a certification scheme is not affected, no matter if uncontrolled material is 
allowed to enter the supply chains or not.  
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Are the Controlled Wood requirements too high or too low?  
The stakeholders’ expectations on what Controlled Wood should deliver vary a lot between 
regions and the overall quality of the forest management in the regions. The interviews show 
that Social and Environmental stakeholders expect that, in regions with a “high level of forest 
management”, Controlled Wood should result in something more than just certification of 
“business as usual”. In regions with “low level of forest management” these same stakeholders 
often accept that the primary purpose is to exclude the “worst of the worst” in order to get the 
process towards a more sustainable forest management started.  
There is growing frustration among many social and environmental stakeholders who think 
Controlled Wood does not lead to any improvements but companies are still using wood from 
forests where Controlled Wood criteria are violated. On the other hand, the interviews also 
show that there is a common understanding among many stakeholders that the Controlled 
Wood requirements (FSC-STD-40-005 V 2-1) are too high for a broad implementation in 
regions with poor governance. This development is a growing concern for many stakeholders 
and there is an increasing frustration that the development of the Controlled Wood standard is 
focusing too much on the challenges in the areas where Controlled Wood is already widespread 
(Europe and North America). As a result of this the requirements are becoming so strict that 
they are not possible to implement with reasonable resources in regions like Asia Pacific, China, 
Latin America and Africa. According to these stakeholders there is a big risk that FSC locks 
itself out of these regions since without the possibility to use the Mix system FSC will never 
reach any significant production volumes in these regions.  
In the survey, stakeholders were asked whether they thought that the FSC Controlled Wood 
requirements should be locally adapted in the future20. The answers showed a clear support for 
this idea among all stakeholder groups, especially among the representatives from the south.  
Interviews with several ENGO representatives show that they do not think that the FSC-STD-
40-005 standard should be applied in all parts of the world but do instead promote the Modular 
Approach Program (MAP) in combination with FSC Controlled Wood Forest Management 
certification (FSC-STD-30-010) as an alternative way forward in regions with poor governance. 
Their standpoint is not that Controlled Wood is not aimed for tropical areas but they believe that 
there are better tools to use in such regions.   
Some ENGO representatives also believe that there should be limits when 40-005 cannot be 
applied. Such limits could i.e. be areas that are considered too high risk for violation of the 
Controlled Wood criteria and in such cases they think that certification according to the 30-010 
standard should be required instead. 
Most stakeholders with deep knowledge about the situation in the tropical world seems to agree 
that FSC need to take a new grip on the 1994 conversion rule which they feel is one big 
bottleneck for many companies that want to enter into the FSC system. The problem these 
companies phase is that they are not allowed to FSC certify their forests because of forestry 
conversions that have taken place long time ago but which they still have to “pay for”. Such 
forests can still be certified according to the Controlled Wood Forest Management standard 
(FSC-STD-30-010) and this is often the main reason why forest managers in the tropics choose 
Controlled Wood certification instead of full FSC forest management certification. In the survey, 
stakeholders in general did not think that the 1994 rule on conversion is an important limiting 
factor for FSC’s growth in the tropics. It is however likely that this result is caused by the fact 
that most respondents were not familiar with the 1994 rule and the effect of it.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Question 26 
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set I, Question 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 
Set III, Question 3.2. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
20 The question was divided on the 40-005 and 30-010 standards 
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 Complexity and lack of consistency 

 
2011 
 
An inconsistent interpretation of the requirements in the Controlled Wood standard 
 There is considerable confusion over how to interpret various elements of the Controlled Wood 
standard, particularly related to risk designation and documentation requirements for tracking.  
This has led to an inconsistent interpretation and application of the requirements. CBs have 
communicated their perception that FSC and ASI differ in their interpretation of some of the 
requirements, particularly those found in Advice Notes, and this has added to frustration among 
some certificate holders and CBs.   
Why is this happening?  Stakeholders attributed various causes: 
 
 Advice Notes that conflict with how the Standard is being applied, and perceived 

inconsistencies and conflicting terms used in policy documents, such as “district of origin” 
and “HCVF”.  See the boxes below that compare language in the Standard with language 
in the Advice Notes. 

 Technical language in the Standard and Advice Notes that is difficult to understand. 
 Use of a set of global requirements that need some flexibility for regional application. 
 Lack of guidance on certain requirements, leaving interpretation in the hands of CBs and 

certificate holders. 
 Limited access to tools and support to better understand system requirements. 

The aspects of the Standard that appear to generate the most confusion are:  
 The definition of “district of origin” and the scale at which the Risk Assessment 

should be applied (…).   
 The documentation necessary for tracking and verifying district of origin at the 

forest level (…).   
 The definition of High Conservation Values (HCVs) and the sliding scale at which 

HCVs are assessed in determining risk categories (…). 
 The assessment for conversion (…). 
 Annex 3 field verifications and Stakeholder consultation requirements (…). 

 

In conclusion, the consequences of these inconsistent interpretations are significant, as it has 
led to vast differences in how the Controlled Wood standard is being applied, it has created an 
unlevel playing field for certificate holders and CBs, and has created diverse expectations 
among stakeholders that cannot always be met or addressed.  

 

2015 

Criticism and technical challenges in the Controlled Wood system?  
The Controlled Wood system is probably one of the components in the FSC system that 
stakeholders have most opinions about and their views and opinions are very diverse. Many of 
the arguments for or against the Controlled Wood system are, on the one hand, related to its 
complexity and on the other hand related to a general feeling that Controlled Wood does not 
effectively exclude uncontrolled wood from entering the FSC supply chains.  
The very diverse opinions about the Controlled Wood system are primarily originating from 
three fundamental issues that drive stakeholders’ opinions. These fundamental challenges can 
be summarised as follows:  
 
 Shall the Mix system (including the Controlled Wood system) be a temporary or permanent 

part of the FSC system? 
 Shall Controlled Wood be a risk based approach tool to avoid unacceptable sources or an 

absolute assurance that unacceptable wood is excluded from entering the FSC supply 
chains? 
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 Shall Controlled Wood lead to increase in FSC Forest Management certification? 
 

Another challenge with the whole Controlled Wood concept that many stakeholders raise is that 
it includes two fundamentally different systems, namely the FSC-STD-40-005 standard (which 
has a risk based approach21 and is used by companies operating in the supply chain) and the 
FSC-STD-30-010 standard (which has a geographical approach and is used by forest 
managers). The Interviews indicate that many stakeholders question whether these two 
different systems really belong under the same concept or if it would have been wiser to develop 
them independently as separate concepts. The current structure is considered very confusing, 
both for users and consumers. The current structure is also criticised because the level of rigour 
is very different between Controlled Wood secured against the 30-010 standard and Controlled 
Wood secured against the 40-005 standard (see details in 7.7).  
Almost all stakeholders that have been interviewed or otherwise participated in this evaluation 
have expressed some level of concerns and frustration with the Controlled Wood system. Most 
of the concerns are related to the CoC part of the Controlled Wood system (the FSC-STD-40-
005 standard) while concerns related to Controlled Wood FM certification (the FSC-STD-30-
010 standard) is less common. One challenge in this evaluation has been that FSC is currently 
in the middle of a big revision of the Controlled Wood system and some of the challenges and 
concerns that stakeholders raise are related to issues that are likely to diminish or disappear 
when the new version of the standards are implemented.  
Some of the concerns raised by stakeholders have been mentioned in previous sections of this 
report. Below is an attempt to summarise and analyse some, but not all, of the concerns raised 
by the stakeholders. Some of the described concerns are directly related to the Controlled 
Wood system while others have an indirect but very important impact on the Controlled Wood 
system.  
 
Too many changes 
Many companies that choose to work with the FSC system are concerned about the frequent 
changes and new interpretations that they feel appear at infrequent intervals and sometimes 
also without proper consultation and/or review of the consequences of the changes. This 
problem is often experienced among 40-005 certified companies where changes and new 
interpretations of the CoC and CW standards may result in very complicated and costly 
changes for the companies. Certified companies often complain that the FSC CoC and 
CoC/CW standards are not very user friendly and that they often need to invest in additional 
management systems and separate IT tools in order to keep track of the material (both 
physically and in the administration) and for producing the necessary reports. For these 
companies is it very frustrating when FSC suddenly change certain requirements which, in the 
worst case, mean that the companies are not able to utilise the investments that they have 
made exclusively to comply with the FSC requirements.   
There is also a serious concern among many stakeholders that the consequences of changes 
and new requirements are not properly analysed before they are enforced. Especially the 
quality control of the Advice notes seems to be inadequate in many cases which results in 
advices that are difficult to understand or result in the need for even more guidance. One such 
example is the Advice note 40-005-13 which, in essence, says both that there is and that there 
is not a difference in the definition of HCVF between the FSC Principles and Criteria and the 
FSC Controlled Wood Standards.   
There is a growing frustration, especially among certified companies, that too many 
requirements seems to be included as “good to have” or as negotiation tools in the standard 
setting processes. The risk in such case is that the standards become unnecessary complex 
and contain requirements that do not add any value to the chain of custody process.  
It is also confusing for the users of the FSC standards that the requirements and interpretations 
of them are spread out in so many different forums. Both the CoC and CoC/CW standard have 
the normative requirements defined in 3-4 different places, namely; in the standards, in the 
advice notes, in the Standards Interpretations and to some extent also in the Procedures. 
Especially the Standard Interpretations are considered very confusing since according to 

                                                        
21 The risk approach in this context refers to the use of risk assessments in classification of sourcing 
areas.  
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interviewed stakeholders; they appear without information from FSC, they are very difficult to 
find and there is very little information about how binding they are.  
 
Inconsistency in requirements between 30-010 and 40-005 
Representatives of certified operations as well as certification bodies are concerned by the fact 
that the consequences of a non-compliance against the Controlled Wood criteria are very 
different within the 30-010 certification system compared to the 40-005 system. Certification 
against the FSC-STD-30-010 V2-0 standard requires that non-conformities to the Controlled 
Wood categories shall always be considered major for the five Controlled Wood categories and 
shall lead to immediate suspension of the certificate. Such requirement for immediate 
suspension does not exist in the FSC-STD-40-005 V2-1 standard. This means that forest 
managers certified against the 30-010 standard are not given much room for mistakes in their 
forest management since any non-compliance which can result in potentially uncontrolled 
material being delivered, will lead to an immediate suspension of the certificate. This 
requirement has caused a lot of trouble for the certified organisations since it does not give the 
certificate holder any chance to make mistakes against the Controlled Wood criteria. In reality 
this means that a 40-005 certified company that is discovered to use e.g. illegal wood as 
Controlled Material will get a major CAR with three months deadline while illegal wood from a 
30-010 certified FMU results in immediate suspension.   
A disconnection of the two concepts would simplify the communication and development of 40-
005 and also make it easier to align the 30-010 standard with other FSC initiatives like the 
Modular Approach Program (MAP).  
 
Conflicting use of terminology and concepts 
Interviews with stakeholders in all chambers show that many of them experience conflicting or 
unclear use of terminology within the FSC framework. They raise several examples in the FSC 
terminology where the same term or abbreviation is used under different schemes but 
sometimes with different meanings. The definitions of these terms might be clear for people 
who work with the concepts on a daily basis, but for the average user of the standards these 
inconsistent use of the terms is causing a lot of confusion and leads to a lot of discussions and 
debates that could be avoided. Some examples of unclear or misleading terms are:  

 FSC Controlled Wood - wood sourced according to the requirements in both 40-005 
and 30-010 but according to very different process and rigour.  

 Management Unit/Forest Management Unit – these terms have been used over time 
in various normative FSC documents22 but with unclear definitions.  

 High Conservation Value Forests / high conservation values / HCVF / HCV - used in 
FSC-STD-40-005 V2-1, FSC-DIR-40-005 and P&C (FSC-STD-01-001 V4-0) but with 
unclear and contradicting definitions. 

 Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) – FPIC is used in the P&C (FSC-STD-01-001 
V5-1) and a broad range of stakeholders in different regions have raised strong 
concerns that FPIC is now also introduced in the new draft Controlled Wood standard 
(FSC-STD-40-005 V 3-0) before the scope and definition of FPIC in the Controlled 
Wood context is clarified. 

 Intact Forest Landscape (IFL) – A broad range of stakeholders in different regions have 
raised strong concerns that the implementation of IFL in the new draft Controlled Wood 
standard (FSC-STD-40-005 V 3-0) is causing a risk for inconsistent use of the term 
between the Controlled Wood standard and the FSC Principle and Criteria.  
 

Interviews with stakeholders show that there is a strong preference for FSC to avoid using same 
or similar terms in different standards where the intention of the term is not exactly the same. 
There is also a strong concern that FSC is about to make a similar mistake again with the 
enforcement of Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) and Intact Forest Landscape (IFL) in 
the CoC Controlled Wood standard. This is causing a lot of frustration among many 
stakeholders since the concepts are not defined yet in the IGI process. Many stakeholders see 
a big risk that these concepts will be enforced on companies that are outside the FSC 

                                                        
22 E.g. FSC-STD-40-005 V2-1, FSC-STD-01-001 V 4-0, FSC-STD-01-002 V1-0 
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certification system 23 and thus have no interest to apply the concepts according to FSC’s 
intention. This might lead to a misuse of the concepts which will increase the confusion around 
the terminology and make it even more complicated for the certified companies to ensure 
compliance with the requirements.  
 
Development and implementation of Mitigation Actions 
There has been a very strong criticism from both certifiers and certified organisations against 
the current 40-005 standard (FSC-STD-40-005 V2-1) and the requirements for field audits as 
the only acceptable mitigation action when sourcing wood from areas defined as unspecified 
risks. Criticism has also been raised against the sampling rules for these field audits which 
many certifiers and certified organisations feel are not functional and do not make sense. A 
third criticised aspect is that there are no requirements for corrective actions in case of non-
compliances identified during the field audits, but only requirements that the company shall do 
additional audits. 
The new draft version of the Controlled Wood standard (FSC-STD-40-005 V3-0) applies a new 
approach to mitigation actions (Control Measures) which will most likely be more cost effective 
and give better quality if it is approved.   
 
Are the FSC standards user friendly? 
Interviews with certified companies and other stakeholders with broad knowledge about 
certification standard shows a deep concern that the FSC standards are too much of a 
compromise between different interest groups and that the end user is often forgotten in the 
development of the standards. The result of this is standards that try to capture all interest 
groups wishes without a real consideration whether the requirements are relevant and if they 
add value to the process. The conclusions from interviews with various stakeholders can be 
summarised as follows:  

 The standard development processes require stronger and impartial facilitators that can 
ensure that un-relevant requirements are kept out of the negotiations. 

 FSC must dare to stand up for its own system and not try to repair it every time some new 
issues come up. 

 FSC needs to consider who the customer in the certification process is and develop the 
standards so that they bring value to the companies and their processes. 

 FSC and ASI require that auditors have ISO competence but PSU staff themselves are not 
well acquainted with the ISO systems and standards.  

 FSC should adapt the structure of its standards to the ISO management system format (the 
ISO Annex SL) 

 The FSC Normative Framework contain too many mandatory policies, standards, 
procedures, directives and standard interpretations. The massive number of documents is 
almost impossible to overlook even for people who work with them daily.  
 

There is also a clear message from a number of stakeholders in all chambers that FSC should 
open the door to work with other forest certification schemes to align the requirements and 
simplify for users and consumers. This would e.g. include a closer cooperation with PEFC to 
help closing the gaps between PEFC certified products and the Controlled Wood requirements 
so that PEFC can be recognised as compliant with Controlled Wood. Many stakeholders also 
think that FSC should cooperate with PEFC in the work with ISO on a common Chain of 
Custody framework/standard.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 3, 16, 17, 35. 
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set I, Questions 1.3, 1.5, 1.6, 
Set II, Questions 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, Set III, Questions 3.2, 3.5, 3.8. 
 

                                                        
23 Non-certified companies upstream in the supply chains that would be ones to carry out the FPIC 
process.  
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PSU update: Most challenges identified in 2011’s study in the controlled wood standard FSC-
STD-40-005 V2-1 were discussed and addressed during the revision process. The process 
resulted in major changes to the standard, which contributed to ongoing confusion among the 
stakeholders over the requirements. The revised requiremetns are performance based and 
depart from prescriptive provisions. This gives the certificate holders more flexibility in the 
implementation, while on the other hand creates challenges in the evaluation of conformance, 
as well as competence building. The transition to the revised standard shall take place between 
1 July 2016 and 30 June 2017. Due to the initial stage of the transition, there is no yet data 
available to assess the implementation. 
The revision process has also included the revision of the standard FSC-STD-30-010, however 
the finalization of the process has been postponed until the CW strategy is developed. 
 

 Specific aspects – origin of the material 

 
2011 
 
Difficulty in providing an invoice that tracks wood back to the “forest of origin”. 
Aspects of tracking and documentation (Section 8.1 of the Standard) have been discussed 
since the introduction of the Controlled Wood system, and for “low risk”24 areas, there has been 
a series of Advice notes addressing the requirement in the Standard to “ensure that the 
documentation requirements to demonstrate the district of origin of the wood supplied is 
maintained.”  Most recently, ADV-40-005-04 requires that “companies shall keep records to 
demonstrate the district of origin at the forest level.”  FSC PSU recently communicated verbally 
that “forest level” (and “forest of origin”) is the first level at which invoices are issued; the first 
formal transaction 25 .  However, this is not captured in an Advice Note or other formal 
documentation, and stakeholders interviewed for this evaluation were not aware of this 
interpretation.  
Presently, there is alarm that the flexibility previously allowed for demonstrating district of origin 
by using alternative mechanisms (i.e., economically feasible hauling distances from processing 
mills) will no longer be permitted. There is also frustration that the current interpretation of 
Section 8.1 (as captured by Advice Notes) does not reflect its original intent.  
 
Many certificate holders and CBs expressed extreme difficulty, if not impossibility, in tracking 
products other than roundwood to their forest of origin. The further down a company is in the 
supply chain, the harder it is to track the source of wood.  This was particularly voiced by North 
American and European interviewees, though was also heard from other stakeholders.  One 
expert in the FSC system estimates that a significant number of certificate holders in North 
America and Europe will be “forced out of FSC if they have to track their wood back to the FMU 
level.”   
 
Why? 
 
 For competitive and legal reasons, the supplier may not want to or cannot reveal the forest 

of origin, or may not be permitted by their suppliers to divulge this information.  In the 
United States, it is nearly impossible to obtain this type of information from suppliers due 
to antitrust laws. 

 For technical reasons, there is often mixing that takes place in the mill or sort yard, 
especially with chips and pulp and fiber and pulp are traded frequently among companies. 
After mixing takes place, traceability becomes impossible. 

 Many companies rely on small woodland owners for their sourcing, and it is often not 
possible to track the aggregated supply back to each forest.  As one example, a leading 
UK paper company procures more than half its supply from thousands of small landowners 

                                                        
24 Tracking requirements to “district of origin at the forest level” are only applicable in areas designated as 
Low Risk. To control materials from Unspecified Risk areas, a certificate holder has to apply Annex 3, 
which includes verification at the FMU level.  
25 Clarification provided by Achim Droste, FSC Head of PSU 
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in the UK who own less than 5 hectares of forest each.  Solid wood purchasers are also 
challenged in that much of the wood they buy is “gatewood”. 

 At least in the US, companies buy logs from independent loggers who do not, and will not, 
reveal the forest of source.  Further, paper trails sometimes start at the point of primary 
manufacturing or at log concentration yards and therefore there is no documentary link 
back to the FMU.  

 Tracking wood back to the forest can be cost-prohibitive. 
 

 
Conversely, other stakeholders, particularly some NGOs, question how Controlled Wood can 
be verified as controlled when it cannot be tracked back to the forest of origin, and believe that 
there is no reason why wood could not be tracked back to the forest. 
 
Meanwhile, some stakeholders perceive the real problem to be that companies far removed 
from the forest are making risk designations, and that Controlled Wood should be designated 
at the point of primary production.    
 
2015 
 
Knowing the origin of wood 
There has been a long debate between different stakeholders on whether Controlled Wood 
should be a risk based approach tool to avoid unacceptable sources or an absolute assurance 
that unacceptable wood is excluded from entering the FSC supply chains. The current standard 
(40-005 V2.1) is, in essence, based on an absolute assurance approach since it requires that 
the origin of all Controlled Material must be known and that the company shall prove this 
through legally required transport documents and proof of purchase from the Forest 
Management Unit.  

There seems to be a general problem among international and local FSC staff to understand 
and accept the concept of a Due Diligence system. The structure of most FSC normative 
frameworks are based on a “black and white” approach (with no room for flexibility) that often 
runs counter to the more open structure of a Due Diligence system. The root cause to this 
problem is most likely the environmental- and social chambers lack of trust in the certified 
companies’ commitment to live up to the FSC requirements and a fear that moving away from 
the current level-standards towards a management system based approach would undermine 
the credibility and quality of the system.  
The interviews with stakeholders clearly show that most representatives from the economic 
chamber think that the requirements for known wood origin should be based on probability and 
likelihood for sourcing outside a defined area. They prefer a Due Diligence approach that would 
allow the companies to focus their efforts to the more complex supply chains and high risk 
species. Their opinion is that in areas where regulatory processes are robust and corruption 
level is low, the requirement to document district of origin to the forest level provides no added 
value at all. Many certificate holders find it extremely difficult, if not impossibility, to track 

A technical evaluation conducted in 2010 by a consultant to FSC found that, “the 
requirement to maintain documents proving the forest of origin will have significant 
negative and unintended impacts on the FSC system. Many participants in the 
evaluation confirmed that compliance is regularly unachievable due to the lack of 
existence of such documentation and difficulty in accessing the documentation (due to 
competitive markets and information that is considered proprietary). Similarly, it is 
logically understood that the Controlled Wood standard was developed under a risk 
approach and that there are equally valid arguments that can logically define a district 
of origin. […] In areas where risk assessments can come to plausible low risk 
determinations, and in areas where regulatory processes are robust and corruptibility 
is low, the requirement to document district of origin to the forest level provides no 
added value and comes with a large cost in terms of participation by some primary 
producers and many secondary producers.” 
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products other than round wood to the forest of origin. The further down a company is in the 
supply chain, the harder it is to track the source of wood. 
In the survey, the stakeholders were asked whether they agree or not agree that knowing the 
exact origin of the assessed material (at the level of single forest) is not critical if the sourcing 
area can be determined by other means. Approximately 60% of the respondents agreed that 
knowing the exact origin of the assessed material is not critical while approximately 25% 
disagreed. Interviews with ENGO’s and representatives from the social chamber show that they 
realise that knowing the exact wood origin in all cases is not realistic but anyway an ultimate 
goal that they strive for.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Question 27. 
 

References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set III, Questions 3.2, 3.7. 
 
PSU update: In the revised controlled wood standard, documentation of the origin depends on 
the identified risk. Supply unit of origin (equal to the FMU above) is required only when 
mitigation of the risk requires field verification at the forest level. 
 

 Specific aspects – risk assessment 
 
2011 

A low level of confidence in the credibility of company-developed Risk Assessments. 
Given the limited number of FSC approved Risk Assessments, and with the majority of the 
globe designated as “unspecified risk”, the majority of certificate holders bringing uncertified 
wood into the FSC system (i.e., to use in a Mix product or to trade as controlled) must conduct 
their own Risk Assessments, as per Annex 2 of the Controlled Wood standard.   
The majority of interviewees from all chambers stressed that a primary concern with the 
Controlled Wood system is the company Risk Assessment, emphasizing that Risk 
Assessments are not functioning as intended or as needed to ensure credibility of the FSC 
system.   Companies cite a burden on resources and inequitable positions when different Risk 
Assessments arrive at different findings for the same region, while NGOs emphasize that 
company Risk Assessments are not rigorous enough to keep unacceptable wood out of the 
FSC supply chains.  According to a representative from ASI, most of the CARs they issue are 
due to inappropriate Risk Assessments, as “they are technically not correct and either use good 
data but come up with the wrong findings, or they do not use the right data.” 
The following elements appear to contribute to challenges associated with the company Risk 
Assessment process: 

i. There are no formal guidelines on rigor.  A few Risk Assessments are voluminous and 
provide extensive data, while many are sparse and poorly researched. Some are also 
copies of other, inadequate Risk Assessments.  

ii. Risk Assessments are generally not done by technical experts able to provide expert and 
unbiased decisions. There is an inherent conflict of interest in a company performing its 
own Risk Assessment, and a potentially strong disincentive to arrive at an “unspecified 
risk” designation.  Having the company then perform the Annex 3 requirements adds to 
the conflict of interest.   

iii. Companies often lack the resources to invest in a robust Risk Assessment; they lack the 
appropriate data for assessing risk categories; and, they often have a limited 
understanding of the requirements related to Risk Assessments and on what constitutes 
risk.  The need to perform field verifications (as per Annex 3) is perceived to exacerbate 
this problem.  From the industry perspective, many are frustrated with the lack of 
information and tools available for developing Risk Assessments, particularly in identifying 
eco-regionally significant HCVs.  Several small and mid-size certificate holders also 
expressed deep frustration that FSC expected them to be able to conduct Risk 
Assessments. One Group CoC Manager mentioned that the companies “do not even have 
the time or resources to understand what a Risk Assessment entails.”   

iv. There are unclear thresholds for determining risk.  
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2015 
 
Risk assessments 
The majority of interviewees from all chambers stressed that a primary concern with Controlled 
Wood is the system with company Risk Assessments. Stakeholders from both the 
environmental and social chamber emphasize that company Risk Assessments are not 
rigorous enough to keep unacceptable wood out of the FSC supply chains. The general feeling 
among these stakeholders is that most companies avoid to classify a sourcing area as 
“unspecified risk” so that they can continue to source wood from the concerned area without 
any additional efforts. The same stakeholders also feel that the certifiers have not put enough 
efforts into analysing the robustness and consistency of companies’ risk assessments. This in 
turn has, according to these stakeholders led to the approval of many risk assessments that 
accept any area as low risk no matter how big the problems might be. 
It is also problematic that FSC has not developed any tool that would make it possible to 
compare and review risk assessments which have been approved for the same sourcing areas. 
All approved risk assessments are currently published in the FSC database but there is no 
possibility to identify risk assessments approved for a certain area without literally going through 
every single certificate and related risk assessments. This has caused problems for many 
involved stakeholders because; 
 Companies that develop a risk assessment for a particular area would have benefited from 

being able to review the outcome from other companies’ risk assessment.  
 Certifiers are required to compare and ensure consistency when they review their clients 

risk assessments but this is almost impossible without access to a proper geographical 
overview of approved risk assessments 

 External stakeholders are often concerned about the technical quality of the risk 
assessments and about the risk classification of certain areas. The lack of a geographical 
overview of approved risk assessments makes it almost impossible to have an overview 
of the classification of certain areas.   

 ASI have very limited possibilities to ensure that Certifiers are doing a good job in ensuring 
consistency between risk assessments as ASI also do not have any functional tool that 
enables comparison of approved risk assessment.  

In the survey, stakeholders were asked whether they thought that the current model with 
company risk assessments has been effective in securing compliance with the FSC Controlled 
Wood criteria. Approximately 50% of the respondents responded that they thought the model 
has been “very effective” or “effective” while approximately 25% felt that the model has been 
“very ineffective” or “ineffective”. There was a significant variation between the stakeholders 
view on this question with the Environmental chamber and the Certifiers being much more 
negative than the other groups regarding the effectiveness of the current risk assessment 
model. 
FSC is currently working on a complete revision of the requirements for risk assessments and 
it is already decided that company developed risk assessments will be replaced with National 
risk assessments. The deadline for this has been pro-longed several times but the latest (and 
probably final) deadline is 31 December 2015.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Question 28 

References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set III, Questions 3.2, 3.8. 
 
PSU update: Company risk assessment are being phased out with the revised system. 
Currently fSC is undertaking the assessment for 53 countries, to be finalized by the end of 
2017. Gradually the number of countries may be increased. This process constitutes a 
significant investment by FSC. Company risk assessment will be allowed to source from 
countries not covered by FSC risk assessment. These assessments are based on the revised 
risk assessment requirements that were developed with consideration of past challenges. 
Additionally, the accreditation requiremetns were strengthened. 
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 Specific aspects – transparency 

 
2011 
 
Limited Transparency  
According to most interviewees, the Controlled Wood standard is perceived to have insufficient 
transparency for adequate stakeholder oversight and trust.   
 
 The limited transparency in Advice Note development is troubling to NOs, CBs, certificate 

holders and NGOs, particularly when it is perceived that Advice Notes may be changing 
the requirements or level of rigor associated with the Standard.  While it is realized that 
requirements can be changed (e.g., based on Motions and when necessary to add 
credibility), the process used in developing Advice Notes is the main point of concern. 

 The limited public information available in Risk Assessments, and the manner in which 
they are posted on the FSC database, is perceived to impede transparency. 
   
o Districts of origin are not easily searchable on the database and therefore it is 

difficult to know whether companies are sourcing areas of concern. Likewise, it is 
difficult to ascertain whether different companies are arriving at different risk 
designations for the same district.  

o Companies are able to omit information from the publicly available Risk 
Assessments that would allow tracking supply back to the forest of origin.  [Note, for 
competitive reasons, companies are not required to make the entirety of their Risk 
Assessment publicly available, yet through CB interviews it was learned that the 
publicly available Risk Assessments are almost always the same as the ones that 
the CBs are given].  

o Risk Assessments are sometimes not uploaded onto the FSC database. For 
example, a review of Risk Assessments from Canada showed that 27 out of 99 Risk 
Assessments were missing from the database26.   
 

 Some Risk Assessments have “unspecified risk” designations for one or more of the 
Controlled Wood categories, yet there is no indication as to what resulted from that finding, 
as it is not required to make Annex 3 evaluations public.  Was there an Annex 3 field 
verification completed so that the company could supply from the district? Was the supplier 
dropped? 

For many NGOs, the lack of transparency is particularly concerning because the Controlled 
Wood system relies heavily on stakeholders to monitor company Risk Assessments, and on 
stakeholder complaints to assess for Controlled Wood at the forest level.  
To improve transparency, particularly around the impacts of Controlled Wood in facilitating 
greater uptake of FSC certification, the FSC Membership approved Policy Motion 23 at the 
2008 General Assembly, calling for immediate monitoring, evaluation and reporting of the 
Controlled Wood system. Some interviewees are disappointed that this has not occurred and 
stressed that it was an important aspect of negotiations around Controlled Wood.  
 
2015 
 
Is there a need for more transparency in the 40-005 certification system? 
A comparison of the FSC system against several other product certification schemes shows 
that FSC is probably the most transparent scheme on the market. This conclusion is also 
supported by many of the interviewed stakeholders from all chambers. In spite of this, many of 
them think that FSC need to consider a more transparent approach also on the 40-005 
certification system in order to ensure the credibility and openness that FSC stands for.  

                                                        
26 It may be that those companies were not required to perform Risk Assessments since they were buying 
FSC Mix or Controlled product; however, this was not indicated in the database. 
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The Environmental and social chamber has raised their concerns on this subject for many years 
because they feel that the lack of transparency in the 40-005 certification system is seriously 
undermining the credibility of the system. The main concerns are: 
 
 The un-transparent development and approval of companies’ risk assessments.  
 The lack of information about companies sourcing areas.  
 The lack of information about the results from FSC CoC/CW audits.  

 
Much of these concerns will disappear when the company risk assessments are phased out, 
but the urge for more transparency regarding companies’ sourcing areas is still high on the 
agenda for some of the stakeholders.  
There is however also a fairly strong opposition against the request for more transparency in 
the FSC CoC/CW system. This opposition is mainly coming from the certified companies who 
do not agree to reveal their wood sources through publicly available FSC reports and also fear 
that increased transparency will drive up the prices for certification because it will mean more 
work for the certifiers to prepare reports that can be made public.  
The need for more transparency in the 40-005 certification system is very much a question of 
trust between the different stakeholders. As long as FSC does not have a robust system to 
keep the cheaters and deliberate low performers out of FSC there will always be a certain level 
of distrust from the stakeholders. This distrust has a tendency to lead to raised requirements 
and a constant urge for more transparency which unfortunately mainly hit back on all those 
companies that care for the credibility of FSC. The Policy for Association has so far only been 
used reactively to exclude companies that have been discovered to seriously violate the 
requirements of the Policy. With a more proactive implementation of the Policy for Association 
it should be possible to prevent many of the deliberate low performers from entering the FSC 
system. 
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 24, 25. 
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set III, Question 3.6. 
 
PSU update: The requirements for publically available information were strengthened in the 
revised controlled wood system, including public summeries from the certification processes. 
 

 Specific aspects – assurance system 

 
2011 
 
An inconsistent level of verification and enforcement by CBs and ASI  
Inconsistency in the degree to which the Controlled Wood requirements are being enforced, 
and particularly the variability in enforcement, was a theme echoed by most stakeholders 
interviewed for this evaluation.  Specifically,  
 
 There is a perceived lack of consistency across CBs in verifying Risk Assessments. This 

may in part be due to misunderstanding on how to implement the Controlled Wood 
requirements, and in part due to the role of CBs in verifying Risk Assessments: they check 
for completeness and not rigor or correctness (FSC provides no mechanism for 
determining correctness).  According to one CB, “we do not look at quality. If it is obvious 
that something is wrong, then we issue a CAR, but we generally do not evaluate for 
content.”   Numerous CBs interviewed for this evaluation stated they suspected that certain 
companies selected one CB over another based on whether their ‘low risk’ designation 
would be approved.    

 According to Policy Motion 24, field verification of HCVF in areas of “unspecified risk” need 
to be as rigorous as in a full certification audit. However, guidance for this requirement has 
not yet been provided and CBs are unclear on its correct implementation.  

 Although training is required for CBs to audit to the Controlled Wood standard, and it 
appears that all auditors undergo training, many of them do not have experience in 
evaluating any of the risk categories or in forest management and may therefore be 
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challenged to adequately understand the Risk Assessments.   This was perceived as 
especially problematic when it came to evaluating Annex 3 field verification.  

 According to Adv-40-005-08, “ In cases where a certification body establishes that the 
results of a risk assessment by one of their clients contradict the result of a risk assessment 
of another company for the same district of origin, that certification body shall obtain 
clarification from the FSC Accreditation Program.” However, this requirement appears to 
not be uniformly and consistently applied and is difficult to apply given the way the FSC 
database is currently set up.  

 There are no requirements for CBs to consult with stakeholders as part of the company’s 
audit process or during the field verification.  

 It is perceived that there is insufficient rigor and consistency on the part of ASI in verifying 
CB performance of Annex 3 audits.  Although ASI asserted that they do, in fact, audit CBs 
to the Controlled Wood standard, many CBs were either not aware of this, or felt that ASI’s 
presence was concentrated on Annex 2 and not Annex 3 verifications.  

 
2015 
 
Are the certifiers and ASI doing a good job? 
The total number of certified organisations with a valid FSC CoC Controlled Wood certificate is 
3 356 while the total number of valid FSC CoC certificates is 28 16427. The CoC Controlled 
Wood certifications are carried out by a small number of certifiers of which Rainforest Alliance, 
SGS and BM Trada together hold more than 50% of the total number of CoC CW certificates. 
Figure 6 show how the FSC CoC Controlled wood certificates are distributed between the 
certifiers. 
 

 
Figure 6. The distribution of all valid 40-005 certificates per certifier 

The main criticism against the certifiers and ASI has been that there is a big variety in the 
competence among the auditors and that many auditors that perform FSC CoC Controlled 
Wood audits do not have enough experience and competence. Many stakeholders also claim 
that there is too big variety in the implementation and interpretation of the requirements among 
the certifiers. A third strong criticism has been raised against ASI and their low focus on 
verification of the 40-005 standard.  
These questions were also raised in the Survey where respondents were asked whether they 
agree or disagree that there is inconsistent levels of verification and enforcements of the 40-
005 requirements by Certification Bodies and Accreditation Services International (ASI). The 
results showed clearly that a majority of stakeholders (82%) think that there is inconsistency in 
the verification and enforcement between the CB’s and ASI.  
In the survey, stakeholders were also asked for their opinions on the Certifiers and ASI’s 
competence and performance. A summary of these results are presented in table 3. 

                                                        
27 Statistics from August 2014 
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Table 2. Results from survey questions about stakeholders’ view on certifiers and ASI’s 
competence and performance 

 
 
The results show that most stakeholders have confidence in the Certification Bodies’ impartiality 
and competence while there is much more scepticism against ASI and the efficiency in their 
verification of the Controlled Wood requirements. Representatives for the environmental 
chamber were significantly more critical on all four questions than the other stakeholders. This 
was also confirmed in the interviews where many representatives for the environmental 
chamber raised concerns that ASI almost never participate in the certifiers’ field verification 
audits. 
Table 4 shows the numbers of non-conformities that ASI has raised against the different 
requirements in the FSC-STD-40-005 standard28 during their audits of Certification Bodies 
conducted between 2009 and 2014. The statistics show clearly that most of the non-
conformities have been raised against administrative findings and that there are very few non-
conformities noted against the requirements on field audits and the requirements concerning 
wood origin. Also the quality of the risk assessments have generated rather few non-
conformities considering how strong the debate has been about the quality of the company risk 
assessments. A general reflection on ASI’s statistics is also that the total number of non-
conformities against the 40-005 requirements are fairly few compared to the total number of 
audits that ASI perform annually.  
 
Table 3. Summary of statistics over results from ASI’s audits of 40-005  
requirements between 2009 and 2014. 

40-005 Requirement Numbers on non-conformities 

Control system 1 

Risk assessments quality 13 

Risk assessment consistency between certificate holders 2 

Risk assessments database update 17 

Wood origin 5 

Field audits 1 

Validation of Controlled Wood supply 29 2 

 
Interviews with ASI representatives indicate that they are nowadays focusing much more on 
the FSC-STD-40-005 standard, both in their selection of auditees and during the audits.  

                                                        
28 ASI is auditing Certifiers against the FSC-STD-20-011 standard which include certain indicators that 
address the Controlled Wood requirements.  
29 Validation that sourced FSC Controlled Wood was covered by a valid FSC CoC/CW certificate and 
supplied with the applicable certification code. 

Question
Totally 
Agree

Agree
Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree

Disagree
Totally 

Disagree
Total

Certification Bodies, in general, are able to be 
impartial in their judgement of the companies 
they certify.

26% 41% 17% 15% 2% 100%

Certification Bodies, in general, are sufficiently 
competent to carry out FSC Controlled Wood CoC 
audits (FSC-STD-40-005).

23% 44% 15% 17% 2% 100%

Certification Bodies, in general, are sufficiently 
competent to carry out FSC Controlled Wood 
Forest Management audits (FSC-STD-30-010).

23% 43% 19% 12% 3% 100%

ASI been efficient in ensuring that Certification 
Bodies do a good job when they carry out FSC 
Controlled Wood audits.

10% 29% 28% 24% 10% 100%
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References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 23, 36. 

 
PSU update: The accreditation requirements were revised to align them with the revised 
controlled wood standard FSC-STD-40-005 V3-0. FSC has additionally engaged with ASI to 
strengthen the monitoring of the implementation of the revised system. The certification bodies 
have reported concerns related to the revised requiremetns, i.e. lack of prescriptive provisions 
that will make the evaluation of conformance difficult. To support the implementation, FSC has 
undertaken the development of the online course for auditors.  
 

 Specific aspects – legality 

 
2015 
 
Does Controlled Wood help companies to comply with legal requirements? 
The introduction of the EU Timber Regulation in March 2013 put the FSC organisation in a 
difficult situation since the Timber Regulation included requirements that were not covered by 
the FSC chain of custody certification system. This meant that FSC certified products could not 
be considered as compliant with the Timber Regulation and due to this FSC made several 
changes in the Chain of Custody, Controlled Wood and Forest Management certification 
systems to close these gaps. The main changes to the Controlled wood system was a revised 
list of applicable legislation that companies must apply in their risk assessment.   
The general feedback from interviewed stakeholders is that it was necessary for FSC to close 
these gaps but there are also stakeholders who think that FSC should stand up for its system 
and its qualities instead of trying to adjust the requirements every time the system is threatened. 
The main concern among these stakeholders is that FSC might end up in a negative spiral 
where the requirements have to be adjusted as soon as new trade rules or regulations are 
enforced somewhere in the world no matter how insignificant that region is from an FSC point 
of few.   
In the survey, stakeholders where asked to what extent they think Controlled Wood 
requirements have helped companies meet national, regional and international legal 
requirements (like e.g. the EU Timber Regulation, The US Lacey Act etc). The results show 
that ~75% of the respondents thought that the Controlled Wood requirements have been “a 
great help” or “some help” for companies to meet such requirements. The somewhat surprising 
result is that a big part of the positive responses are from stakeholders in the South, not in the 
North where the companies that have to comply with these requirements are operating. A 
possible reason to this might be that stakeholders in the south have less knowledge about the 
Controlled Wood system as well as the legal requirements in EU and USA. A likely reason for 
the fairly moderate score on this question among the stakeholders in the north is probably that 
trade with FSC Controlled Wood material is only allowed between certified companies which 
means that it is not possible to trade with FSC Controlled Wood material on the open market. 
It is also likely that FSC has not been able to explain the benefits of FSC certification in relation 
to the EU Timber regulation in an understandable way to the concerned users of the system.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Question 9. 

 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set I, Question 1.6, Set III, 
Question 3.5, 3.8. 
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Phasing out of controlled wood 
 
2015 

Should the FSC Mix system be phased out? 
One of the main questions in the debate about FSC Controlled wood has been whether it was 
supposed to be a short term temporary solution or a long term, permanent component of the 
FSC system. In the survey the stakeholders were asked for their opinion on this issue.  
 
Table 4. Summary of survey results regarding stakeholder’ opinion whether the Controlled 
wood system should be temporary or permanent.  

Do you think that the 
Controlled Wood system 
should be phased out and 
companies only be allowed 
to use FSC certified material 
in the production of FSC 
certified products? 

Economic Social Environment Certifier Others Average 

Yes 18% 31% 42% 48% 17% 27% 
No 76% 63% 45% 41% 74% 64% 
Don't Know 6% 6% 13% 11% 10% 9% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
The results from the survey show that there is an overall preference for Controlled Wood (and 
FSC Mix) to be a permanent part of the FSC system but there are still many stakeholders in all 
chambers who think that the Controlled Wood system should be phased out.  
Over 80% of the respondents thought that a possible phase out of the Mix system would lead 
to “some drop” or “a significant drop” in the overall production of FSC certified products. The 
most affected product types according to the respondents would be Primary products (Pulp, 
Wood based panels and Sawn goods) followed by Secondary products like Paper and 
Paperboard.  
The data provided in figure 1 on page 9 are, to some extent, also indicative for what would 
happen if the Mix system was phased out and companies would only be allowed to use FSC 
100% certified material in their FSC production.  
The interviews with stakeholders from all interest group indicate that most of them believe that 
it is not realistic anymore to phase out the Mix system though many of them would like this to 
happen. Many representatives of the economic chamber have a clear opinion that a phase out 
of FSC Mix would degrade FSC to a niche certification system since many of the large pulp and 
paper producers as well as fibre board manufacturers would not be able and willing to handle 
the concept and thus leave the FSC system. As a result FSC would shrink to a very limited 
range of products determined more by the simplicity of supply chains than their impact on how 
the world’s forests are managed. These stakeholders also believe that the smaller FSC 
becomes on the market the lower will the interest be among forest owners to maintain their 
expensive FSC FM certificates. It is realistic to believe that the total area of FSC certified forests 
would, in the long term perspective, decrease in almost the same proportion as the total global 
sales of FSC products in case the FSC Mix system was phased out.  
An indirect consequence of such a decrease in number of FM and CoC certificates would be 
that FSC’s most important income source (the Annual Accreditation Fees that certified 
organisations pay to FSC) would decrease significantly. The AAF from forest certification 
stands for only a few percentage of FSC’s total AAF so a drop in certified area would not have 
much impact on the revenues. The big impact would however come from a possible big loss in 
the number of CoC certified companies. The AAF from CoC certified production companies 
with an annual turnover between 1 and 100 Million USD stands for approximately 60% of FSC’s 
total AAF so if these decide to leave the FSC system in big numbers then this will have a big 
impact on FSC’s revenues. A proportionally even bigger impact would be if CoC certified 
production companies with an annual turnover between 100 and 500 Million USD decide to 
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leave the FSC system as these constitute only a few percentage of the number of CoC 
certificates but contribute with almost 15% of FSC’s total AAF.  
A majority of the interviewed stakeholders think that (since it is not realistic to phase out FSC 
Mix) there should be more emphasis put on pushing or forcing the companies to increase their 
purchase and sales of FSC 100% certified products. Many of these stakeholders would like to 
see pre-defined thresholds that companies would have to work against. Fixed thresholds are 
however problematic since companies operate under so different conditions with varying 
possibilities to impact their raw material supply. To avoid this, many stakeholders would rather 
see an introduction of a more open approach with a management system based standard that 
includes a continuous improvement component. A system where each organisation sets 
individual measurable FSC goals was supported by approximately 60% of the respondents in 
the survey. The representatives of the social and environmental chamber favoured this 
approach more than the economic chamber did. Interviews with ENGO representatives show 
that most of them would be willing to accept a system where companies can set individual FSC 
goals as long as this is done in a process where stakeholders have insight and can follow the 
development in order to avoid greenwashing. Company specific FSC goals would not 
necessary have to be linked directly to a company’s purchasing or sales of FSC certified 
material/products (e.g. increasing the consumption of FSC certified raw material, increasing the 
sales of FSC certified products, increasing the number of FSC certified products) but could also 
include indirect contributions to FSC’s development like e.g. local projects to enhance FSC 
forest Management certification.  
 

References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 18, 19, 22, 31, 32, 33, 34. 
 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  Set I, Questions 1.1, 1.2. 
 
Conclusions and recommendations  
 
2011 
 
[Note: This Discussion Draft is intended to help guide Controlled Wood discussions at the 2011 
FSC General Assembly. More robust recommendations will be developed based on these 
discussions, particularly those related to the role of Controlled Wood in the broader FSC 
system.  A side meeting has been organized at the General Assembly to share the findings of 
this report and to discuss the best path forward. Please join us!] 
This report presents a strong argument that “FSC Mix” has had a profound effect on the FSC, 
leading to market growth that has enabled FSC to move to global leadership in forest 
certification.  Based on stakeholder interviews and the surveys and research that helped inform 
this evaluation, it is believed that a phase-out of FSC Mix, now or in the near term, would have 
the opposite effect. 
Yet it is also widely accepted that the market success enjoyed by FSC is deeply rooted in the 
credibility and trust that the label represents, and that this credibility must not be jeopardized.  
Rigorous and consistently applied standards, third-party verification and stakeholder 
transparency are cited as key attributes of FSC, attributes that must be upheld for the non-
certified material in an FSC-certified product.  According to broad stakeholder perceptions, the 
Controlled Wood system, as it is currently being applied, falls short of uniformly meeting these 
expectations.   
When asked about the best pathway forward for FSC, almost all stakeholders were optimistic 
that changes could be made to the current Controlled Wood system to ensure that Controlled 
Wood is better controlled.  Rather than create a whole new set of requirements and procedures, 
they called for immediate action targeted at the points where there are challenges.  Some of 
the NGOs calling for a phase-out of Controlled Wood also felt more comfortable with keeping 
the Controlled Wood system, at least in the short-term, if improvements could be made targeted 
at the perceived weaknesses. The recommendations in Section “B” below are aimed at 
addressing those perceived weaknesses. In summary,  
 

1. Consider eliminating company Verification Programs (Annex 2) and require 
certificate holders to use FSC-approved National Risk Assessments.  In districts 
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that are then designated as ‘unspecified risk’, procedures need to be put in place 
to improve the current Annex 3 process to effectively and economically meet the 
requirements of the Controlled Wood standard. Various options are provided in 
Section “B” below. 

2. Clearly define the appropriate method for documenting the origin of Controlled 
Wood inputs, and ensure that it meets its desired intent and is practical to 
implement across regions.  

3. Improve upon the current level of enforcement by clarifying misinterpretations in 
the Standard, by ensuring that auditors have appropriate qualifications, and by 
establishing heightened ASI oversight.  

4. Provide an appropriate level of transparency and access to information so that 
stakeholders can effectively monitor implementation of the Standard. 

5. Provide the requisite resources and support to certificate holders, CBs and 
stakeholders (through a clearly written Standard, tools and increased FSC staff 
capacity, among other resources) so that they can effectively and consistently 
implement the Standard to its intent. 

6. Ensure that FSC certified products (and Controlled Wood) are linked to the EU, US 
and other National timber regulations.  

Separate, but parallel, continued and concerted effort needs to be applied to move more forests 
to FSC certification.  Efforts that focus on market incentives and continuous improvement 
should be implemented, including those provided in Section “C” below.   
Finally, to effectively move forward, there is a need for a common understanding of, and vision 
for, what, specifically, Controlled Wood (and the FSC Mix label) aims to achieve, and there 
needs to be a roadmap for getting there (see Section “A” and “C” below).   
The importance of timeliness in this effort cannot be overemphasized, particularly as FSC 
continues to grow, expand its global reach and become more commercially important.  

 
A.  Conceptual Level: Clarify the intent and purpose of Controlled Wood  

FSC should realign with members, certificate holders and stakeholders about the intent and 
purpose of Controlled Wood so that Controlled Wood requirements are better understood and 
implemented.   Moreover, the discussion should include whether the current intent is still 
accurate or whether adjustments should be made based on a longer-term vision.  
Development of the vision should examine aspects of the Controlled Wood system that have 
been deliberated and negotiated in past General Assemblies, including opportunities to better 
engage community groups and Indigenous peoples. 
It is recommended that a technical committee be convened to help develop a “clean” version 
of the Controlled Wood standard (FSC-STD-40-005) that incorporates the Advice Notes to-date 
and provides clearer language on points of confusion, including those defined in Section 2.2.1 
of this report. This clean version of the Standard should be completed as soon as possible. 
The overall strategy should also include further exploration of whether the FSC mission can 
best be achieved through an FSC Mix or FSC Pure label. 

 
B.  Strengthening the Standard: Improve upon the perceived challenges of the 

Controlled Wood Standard 
 
Recommendation 1. Risk Assessments 
 
FSC-approved National Risk Assessments  [Annex 2 process] 
Phase out, over a short period of time, company Verification Programs and require certificate 
holders to use FSC-approved National Risk Assessments.  

 Priority in the development of Risk Assessments should be given to countries in which 
Controlled Wood plays a large role.  

 FSC-IC should provide guidance on the procedures for developing National Risk 
Assessments (as per FSC-PRO-60-002), including how to identify and determine the 
threshold of compliance for the five Controlled Wood categories (especially for HCVs 
which will be a significant challenge), and the necessary level and type of stakeholder 
participation and consultation.  
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 Where appropriate, FSC-IC should work with National Offices and/or local contractors 
to develop National Risk Assessments. 

 The necessary technical and financial resources should be made available to the 
implementing entities (as defined in the above bullet) developing the National Risk 
Assessments. 

 Analysis for risk should be at a scale that fits the national context (i.e., country, state, 
province, department, etc), defined by the NO and through stakeholder participation. 

 Approved National Risk Assessments should be posted on a central database 
managed by FSC, such as www.globalforestregistry.org, and communicated to 
stakeholders.   

 Stakeholders should be able to add to the body of information used in the Risk 
Assessments; information should be verified by FSC for quality control purposes.  Risk 
Assessments and data already collected by companies should not be lost and should 
be incorporated into the National Risk Assessments, as appropriate and depending on 
verification of accuracy. 

 
Observations and Questions to consider:  Some National Offices expressed concern about 
having FSC-approved National Risk Assessments. They felt that the process might be overly 
time consuming, that it would be challenging to develop a National Risk Assessment that would 
be acceptable to all stakeholders, and that it might be less effective than the current Company 
Verification process. 

 What are the cost and time implications of developing FSC National Risk 
Assessments? 

 How feasible is it to produce credible FSC Risk Assessments, in a timely manner, 
and that can be used as the definitive ‘go to’ for determining risk?  

 Will National Risk Assessments create more criticism of risk designations than the 
current company Risk Assessment process?  

 How will National Risk Assessments alleviate the challenges associated with 
unacceptable wood that comes from forests located in “low risk” districts.   

 Should Risk Assessments be developed for countries where the majority of the 
districts will be designated as “unspecified risk”, or should other procedures be put 
in place in those countries? 

 
FSC-approved National Risk Assessments will take time to develop.  In tandem with this 
recommendation, consideration should also be given to the appropriate time-frame for 
transitioning from company Verification Programs to FSC National Risk Assessments, as well 
as what might need to happen during the interim period to improve upon the current 
implementation of the Controlled Wood system.  
 
Verification in districts of unspecified risk [Annex 3 process] 
In districts that are determined by the National Risk Assessment (as per 1.1 above) to be 
‘unspecified risk’, procedures need to be put in place that provide safeguards for ensuring that 
wood sourcing meets the Controlled Wood categories.  Options might include one or a 
combination of the following: 

Option A: Keep the current Annex 3 procedure in place, with the certificate holder 
conducting field verifications of each of the supplying FMUs, and the CB conducting 
field verifications on a sample of them.  Safeguards would be provided through 
Recommendation # 4, below. 

Option B: A CB will conduct a field verification of the supplying FMU(s), based on the 
criteria in FSC-STD-30-010 (or another option, with the current Annex 3 process), to 
determine whether FMU management meets the Controlled Wood categories. Under 
this option, the FMU would not need to be certified under FSC-STD-30-010.   The 
company would still need to be responsible for not sourcing wood from unacceptable 
sources. 

Option C: The certificate holder can only source from FMU(s) that are certified to FSC-
STD-30-010.    

Additional consideration: In addition to the three options above, consider an additional 
requirement to provide greater assurance that the certificate holder will know the forest 



 

FSC CONTROLLED WOOD EVALUATION 2011-2015 
COMPILATION OF STUDIES 

– 47 of 110 – 

 

practices on the supplying FMU:  In districts determined by the National Risk Assessment 
to be “unspecified risk”, only primary producers (with an FSC CoC certificate) will be able 
to designate wood as Controlled Wood. They will need to track the wood back to the 
FMU(s) and determine that management practices on the FMU(s) meet the Controlled 
Wood categories.    
Note that these options are not mutually exclusive and consideration might be given to 
adopt all three options, to be implemented in a step-wise fashion, and as part of an overall 
strategy for Controlled Wood.  

 
Observations and questions to consider:  
 Should different options be selected based on whether the FMU is located in a high-risk 

region?   
 Should different options be selected for large, medium, and small FMUs?  
 Should different options be selected for natural versus plantation forests? 
 Is Option B a conflict of interest for the certificate holder’s CB? If so, should there be a 

different CB that performs this function? 
 Will FMUs (of all sizes) be willing to get certified to FSC-STD-30-010 to make Option C a 

viable option?  
 What are the cost implications, and resulting impacts, of each of these options? 
 Would links to a Modular Approach and promotional claims provide incentives for forest 

managers to seek Controlled Wood and then FSC certification? 

Recommendation 2. Documentation and tracking origin of input [clause 8.1] 
Consider two options for addressing the “other forms of evidence” that can be used for 
documenting and tracking the origin of input in low risk situations.  [Note that in areas of 
“unspecified risk”, documentation would need to be provided for tracking wood back to the 
forest of origin]. 

Option A: Leave the current procedures as-is, requiring certificate holders to have 
documentation that demonstrates the district of origin at the “forest level”. 
 
Option B: Accept alternative methods for confirming the origin of inputs that are functional 
and credible within a regional context. This would entail having CBs, National Offices, and 
stakeholders work together to develop the alternative methods, and then having FSC-IC 
approve them.  

 
Consideration should include a thorough assessment of the implications of each option and an 
understanding of the process that led to the current interpretation of the procedures (Policy 
Motion 24 calling for FSC to ensure “that existing requirements for proof of origin are properly 
implemented by Certification Bodies.”). 
 
As a separate, and possibly integrated option, consider the feasibility of allowing only primary 
producers, loggers and roundwood traders to designate wood as Controlled Wood, therefore 
eliminating the challenge of tracking wood back to the forest of origin.    

It might also be beneficial for FSC and stakeholders to work with governments and other entities 
to institute regulations that better allow for product traceability. 
 
Recommendation 3. Verification and Enforcement 
 
Improve upon the current level of enforcement by ensuring that certificate holders and CBs are 
able to effectively audit to Annex 2 and Annex 3, and that ASI is providing rigorous oversight.   

 Ensure that certificate holder verification teams have appropriate experience. 
 Ensure that auditors performing audits to FSC-STD-40-005 (in cases where companies 

are conducing their own Verification Program) have lead auditor Forest Management 
qualifications. 

 Increase the monitoring requirements and evaluations of CW certificates by ASI, and 
ensure that ASI focus their audits on areas of higher risk.  
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 Investigate emerging technical approaches for tracking and tracing wood back to its 
forest of origin (e.g., FSC’s emerging ‘Track and Trace’ program, and DNA and isotope 
tracking), and use these methods for spot-checking Controlled Wood.   

 
Recommendation 4.  Transparency 

 Provide guidance on when and how companies should perform stakeholder 
consultation, and how CBs should evaluate it. 

 Consider additional requirements for CB stakeholder consultation  
 Improve stakeholder ability to monitor Controlled Wood sourcing by making 

improvements to the FSC database: 
o In instances where a certificate holder does not need to develop a Risk 

Assessment, require that CBs clearly indicate this in the database. Several 
CBs currently do this, but not all.   

o Make the database searchable by the Controlled Wood district of origin. 
 Assess and consider what additional information can be provided to stakeholders to 

improve transparency while maintaining necessary company confidentiality, such as 
summaries of Annex 3 CB evaluations and other evidence to support “low risk” 
designations, and Corrective Action Requests. 

 Make stakeholder complaints publicly accessible. 
 Ensure that all policy decisions are made in a climate of understanding of the 

implications of the decisions. Advice notes that result in changes of application or 
implementation of the standard are submitted for public comment prior to activation.  

 
Recommendation 5. Outreach, Communications and Education 

 Clarify the purpose and objectives of Controlled Wood and FSC Mix products 
 Develop a ‘clean’ version of the Controlled Wood standard, FSC-STD-40-005, that 

incorporates all Advice notes to-date and provides clearer language on points where 
the requirements are being interpreted incorrectly.  Consider translating the standard 
into all relevant languages.  

 Continue to provide trainings on how to implement Controlled Wood requirements, and 
consider a ‘hotline’ for responding to immediate and urgent questions.  Trainings and 
support should not be limited to regions with NO presence.  

 Increase outreach and promotion of FSC-STD-30-010 and the Modular Approach 
Program. 

 Increase FSC capacity for supporting the Network on issues related to Controlled 
Wood; consider a staff position dedicated to Controlled Wood.  

 Ensure that tools, guides, and other materials are known and accessible. 

Recommendation 6.  National timber regulations 
 Make the necessary links to EU and Lacey timber regulations, ensuring that Controlled 

Wood is an effective tool for demonstrating legal compliance.  
 
C.  Accelerating the Uptake of FSC Certification: Pathways towards decreased 

dependence on Controlled Wood 
 
A strategy cannot be developed that addresses how to more directly align Controlled Wood 
with FSC certification until FSC, in partnership with the FSC Network, members, certificate 
holders and other stakeholders, determines the longer-term goal with respect to Controlled 
Wood and FSC Mix products (as per Section A above), -- The roadmap that leads to an eventual 
phase-out of Controlled Wood will of course be different from one that looks at company (not 
system) phase-out of controlled wood over time or from one that focuses on Controlled Wood 
as a long-term component of the FSC system. 
Possible options for moving forward may include: 

1.  Strengthen the connection between the forest manager and Controlled Wood by 
requiring FSC-30-010 in certain situations, and requiring or providing incentives for the 
FMU to meet full FSC certification through a modular approach and/or by other means.  
FSC-30-010 may be required, among other situations: 

o For large land managers  
o In higher-risk situations 



 

FSC CONTROLLED WOOD EVALUATION 2011-2015 
COMPILATION OF STUDIES 

– 49 of 110 – 

 

o Whenever the National Risk Assessment (or Annex 2 process) designated a 
supplying district as unspecified risk. 
 

2. Develop formal requirements around continuous improvement for companies sourcing 
Controlled Wood 

o Evaluate the feasibility of increasing the amount of FSC-certified wood needed by 
companies to produce FSC Mix products. 

o Develop a system for monitoring/tracking a company’s use of Controlled Wood and 
for annual progression towards sourcing FSC-certified wood. 

3. Develop a marketing/labeling platform that provides incentives for companies to increase 
their use of FSC-certified material. 
4.  Consider revisions to the Credit system to ensure effective market pull of forest 
certification.  This might include revisions to the definition of “product group” and of product 
accounts so that each component of a product would need to build up credits of FSC 
certified wood.    

Any options selected should be integrated with, and add value to, FSC’s current suite of 
initiatives aimed at accelerating the uptake of FSC certification, including the FSC Modular 
Program, Group and SLIMF certification, brand development, linkages to timber legality 
legislation, and others.   
 
 
2015 
 
Below is a summary of the main conclusions from this evaluation of the FSC Controlled wood 
system in a short and long term perspective. The conclusions are based on interviews, 
document reviews, stakeholder surveys and available FSC statistics. Based on these sources 
the author has come to the following conclusions and recommendations; 
Conclusions: 

1. It is not realistic to phase out the FSC Mix/Controlled wood system if FSC want to maintain 
its position as a major forest certification scheme on the global market. A phasing out of 
the FSC Mix/Controlled wood system is likely to turn FSC into a niche label with limited 
visibility on the market and limited power to impact on forest management.  

2. Minimum requirements on material sourced from non-FSC certified forest areas will be 
needed also in the future in order to maintain the credibility and support for the FSC 
system.  

3. It is clear that the initial intention of the Controlled Wood system was to both enhance the 
production and sales of FSC labelled products and to enhance certification of forest land 
according to the FSC Principles and Criteria. This latter objective has never been 
implemented and followed up.  

Recommendations 

4. FSC should detach the 30-010 standard from the Controlled Wood system in order to have 
a more consistent system that is easier to communicate and manage. A disconnected 30-
010 standard would be easier to adapt and align with the Modular Approach Program.  

5. FSC should make it possible to adapt the 40-005 requirements to local conditions in order 
to ensure that Controlled Material can be sourced also in countries with low governance.  

6. FSC should revise the 1994 rule on conversion in order to allow trustworthy companies to 
mend their ways and enable them to FSC certify their forests. 

7. FSC should introduce a more open normative framework with system based standards 
that include a continuous improvement component which require companies to define and 
implement individual measurable FSC goals in a transparent and credible process.  

8. A more open normative framework requires certifiers and auditors with right competence 
and more integrity to take own decisions.  
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9. FSC needs to consider who the customer in the certification process is and develop the 
standards so that they bring value to the companies and their processes. Companies that 
implement the requirements must feel that the requirements help them in developing 
processes that are both efficient and credible. FSC should adapt the structure of its 
standards to the ISO management system format (the ISO Annex SL) 

10. FSC should initiate an objective market study to find out what the end consumers know 
and think about the different FSC Claims and product labels.  

11. FSC must dare to stand up for its own system and not try to repair it every time new 
challenges come up. A more rigorous implementation and monitoring of the Policy for 
Association should be introduced in order to capture cheaters and deliberate 
underperformers.  

12. FSC need to move away from the habit with frequent irregular updates of requirements 
and interpretations. Agreed standards must remain valid and un-amended during the 
agreed period of validity.  

13. FSC should reconsider its use of certain terms and expressions and refrain from using 
same terms under different concepts with different meaning.  

14. FSC needs stronger and impartial facilitators in the standard development processes to 
ensure that un-relevant requirements are kept out of the negotiations.  

15. FSC need to clean up and reduce the large number of normative documents that are 
overlapping and contradicting.  

16. FSC should open the door to work with other forest certification schemes to align the 
requirements and simplify for users and consumers. This would include a closer 
cooperation with PEFC to help closing the gaps between PEFC certified products and the 
Controlled Wood requirements and a cooperation with PEFC in the work with ISO on a 
common Chain of Custody framework/standard.  

17. FSC should consider to remove the prohibition to trade with Controlled Wood material. 
This should be considered for both 40-005 and 30-010 certified material.  

 
References to the stakeholder survey 2014 (Annex C): Questions 29-36 

 
References to the draft strategic questions 2016:  complete Sets I, II and III. 
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Annex A: Controlled wood requirements 
 
There are two main standards within the Controlled Wood system: 
 

1. For Chain of Custody: FSC-STD-40-005, implemented by organizations usually not 
related to supplying forests by using risk based approach  

2. For forest managers: FSC-STD-30-010, implemented similarly to FSC Principles and 
criteria, directly in the forest. 

The cornerstone of the Controlled Wood standards is the avoidance of the following five 
unacceptable sources in FSC Mix products: 

 Category 1: Illegally harvested wood 
 Category 2: Wood harvested in violation of traditional and human rights 
 Category 3: Wood harvested from forests in which high conservation values are 

threatened by management activities 
 Category 4: Wood harvested from natural forests being converted to plantations or non-

forest use 
 Category 5: Wood harvested from forests in which GMOs are planted 

Recently the standard FSC-STD-40-005 has undergo a major revision. The main steps of the 
implementation of the previous and the revised version of the standard are as follows: 
 

a) The previous version (V2-1) 
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b) The revised version (V3-0) 

 

 

 
 
 
Once a CoC certificate holder has determined the material to be controlled, claims may be 
passed from one certificate holder to another certificate holder just as it is for FSC-certified 
products. 

START 

Implement CoC 
Standard FSC-

STD-40-004 

Develop 
procedures for 

FSC-STD-40-005 

Develop DDS 
(Section 1) 

Identify material 
and monitor supply 

chains 
(Section 2) 

Risk mitigation 
(Control 

measure(s), 
Section 4) 

Source only FSC 
Controlled Wood 

(according to FSC-
STD-40-004) 

 Low risk of 
origin? 

 

 Risk mitigated? 
 

Controlled 
material/FSC 

Controlled Wood 

Not controlled 
material or FSC 

Controlled Wood 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No  

Risk assessment 
(Section 3, Annex 
A, see also Fig. 5) 

 Risk in supply 
chain(s)? 

 

No 

Both shall be assessed 
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Annex B: Motion 51 (2011) Strengthening the Controlled Wood 
system 
 

Status: PASSED Original language: ENGLISH 

Amended: 30 June 2011   

No. / Title: 51) Strengthening the Controlled Wood 
system 

Category: Policy 

Proposed by: 
Name: Robert J. Hrubes 
Organization: Scientific Certification Systems 
Chamber: Economic North 
E-mail: rhrubes@scscertified.com  
1) Seconded by: 2) Seconded by: 

Name: Per Larsson Name: Martha Nunez 
Organization: Fundación Ambiente y Sociedad Organization: WWF Sweden 
Chamber: Social South Chamber: Environmental North 
E-mail: marthan@uio.satnet.net E-mail: per.larsson@wwf.se 

MOTION: 

1. FSC-developed National Risk Assessments: 
Recognizing that the FSC membership has identified a range of serious deficiencies in guaranteeing that 
controlled wood is controlled, FSC International shall require National Offices to complete Controlled Wood Risk 
Assessments for the countries where they operate. Where there is no FSC National Office, FSC International 
shall assume the responsibility to ensure that Controlled Wood Risk Assessments are completed. FSC shall 
mandate that no company-developed Risk Assessments (Annex 2) are approved after 31 December 2012. 
2. Existing company Risk Assessments: 
Before the phase-out of company Risk Assessments, and no later than July 1 2012, FSC will evaluate the 
adequacy of all existing company-based Risk Assessments conducted through Annex 2 of FSC-STD-40-005.  
The evaluation will include issues related to particular regions, product sectors, and Certification Body 
performance.  FSC will assess, correct, or cancel risk assessments that do not meet the requirements of FSC-
STD-40-005 Annex 2.  The information collected will also help inform the future development of FSC Risk 
Assessments. 
3.Strengthening Annex 3 for all cases of unspecified risk in the FSC National Risk Assessments: 
No later than September 1, 2012, FSC shall convene a chamber-balanced technical committee to strengthen 
Annex 3 of FSC-STD-40-005 and to provide guidance to ensure that Annex 3 is implemented robustly.  Elements 
for consideration by the technical committee shall include but are not limited to: 

 stakeholder consultation and consent; 
 requirements related to field verification audits, including intensity and frequency of sampling related to scale and 

intensity; 
 the development of a range of initiatives to: a) incentivize the use of FSC STD 30-010; and to b) incentivize 

access to the controlled wood system by small landholders, indigenous peoples and forest dependent 
communities; 

 the point in the supply chain at which Annex 3 is undertaken, recognizing the primary processor as the preferred 
point; 

 the June 2011 FSC evaluation of the Controlled Wood system. 
FSC further recognizes that the application of FSC-STD-30-010 (Controlled Wood certification of the FMU) is the 
preferred outcome for large and/or intensive FMUs in regions of unspecified risk. 
The FSC Board of Directors shall approve agreed changes to the Controlled Wood system by December 30, 
2012.  No new certificates based on Annex 3 for areas of unspecified risk will be issued if agreed changes are 
not approved by this date. 

Purpose and/or additional information: 
see original motions 49, 50 and 51 

Document(s) to be revised / developed:  

Timeline:  

Cost to FSC:  
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Annex C: Complete statistical analysis of the results of the FSC 
Controlled Wood Survey 2014 (by Piet Human) 

1 Purpose and Goals (Questions 1 – 5) 
In this section we would like to ask you some questions about your understanding of the 
purpose and goals of the FSC Controlled Wood System 
 
1. How well do you know the current FSC Controlled Wood system? 

Very good knowledge 

Some knowledge 

Very little knowledge 

No Knowledge at all 
 

How well do you know the current FSC Controlled Wood system? 
  

Frequency Valid 
Percent 

 

Valid Very good knowledge 145 55.6 
  

 
Some knowledge 90 34.5 

  

 
Very little knowledge 22 8.4 

  

 
No Knowledge at all 4 1.5 

  

 
Total 261 100 

  

Missing System 5 
   

Total 
 

266 
   

 
Just over half the sample knows the FSC Controlled Wood system very well. A third has some 
knowledge of it and nearly 10% have very little knowledge or no knowledge at all. 
  

Language 
 

Total 
 

English Spanish 
 

Very good knowledge 128 17 145 
 

58.70% 39.50% 55.60% 

Some knowledge 70 20 90 
 

32.10% 46.50% 34.50% 

Very little knowledge 16 6 22 
 

7.30% 14.00% 8.40% 

No Knowledge at all 4 0 4 
 

1.80% 0.00% 1.50% 

Total 218 43 261 
 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00
% 

 
A significant Chi-square was found at 0.06 (6%) level. It is clear that English speakers have a better 
knowledge than the Spanish speaking respondents. Another significant difference was found between 
the meta groups (at 0.002 level). It is clear that the social chamber members having less knowledge 
than the other groups and that the environmental chamber respondents reports that they have very 
good knowledge. 
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How well do you know the current FSC Controlled 
Wood system? 

Total 

  
Very 
good 
knowledg
e 

Some 
knowledg
e 

Very little 
knowledge 

No 
Knowledge 
at all 

 

Meta 
Groups 

Economic 43 35 4 0 82 

  
29.70% 38.90% 18.20% 0.00% 31.40% 

 
Social 4 9 2 1 16 

  
2.80% 10.00% 9.10% 25.00% 6.10% 

 
Environment 25 9 4 0 38 

  
17.20% 10.00% 18.20% 0.00% 14.60% 

 
Certifier 21 5 0 1 27 

  
14.50% 5.60% 0.00% 25.00% 10.30% 

 
Others 52 32 12 2 98 

  
35.90% 35.60% 54.50% 50.00% 37.50% 

Total 
 

145 90 22 4 261 
  

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00
% 

 
No other significant differences were found for Members/Non-members, Organisations/Individuals or 
Certificate Holders versus non-certificate holders.  
 
 
2. How well do you know the changes introduced in the new drafts of the FSC Controlled Wood 
framework (FSC-STD-40-005 V 3-0, FSC-STD-30-010 V3-0, FSC-PRO-60-002 & addenda)? 

Very good knowledge 

Some knowledge 

Very little knowledge 

No knowledge at all 
 

How well do you know the changes introduced in the new drafts of the FSC Controlled 
Wood framework (FSC-STD-40-005 V 3-0, FSC-STD-30-010 V3-0, FSC-PRO-60-002 & 
addenda)?   

Frequency Valid 
Percent 

       

Valid Very good knowledge 57 21.8 
        

 
Some knowledge 122 46.7 

        

 
Very little knowledge 55 21.1 

        

 
No knowledge at all 27 10.3 

        

 
Total 261 100 

        

Missing System 5 
         

Total 
 

266 
         

 
It would appear that the changes introduced are not well known by a third of the sample whilst a fifth 
seems to have very good knowledge. The differences between meta groups were again very significant 
(at 0.000). The social chamber is least knowledgeable. No other differences were found to be significant 
for the other variables. 
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How well do you know the changes introduced in the 
new drafts of the FSC Controlled Wood framework (FSC-
STD-40-005 V 3-0, FSC-STD-30-010 V3-0, FSC-PRO-60-
002 & addenda)? 

Total 

  
Very good 
knowledge 

Some 
knowledg
e 

Very little 
knowledge 

No knowledge at all 

Meta 
Groups 

Economic 13 44 20 5 82 

  
22.80% 36.10% 36.40% 18.50% 31.40% 

 
Social 1 4 6 5 16 

  
1.80% 3.30% 10.90% 18.50% 6.10% 

 
Environment 10 17 7 4 38 

  
17.50% 13.90% 12.70% 14.80% 14.60% 

 
Certifier 7 15 3 2 27 

  
12.30% 12.30% 5.50% 7.40% 10.30% 

 
Others 26 42 19 11 98 

  
45.60% 34.40% 34.50% 40.70% 37.50% 

Total 
 

57 122 55 27 261 
  

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
 
 
3. Do you think that these drafts meet the revisions to strengthen the Controlled Wood system 
as proposed in Motion 51 at the 2011 FSC General Assembly?  

Fully Met 

Somewhat met 

Not met at all 

Don't Know 
 

Do you think that these drafts meet the revisions to 
strengthen the Controlled Wood system as proposed in 
Motion 51 at the 2011 FSC General Assembly?  

Frequency Percent 

Valid Fully Met 39 24.4 
Somewhat met 108 

67.5 
Not met at all 13 

8.1 
Total 160 100 

Missing Don't Know 101  

System 5  

Total 106  

Total 266  

 
The Don’t Know category is large (38%). Of those that expressed an opinion, a third felt that these 
drafts meet the revisions ‘somewhat’. A quarter felt that it is ‘Fully Met’. Significant differences were 
found between those certified and those not (at 0.003) and between Organisational members and 
Individual members of the FSC (at 0.031).  
  



 

FSC CONTROLLED WOOD EVALUATION 2011-2015 
COMPILATION OF STUDIES 

– 57 of 110 – 

 

 
Are you, or is your 
organization, FSC 
certified? 

Total 

 
Yes No 

 

Fully Met 19 13 32 
 

39.60% 18.10% 26.70% 

Somewhat met 23 56 79 
 

47.90% 77.80% 65.80% 

Not met at all 6 3 9 
 

12.50% 4.20% 7.50% 
 

48 72 120 
 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
Those who are certificate holders are more positive that the drafts meet the revisions than non-
certificate holders and organisational members are also more positive than individual members. 
  

Organisation Total 
 

Organisation Individual 
 

Fully Met 25 9 34 
 

32.90% 19.10% 27.60% 

Somewhat met 43 37 80 
 

56.60% 78.70% 65.00% 

Not met at all 8 1 9 
 

10.50% 2.10% 7.30% 
 

76 47 123 
 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
 
4. What do you think have been the three main purposes of the FSC Controlled Wood system?
(Please check a maximum of three statements, if you check more than three, Survey Monkey will ask 
you to redo the question). 

Increase the overall production of FSC certified material. 

Facilitate FSC certified materials to reach the market. 

Meet the needs of the large wood industry companies in the Northern part of the world. 

Remove the need to separate FSC inputs from uncertified inputs to allow feasible production of 
FSC products. 

Create greater awareness amongst end users of wood products from responsibly managed 
forests. 

Allow environmental groups to have a tool for concerns related to mismanagement of forests. 

Enhance the credibility of the FSC system. 

Create a more responsible management of uncertified forest. 

Help FSC to spread in difficult regions with poor governance. 

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification among small forest owners. 

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification among large forest owners. 
 
Other (please specify) 
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This question was formatted to give respondents the choice of up to three and no more options to 
indicate what they view as the main purpose of the Controlled Wood System. In analysing this question, 
we had to count responses per category. Further analysis searching for differences between groups 
is very laborious and I only did two analysis (with Chambers and North-South Groups). I could not 
determine the Chi-square to determine whether the differences are significant. 
 

What do you think have been the main purpose of the Controlled 
Wood System? 

Responses % 

Facilitate FSC certified materials to reach the market. 147 21 

Increase the overall production of FSC certified material. 124 18 

Remove the need to separate FSC inputs from uncertified inputs to 
allow feasible production of FSC products. 

119 17 

Create a more responsible management of uncertified forest. 95 13 

Meet the needs of the large wood industry companies in the Northern 
part of the world. 

47 7 

Enhance the credibility of the FSC system. 43 6 

Create greater awareness amongst end users of wood products from 
responsibly managed forests. 

42 6 

Help FSC to spread in difficult regions with poor governance. 28 4 

Allow environmental groups to have a tool for concerns related to 
mismanagement of forests. 

26 4 

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification among small forest 
owners. 

23 3 

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification among large forest 
owners. 

10 1 

Totals 704 100 

 
Some differences are found between Chamber members regarding the purpose of the Controlled Wood 
System. The Economic groups seem to lean more towards the facilitation of material to reach the 
market than the other two groups. The Social group differs from the other groups in the sense that they 
view both the facilitation of material to reach the market (17.5%) and ‘Create a more responsible 
management of uncertified forest’ (17.0%) as very important. 
 

Purpose of the Controlled Wood System by Chamber 

      
Total Economic Social Environmental 

Increase the overall production of FSC 
certified material. 

 
43 6 22 71  
16.7% 11.3% 22.7%   

Facilitate FSC certified materials to reach 
the market. 

 
62 9 15 86  
24.0% 17.0% 15.5%   

Meet the needs of the large wood 
industry companies in the Northern part 
of the world. 

 
11 4 10 25  
4.3% 7.5% 10.3%   

Remove the need to separate FSC inputs 
from uncertified inputs to allow feasible 
production of FSC products. 

 
50 8 15 73  
19.4% 15.1% 15.5%   

Create greater awareness amongst end 
users of wood products from responsibly 
managed forests. 

 
15 7 6 28  
5.8% 13.2% 6.2%   

Allow environmental groups to have a 
tool for concerns related to 
mismanagement of forests. 

 
12 3 3 18  
4.7% 5.7% 3.1%   
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Enhance the credibility of the FSC 
system. 

 
14 2 4 20  
5.4% 3.8% 4.1%   

Create a more responsible management 
of uncertified forest. 

 
33 9 12 54  
12.8% 17.0% 12.4%   

Help FSC to spread in difficult regions 
with poor governance. 

 
10 4 3 17  
3.9% 7.5% 3.1%   

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM 
certification among small forest owners. 

 
5 1 6 12  
1.9% 1.9% 6.2%   

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM 
certification among large forest owners. 

 
3 0 1 4  
1.2% 0.0% 1.0%   

Total 
 

258 53 97 408 

 
It would seem that there are some marked differences between those in the North and those in the 
South regarding the purpose of the Controlled Wood System. The South views ‘Create a more 
responsible management of uncertified forest’ as the dominant purpose (20.3%) whereas it is ranked 
only as the fourth most important purpose by the North. If we look at the major rankings it may become 
clearer. The South also rates ‘Create greater awareness amongst end users of wood products from 
responsibly managed forests’ much higher than the North.  
 
It appears that the ‘South’ and the Social Chamber shares a similar view on the Controlled Wood 
System in terms of its purpose and that this view differs from that of the Economic and the 
Environmental Chamber members as well as that of the ‘Northern’ members.  
 

Top Five Purposes Ranked North South 

Facilitate FSC certified materials to reach the market. 22.9% 17.3% 

Remove the need to separate FSC inputs from uncertified inputs to allow 
feasible production of FSC products. 

21.1% 11.3% 

Increase the overall production of FSC certified material. 20.0% 12.0% 

Create a more responsible management of uncertified forest. 9.8% 20.3% 

Create greater awareness amongst end users of wood products from 
responsibly managed forests. 

4.4% 12.0% 

 
Purpose of the Controlled Wood System by North-South Groups 

    

North South Total 

Increase the overall production of FSC certified 
material. 

 
55 16 71  
20.0% 12.0%   

Facilitate FSC certified materials to reach the 
market. 

 
63 23 86  
22.9% 17.3%   

Meet the needs of the large wood industry 
companies in the Northern part of the world. 

 
21 4 25  
7.6% 3.0%   

Remove the need to separate FSC inputs from 
uncertified inputs to allow feasible production of 
FSC products. 

 
58 15 73  
21.1% 11.3%   

 
12 16 28 
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Create greater awareness amongst end users of 
wood products from responsibly managed forests. 

 

4.4% 12.0%   

Allow environmental groups to have a tool for 
concerns related to mismanagement of forests. 

 
13 5 18  
4.7% 3.8%   

Enhance the credibility of the FSC system. 
 

13 7 20  
4.7% 5.3%   

Create a more responsible management of 
uncertified forest. 

 
27 27 54  
9.8% 20.3%   

Help FSC to spread in difficult regions with poor 
governance. 

 
7 10 17  
2.5% 7.5%   

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification 
among small forest owners. 

 
3 9 12  
1.1% 6.8%   

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification 
among large forest owners. 

 
3 1 4  
1.1% .8%   

Total 
 

275 133 408 

 
In Q10 we asked the respondents to rate the positive impact of the Controlled Wood System using the 
list of purposes from Q4. The result should show the extent to which intentions (purpose and goals) 
and actual performance correlates or are aligned. It is clear from the table below and the scatter gram 
that intentions and performance are well aligned. This is strategically speaking, good news! 
 

Impact and Purpose of the Controlled Wood system. Q 10 
Impact% 

Q4 
Purpose
% 

Increase the overall production of FSC certified material. 21 18 

Facilitate FSC certified materials to reach the market. 19 21 

Meet the needs of the large wood industry companies in the Northern part 
of the world. 

7 7 

Remove the need to separate FSC inputs from uncertified inputs to allow 
feasible production of FSC products. 

19 17 

Create greater awareness amongst end users of wood products from 
responsibly managed forests. 

7 6 

Allow environmental groups to have a tool for concerns related to 
mismanagement of forests. 

3 4 

Enhance the credibility of the FSC system. 6 6 

Create a more responsible management of uncertified forest. 11 13 

Help FSC to spread in difficult regions with poor governance. 4 4 

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification among small forest owners. 2 3 

Facilitate the increase of FSC FM certification among large forest owners. 2 1 

Totals 100 100 
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5. Do you think mixing FSC certified material with Controlled Wood material in the production 
of FSC certified products contributes to FSC’s Mission and Vision?  

Contributes 

Contradicts 

Don't Know 
 
Do you have any comment on this? 
 
 

Do you think mixing FSC certified material with Controlled Wood material in the 
production of FSC certified products contributes to FSC’s Mission and Vision? 

  

  
Frequency Valid 

Percent 

          

Valid Contributes 203 77.8 
           

 
Contradicts 41 15.7 

           

 
Don't Know 17 6.5 

           

 
Total 261 100 

           

Missing System 5 
            

Total 
 

266 
            

 
The majority of respondents (77.8%) felt that ‘mixing FSC certified material with Controlled Wood 
material in the production of FSC certified products contributes to FSC’s Mission and Vision’. There 
seem to be general consensus on this as no differences were found amongst all the various groups. 
 
 

P
u
rp
os
e

Impact
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2 Impact and Performance (Questions 6 – 10) 

In this section we would like your opinion on certain aspects of the impact the Controlled Wood system 
has on its stakeholders and how well the system performs.  

6. The Controlled Wood system has been applied in various regions of the world. In your 
opinion, has the impact of Controlled Wood requirements (where it has been applied) been 
significant on some key forestry issues? Check the boxes where you feel that the impact has 
been significant and leave the boxes empty when you feel that the impact has been insignificant.

 

 Europe Russia 
North 
America 

Latin 
America 

Africa China 
Asia 
Pacific 

Reducing illegal 
logging?        
Reducing violation of 
traditional and civil 
rights? 

       

Reducing threat to 
forests with high
conservation values? 

       

Reducing forest 
conversion?        
Reducing the 
dissemination of 
GMO in forestry? 

       

 
  

Europe Russia North 
America 

Latin 
America 

Africa China Asia 
Pacific 

Total 

Illegal Logging 36 42 29 59 56 35 55 312 

Row % 11.54 13.46 9.29 18.91 17.95 11.22 17.63 100.00 

Reducing 
violation of 
traditional and 
civil rights? 

25 19 20 72 49 27 45 257 

Row % 9.73 7.39 7.78 28.02 19.07 10.51 17.51 100.00 

Reducing 
threat to forests 
with high 
conservation 
values? 

41 37 40 68 50 27 52 315 

Row % 13.02 11.75 12.70 21.59 15.87 8.57 16.51 100.00 

Reducing forest 
conversion? 

23 19 23 50 35 19 41 210 

Row % 10.95 9.05 10.95 23.81 16.67 9.05 19.52 100.00 

Reducing the 
dissemination 
of GMO in 
forestry? 

35 15 32 37 26 22 27 194 

Row % 18.04 7.73 16.49 19.07 13.40 11.34 13.92 100.00 

Total 160 132 144 286 216 130 220 1288 
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This table had to be constructed by counting the number of times respondents ticked boxes. They were 
asked to tick boxes where they felt that the impact of Controlled Wood requirements had a significant 
impact and to leave boxes empty when the impact has not been significant. 

The following initial conclusions can be made: 
 ‘Reducing threat to forests with high conservation values’ got the most votes (315) as a forestry 

issue that was significantly impacted by Controlled Wood requirements. ‘Illegal logging’ (312), 
‘Reducing violation of traditional and civil rights’ (257) and ‘Reducing forest conversion’ (210) 
followed. 

 The regions most impacted were seen as Latin America (286), followed by Asia Pacific (220) and 
Africa. The regions least impacted are China (130) and Russia (132). 

 In Europe and North America the biggest impact is seen as ‘Reducing threat to forests with high 
conservation values’. In Russia, Africa, China and Asia Pacific it is ‘Illegal logging whilst in Latin 
America it is ‘Reducing violation of traditional and civil rights’. 

The complexity of this table made comparisons between groups difficult. It can be done but it is, as said 
before, a laborious process (between the COUNT function in SPSS and then working on Excel). I also 
can’t produce statistics from these tables. 

7. In your opinion, what impact has the implementation of the Controlled Wood system had on 
enhancing FSC certification of large forest owners in the following regions:  

 

 Positive Impact 
Neither Positive or 
Negative Impact 

Negative Impact Don't Know 

Europe      
Russia      
North America      

Latin America      

Africa     
China     
Asia Pacific     

 
 

In the table below we did a T-test to look for differences in the mean between groups. The F-statistic 
was used and a significance level of 5% was used. The scale used was 1=Positive Impact, 2=Neither
Positive or Negative and 3=Negative Impact. The lower the mean score, the more positive the impact. 
I insert the frequency tables to illustrate the usefulness of using means rather than frequencies and % 
to cope with a large amount of variables. I have taken the Latin America (most positive mean on the 
scale (1.45) and China (1.88) to illustrate. 

 

Latin America 
 Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid Positive Impact 66 60.0 
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Neither Positive or 

Negative Impact 

38 34.5 

Negative Impact 6 5.5 

Total 110 100.0 

Missing 

Don't Know 113  

System 43  

Total 156  

Total 266  

 

 

China 
 Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid 

Positive Impact 29 38.2 

Neither Positive or 

Negative Impact 

35 46.1 

Negative Impact 12 15.8 

Total 76 100.0 

Missing 

Don't Know 147  

System 43  

Total 190  

Total 266  

 

The large number of the ‘Don’t Know’ votes are disappointing. It is the same for all of the questions with 
Europe and North America having obviously the smallest numbers of ‘Don’t Know’ votes; a 100 and 
138 respectively. Nevertheless, the means clearly show the tendencies towards the positive or the 
negative and are used to enable us to get a clear idea of patterns and also do some multivariate 
statistical analysis. 

  
Europe Russia North 

America 
Latin 
America 

Africa China Asia 
Pacific 

Average 

English 1.65 1.54 1.57 1.49 1.65 1.77 1.76 1.63 

Spanish 1.31 1.43 1.53 1.37 1.36 1.82 1.46 1.47 

Organisation 1.66 1.59 1.60 1.50 1.81 2.00 1.86 1.72 

Individual 1.50 1.47 1.47 1.35 1.33 1.56 1.60 1.47 

Economic 1.75 1.53 1.63 1.40 1.68 1.88 1.71 1.65 

Social 1.20 1.33 1.31 1.50 1.63 1.57 1.88 1.49 

Environment
al 

1.44 1.71 1.59 1.59 1.50 1.78 1.86 1.64 

North 1.72 1.63 1.64 1.57 1.71 1.80 1.90 1.71 

South 1.35 1.36 1.38 1.30 1.50 1.85 1.44 1.45 

Total 1.61 1.54 1.58 1.45 1.63 1.81 1.77 1.63 
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Overall, the most positive impact (read from the Total in the bottom row) is considered to be in Latin 
America (lowest score, most positive) followed by Russia and North America. The least positive impact 
was seen to be in China, Asia Pacific and Africa. 

It is also interesting to note that Spanish speaking respondents, Individual Members, Social Chamber 
representatives and those from the South are the most positive whereas the Northern respondents and 
the Economic Chamber respondents are markedly less positive. 

Most of the differences between groups concerns views on Europe. Spanish speaking respondents are 
significantly more positive about the impact on large forests by the Controlled Wood system than 
English speaking respondents. So are those from the South as compared to the North and the Social 
and Environmental Chambers when compared to the Economic Chamber.  

Those from the South are also more positive about the impacts in Latin America and Asia Pacific than 
those in the North. Organisations as opposed to individual members of the FSC appear to be less 
positive about the impacts in Africa and China. 

I did a Factor Analysis on this set of questions to look for underlying structures to the data. What I found 
is two factors; Europe and North America formed the first and then Russia, Latin America, Africa, China 
and Asia Pacific the second. This may be interpreted as an underlying construct in the views of the 
respondents where they differentiate between large forest owners in the ‘North’, if you wish and those 
in the ‘South’. Thus, they see them in different terms. Russia also loads on the ‘North’ factor and 
appears to be seen as a region ‘in-between’. When we turn to Small forest owners below, we find no 
such structure; small forest owners are all seen as similar.  

Such findings are interesting and have consequences. It indicates that people work with underlying 
assumptions (in decision-making, forming judgements and formulating policies) that they are not 
consciously aware of.  

 
Rotated Component Matrix 

Q7 Component 
 

1 2 

Europe 0.237 0.898 

Russia 0.649 0.624 

North America 0.290 0.910 

Latin America 0.849 0.432 

Africa 0.920 0.298 

China 0.889 0.170 

Asia Pacific 0.889 0.324 

8. In your opinion, what impact has the implementation of the Controlled Wood system had on 
enhancing FSC certification of small forest owners in the following regions:  

 

 Positive Impact 
Neither Positive or 
Negative Impact 

Negative Impact Don't Know 

Europe      
Russia      
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North America      

Latin America      

Africa     
China     
Asia Pacific     

 

 
Language Europe Russia North 

America 
Latin 
America 

Africa China Asia 
Pacific 

Average 

English 1.71 1.75 1.72 1.59 1.70 1.80 1.69 1.71 

Spanish 1.67 1.73 1.69 1.42 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.63 

FSC Member 1.66 1.75 1.69 1.49 1.68 1.79 1.72 1.68 

Non Member 1.79 1.87 1.79 1.64 1.82 1.90 1.74 1.79 

Organisation 1.76 1.85 1.74 1.63 1.86 1.94 1.85 1.80 

Individual 1.59 1.71 1.69 1.38 1.54 1.67 1.56 1.59 

Economic 1.82 1.82 1.76 1.59 1.82 1.87 1.72 1.77 

Social 1.30 1.60 1.55 1.40 1.33 1.67 1.50 1.48 

Environment
al 

1.54 1.75 1.64 1.43 1.60 1.67 1.89 1.65 

North 1.78 1.97 1.78 1.71 1.80 1.93 1.88 1.84 

South 1.48 1.47 1.44 1.33 1.57 1.58 1.38 1.46 

Total 1.69 1.78 1.71 1.53 1.73 1.82 1.71 1.71 

 

When asked to consider the impact of the Controlled Wood system on small forest owners, we find the 
following. The impact has been positive in most regions (not much difference) except for China. The 
North and South groups differs much from each other except in the case of Africa; the South viewing 
things in a more positive light than those in the North. The Spanish, FSC members, Individual members, 
social members and those from the South are more positive than their respective counterparts. Much 
the same picture as we have found in Q7. 

9. To what extent do you think Controlled Wood requirements have helped companies meet 
national, regional and international legal requirements (like e.g. the EU Timber Regulation, The 
US Lacey Act etc)? 

A great Help 

Some Help 

Little Help 

No Help at All 

Don't Know 

 
To what extent do you think Controlled Wood requirements 
have helped companies meet national, regional and 
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international legal requirements (like e.g. the EU Timber 
Regulation, The US Lacey Act etc)? 
    Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid A great Help 56 27.1 

  Some Help 95 45.9 

  Little Help 41 19.8 

  No Help at All 15 7.2 

  Total 207 100 

Missing Don't Know 16   

  System 43   

  Total 59   

Total   266   

 

The scale used here was a four point scale where 1=A great help to 4=No help at all. So, the higher 
the score, the less helpful. 

 
To what extent do you think Controlled Wood 
requirements have helped companies meet 
national, regional and international legal 
requirements (like e.g. the EU Timber Regulation, 
The US Lacey Act etc)? 
English 2.17 

Spanish 1.58 

FSC Member 2.13 

Non Member 2.07 

Organisation 2.19 

Individual 1.96 

Economic 2.15 

Social 2.05 

Environmental 2.26 

North 2.26 

South 1.95 

Total 2.16 
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Spanish speaking respondents and Southern Chamber members view Controlled Wood requirements 
as significantly more helpful to companies to meet legal requirements than their counterparts.   

10. What would you say are the three major positive impacts of the Controlled Wood system?
(Please check a maximum of three statements.) 

Increased the overall production of FSC certified material. 

Facilitated FSC certified materials to reach the market. 

Met the needs of the large wood industry companies in the Northern parts of the world. 

Removed the need to separate FSC inputs from uncertified inputs to allow feasible production of 
FSC products. 

Created greater awareness amongst end users of wood products from responsibly managed 
forests. 

Allowed environmental groups to have a tool for concerns related to the mismanagement of 
forests. 

Enhanced the credibility of the FSC system. 

Created a more responsible management of uncertified forest. 

Helped FSC to spread in difficult regions with poor governance. 

Facilitated the increase of FSC FM certification among small forest owners. 

Facilitated the increase of FSC FM certification among large forest owners. 
 
Other (please specify) 

 

This question was analyzed with question 4. 
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Specific issues (Questions 11 – 28)  

 

11. To what extent do you think end consumers understand the difference between FSC 100% 
and FSC Mix certified products?  

They fully understand 

They have some understanding 

They have little understanding 

They do not understand at all 

Don’t Know 

 

To what extent do you think end consumers understand the difference 
between FSC 100% and FSC Mix certified products?   

Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid They fully understand 6 2.8  
They have some understanding 30 14.2  
They have little understanding 78 36.8  
They do not understand at all 98 46.2  
Total 212 100 

Missing Don’t Know 4 
 

 
System 50 

 

 
Total 54 

 

Total 
 

266 
 

 

Only very few respondents (17.0% Fully Understand and Have some understanding) thinks that the 
end consumer understand the difference between FSC100% and FSC Mixed products. When we 
compare the differences of the means between the various groups (on this scale where 1=fully 
understand and 4=they do not understand at all), we find the following: 

 

To what extent do you think end 
consumers understand the 
difference between FSC 100% and 
FSC Mix certified products? 
English 3.34 

Spanish 2.88 

FSC Member 3.32 

Non Member 3.21 

Organisation 3.37 

Individual 3.11 

North 3.38 

South 3.07 

Total 3.28 
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Spanish speakers, Individual, Social and Southern members view the end consumer as more 
knowledgeable regarding the difference between pure and mixed FSC products. No significant 
differences were found between meta groups. 

12. To what extent do you think end consumers prefer FSC 100% certified products rather than 
FSC Mix certified products? 

Most consumers prefer FSC 100% rather than FSC Mixed 

Some prefer FSC 100% rather than FSC Mixed 

It doesn't matter to them at all 

Some prefer FSC Mixed rather than FSC 100% 

Most prefer FSC Mixed rather than FSC 100% 

Don't Know 

 

 

To what extent do you think end consumers prefer FSC 100% certified products rather than 
FSC Mix certified products?   

Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid Most consumers prefer FSC 100% rather than FSC 
Mixed 

17 8.4 
 

Some prefer FSC 100% rather than FSC Mixed 43 21.2  
It doesn't matter to them at all 140 69.0  
Some prefer FSC Mixed rather than FSC 100% 2 1.0  
Most prefer FSC Mixed rather than FSC 100% 1 0.5  
Total 203 100.0 

Missing Don't Know 13 
 

 
System 50 

 

 
Total 63 

 

Total 
 

266 
 

 

The respondents’ dominant view is that the end consumer does not really care about the difference 
between mixed and pure products. No significant differences were found between groups on Q11. This 
means that there seems to be general consensus regarding the preferences of the end consumer. 

 

13. Do you think FSC should work towards increasing the consumption of FSC 100% certified 
products? 

Totally Agree 

Agree 

Neither agree or disagree 

Disagree 

Totally Disagree 
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Don't Know 

 

Do you think FSC should work towards increasing the consumption 
of FSC 100% certified products?   

Frequency Valid 
Percent 

Valid Totally Agree 60 28.6  
Agree 50 23.8  
Neither agree or disagree 42 20  
Disagree 32 15.2  
Totally Disagree 26 12.4  
Total 210 100 

Missing Don't Know 6 
 

 
System 50 

 

 
Total 56 

 

Total 
 

266 
 

 

Here we find a lot of differences. These differences are most notable (statistically significant) regarding 
(scale 1= Totally Agree and 5=Totally Disagree, so, the higher the mean score, the less the agreement 
with the statement): 

 

Do you think FSC should work 
towards increasing the 
consumption of FSC 100% 
certified products ? 
English 2.72 

Spanish 1.91 

FSC Member 2.51 

Non Member 2.76 

Organisation 2.77 

Individual 2.24 

Economic 2.90 

Social 2.13 

Environment 2.03 

Certifier 2.31 

Others 2.82 

North 2.60 

South 2.24 

Total 2.49 
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Spanish speakers, Individual Members and Social and Environmental Chamber members are far more 
in agreement that FSC should work towards increasing the consumption of 100% products than their 
counterparts. Organisational-Members also expressed the greatest amount of disagreement (a mean 
of 2.77) with the statement. It is interesting to note that the Economic Chamber members are 
significantly less positive towards the idea than Social and Environmental members. 

 

14. What do you think of the following tools to enhance the consumption of FSC 100%? 

 
 

 
This is an 
excellent 
tool 

This is a 
good tool 

This is an 
average tool 

This is a bad 
tool 

This is a 
terrible tool 

Don't Know

FSC should provide 
objective information 
to end consumers 
about the differences 
between 100% and 
mixed products. 

      

FSC should focus its 
marketing campaigns 
on promoting the 
FSC 100% logo. 

      

NGO’s should focus 
their campaigns on 
promoting the FSC 
100% logo. 

      

NGO’s should run 
campaigns against 
the FSC mix system. 

      

Strict goals to be set 
for certified 
companies to 
increase the share of 
FSC 100% input-
material. 

      

Producing companies 
should be allowed to 
apply the mix system 
only for a limited time 
period, after that only 
FSC certified raw 
material may be used 
in FSC products. 

      

Certified companies 
should be required to 
set individual, 
measurable FSC 
goals focusing on e.g. 
enhancing FSC forest 
certification, 
increasing their 
consumption of FSC 
certified raw material, 
increasing their sales 
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of FSC certified 
products etc. 

Other (please specify) 

The mean scores in this table are derived from the 5-point scale where 1=Excellent Tool and 5=Terrible 
Tool. Overall, it is clear that ‘FSC should provide objective information to end consumers about the 
differences between 100% and mixed products’ is seen as a good tool (mean of 2.54) whilst ‘NGO’s 
should run campaigns against the FSC mix system’ is seen as a bad tool (mean of 4.38). In this table I 
have ranked the tools from the most preferred (lowest mean score) to the least preferred (highest mean 
score). I have also given the % responses.   

  
Mean 
Score 

This is an 
excellent 
tool 

This is a 
good 
tool 

This is an 
average 
tool 

This is 
a bad 
tool 

This is a 
terrible 
tool 

Total 

FSC should provide 
objective information to 
end consumers about the 
differences between 
100% and mixed 
products. 

2.6 23.6 33.7 15.9 18.8 8.2 100.0 

FSC should focus its 
marketing campaigns on 
promoting the FSC 100% 
logo. 

3.0 22.1 20.7 13.5 25.5 18.3 100.0 

Certified companies 
should be required to set 
individual, measurable 
FSC goals focusing on 
e.g. enhancing FSC forest 
certification, increasing 
their consumption of FSC 
certified raw material, 
increasing their sales of 
FSC certified products 
etc. 

3.0 19.3 22.3 16.8 18.3 23.3 100.0 

NGO’s should focus their 
campaigns on promoting 
the FSC 100% logo. 

3.0 19.7 21.2 17.7 18.7 22.7 100.0 

Strict goals to be set for 
certified companies to 
increase the share of FSC 
100% input-material. 

3.3 14.1 16.6 17.1 22.0 30.2 100.0 

Producing companies 
should be allowed to 
apply the mix system only 
for a limited time period, 
after that only FSC 
certified raw material may 
be used in FSC products. 

3.5 11.8 15.2 12.7 22.1 38.2 100.0 

NGO’s should run 
campaigns against the 
FSC mix system. 

4.3 4.4 5.4 2.9 24.0 63.2 100.0 

Average 3.2 16.4 19.3 13.8 21.3 29.2 
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In terms of language groups all the statements except one (‘NGO’s should run campaigns against the 
FSC mix system’) show significant differences. Spanish speakers consistently scored all the tools more 
positively than English speaking respondents. 

 
Language Englis

h 
Spanis
h 

Tota
l 

FSC should provide objective information to end consumers about the 
differences between 100% and mixed products. 

2.73 1.59 2.54 

FSC should focus its marketing campaigns on promoting the FSC 100% 
logo. 

3.14 2.12 2.97 

NGO’s should focus their campaigns on promoting the FSC 100% logo. 3.19 2.17 3.03 

NGO’s should run campaigns against the FSC mix system. 4.42 4.06 4.36 

Strict goals to be set for certified companies to increase the share of FSC 
100% input-material. 

3.50 2.68 3.38 

Producing companies should be allowed to apply the mix system only for 
a limited time period, after that only FSC certified raw material may be 
used in FSC products. 

3.73 2.88 3.60 

Certified companies should be required to set individual, measurable 
FSC goals focusing on e.g. enhancing FSC forest certification, 
increasing their consumption of FSC certified raw material, increasing 
their sales of FSC certified products etc. 

3.18 2.31 3.04 

 

No differences were found between FSC members and Non-members. 

 
Organisation and Individual Members Organisation Individual Total 

FSC should provide objective information to end 
consumers about the differences between 100% and 
mixed products. 

2.72 2.18 2.54 

FSC should focus its marketing campaigns on promoting 
the FSC 100% logo. 

3.23 2.48 2.98 

NGO’s should focus their campaigns on promoting the 
FSC 100% logo. 

3.34 2.44 3.05 

NGO’s should run campaigns against the FSC mix system. 4.42 4.23 4.36 

Strict goals to be set for certified companies to increase 
the share of FSC 100% input-material. 

3.65 2.79 3.37 

Producing companies should be allowed to apply the mix 
system only for a limited time period, after that only FSC 
certified raw material may be used in FSC products. 

3.92 2.97 3.60 

Certified companies should be required to set individual, 
measurable FSC goals focusing on e.g. enhancing FSC 
forest certification, increasing their consumption of FSC 
certified raw material, increasing their sales of FSC 
certified products etc. 

3.25 2.61 3.03 

 

Organisations expressed more negative views on the usefulness of these tools than Individual 
members.  
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Economic, Social and Environmental 
Chambers 

Economic Social Environmental Total 

FSC should provide objective information to end 
consumers about the differences between 100% 
and mixed products. 

2.75 2.00 2.36 2.56 

FSC should focus its marketing campaigns on 
promoting the FSC 100% logo. 

3.23 2.16 2.69 2.95 

NGO’s should focus their campaigns on 
promoting the FSC 100% logo. 

3.31 2.00 2.76 3.02 

NGO’s should run campaigns against the FSC 
mix system. 

4.62 3.78 3.89 4.33 

Strict goals to be set for certified companies to 
increase the share of FSC 100% input-material. 

3.66 2.61 2.56 3.25 

Producing companies should be allowed to apply 
the mix system only for a limited time period, 
after that only FSC certified raw material may be 
used in FSC products. 

3.93 2.61 2.89 3.50 

Certified companies should be required to set 
individual, measurable FSC goals focusing on 
e.g. enhancing FSC forest certification, 
increasing their consumption of FSC certified 
raw material, increasing their sales of FSC 
certified products etc. 

3.36 2.28 2.37 2.97 

  
Economic Social Environment Certifier Others Total 

FSC should provide objective 
information to end 
consumers about the 
differences between 100% 
and mixed products. 

2.70 2.31 2.26 2.42 2.65 2.54 

FSC should focus its 
marketing campaigns on 
promoting the FSC 100%  
logo. 

3.29 2.38 2.47 2.77 3.14 2.97 

NGO’s should focus their 
campaigns on promoting the 
FSC 100% logo. 

3.45 2.00 2.61 2.62 3.20 3.03 

NGO’s should run 
campaigns against the FSC 
mix system. 

4.66 3.87 3.78 4.35 4.50 4.36 

Strict goals to be set for 
certified companies to 
increase the share of FSC 
100% input-material. 

3.78 2.47 2.62 2.85 3.87 3.38 

Producing companies should 
be allowed to apply the mix 
system only for a limited time 
period, after that only FSC 
certified raw material may be 
used in FSC products. 

3.96 2.73 2.78 3.42 4.00 3.60 

Certified companies should 
be required to set individual, 
measurable FSC goals 
focusing on e.g. enhancing 
FSC forest certification, 
increasing their consumption 
of FSC certified raw material, 

3.40 2.20 2.35 2.77 3.40 3.04 
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increasing their sales of FSC 
certified products etc. 

 

The Social Membership of FSC views all these tools as more effective than their counterparts. The 
Environmental Membership is also slightly less negative than the Economic Membership. 

 
North and South Members North South Total 

FSC should provide objective information to end consumers about the 
differences between 100% and mixed products. 

2.76 2.13 2.56 

FSC should focus its marketing campaigns on promoting the FSC 100% 
logo. 

3.17 2.47 2.95 

NGO’s should focus their campaigns on promoting the FSC 100% logo. 3.20 2.62 3.02 

NGO’s should run campaigns against the FSC mix system. 4.41 4.16 4.33 

Strict goals to be set for certified companies to increase the share of 
FSC 100% input-material. 

3.29 3.18 3.25 

Producing companies should be allowed to apply the mix system only 
for a limited time period, after that only FSC certified raw material may 
be used in FSC products. 

3.56 3.36 3.50 

Certified companies should be required to set individual, measurable 
FSC goals focusing on e.g. enhancing FSC forest certification, 
increasing their consumption of FSC certified raw material, increasing 
their sales of FSC certified products etc. 

3.01 2.89 2.97 

The North and South members differs significantly in terms of the first three tools in the table with the 
South viewing these tools as better than the Northern Members. 

15. FSC has not managed to grow as intended in tropical regions. How important do you think 
the following factors are in limiting this growth? 

 

 Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Neither 
Important or 
Unimportant 

Unimportant 
Very 
Unimportant 

Don't Know 

Poor governance (i.e. 
transparency, 
democracy, corruption, 
etc) 

      

Social conflicts 
      

Lack of demand for FSC 
in those countries       
High costs of 
certification       
The rule on Conversion 
is an obstacle for 
companies operating in 
tropical areas 

      

The Controlled Wood 
requirements are not 
flexible enough to allow 
adaptation to local 
conditions 
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Are there other factors that you think limits growth of the FSC in tropical regions? 

The scale used here was 1=Very Important and 5=Very Unimportant. The factors were ranked in terms 
of the mean scores from the most important to the least important. 

   
Frequency % 

 

 
Mea
n 

Very 
Import
ant 

Somewh
at 
Importan
t 

Neither 
Important 
or 
Unimport
ant 

Unimport
ant 

Very 
Unimporta
nt 

Total 

Poor governance (i.e. 
transparency, 
democracy, corruption, 
etc) 

1.42 67.9 25.8 4.2 1.1 1.1 100.0 

High costs of 
certification 

1.59 59.3 28 8.5 3.2 1.1 100.0 

Lack of demand for 
FSC in those countries 

1.69 51.6 33.9 9.1 4.3 1.1 100.0 

Social conflicts 1.75 42.2 46 7 4.3 0.5 100.0 

The rule on 
Conversion is an 
obstacle for companies 
operating in tropical 
areas 

2.14 28.3 44.7 15.7 7.5 3.8 100.0 

The Controlled Wood 
requirements are not 
flexible enough to 
allow adaptation to 
local conditions 

2.61 22.8 31 18.4 18.4 9.5 100.0 

Average 1.87 45.4 34.9 10.5 6.5 2.9 
 

Poor Governance (mean 1.42) is seen as the most important reason why FSC has not grown in the 
tropical regions as intended. The ‘high cost of certification’, ‘Lack of demand for FSC products in these 
countries’ and ‘Social conflicts’ are cited as other important reasons.  

In the table below we report on significant differences found between groups. 

  
Poor 
governanc
e (i.e. 
transparen
cy, 
democracy, 
corruption, 
etc) 

Social 
conflicts 

Lack of 
demand 
for FSC in 
those 
countries 

High 
costs of 
certificat
ion 

The rule on 
Conversion is 
an obstacle 
for 
companies 
operating in 
tropical areas 

The Controlled 
Wood requirements 
are not flexible 
enough to allow 
adaptation to local 
conditions 

English 1.38 1.74 1.79 1.61 2.17 2.72 

Spanish 1.58 1.79 1.22 1.48 2.00 2.10 

Economic 1.53 1.73 1.57 1.48 2.15 2.53 

Social 1.21 1.57 2.33 1.64 2.00 2.31 



 

FSC CONTROLLED WOOD EVALUATION 2011-2015 
COMPILATION OF STUDIES 

– 78 of 110 – 

 

Environme
nt 

1.35 1.57 1.61 1.62 2.16 3.06 

Certifier 1.56 2.13 2.00 1.84 2.20 2.76 

Others 1.26 1.79 1.61 1.57 2.11 2.24 

North 1.41 1.71 1.79 1.63 2.27 3.05 

South 1.60 1.85 1.60 1.51 2.00 2.18 

Total 1.47 1.75 1.73 1.59 2.18 2.77 

It is clear that the differences between groups are mostly related the ‘flexibility of Controlled Wood 
requirements’. The Spanish speaking respondents, members of the Social Chamber and those from 
the South all feel that this factor is more important in limiting growth than English speakers, those in 
especially the Environmental Chamber and those from the North. Spanish speaking respondents also 
felt that ‘The lack of demand for FSC products in those countries’ is a more important reason than 
English speaking respondents. 

 

16. In the case of Chain of Custody (CoC) – Controlled Wood (FSC-STD-40-005): To what extent 
do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 

 Fully Agree Agree 
Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Fully 
Disagree 

Don't Know 

It is interpreted 
differently by 
certified 
Companies. 

      

The Controlled 
Wood system as a 
global standard is 
not flexible enough 
to be implemented 
at regional levels. 

      

The language used 
is very technical, 
leading to 
differential 
interpretations. 

      

Part of the problem 
is to track wood 
back to its origin. 

      

Inconsistent levels 
of verification and 
enforcements by 
Certification Bodies 
(CBs) and 
Accreditation 
Services 
International (ASI). 

      

There is not enough 
transparency in the 
system. 
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Do you have any comment on this? 

  
Mean Fully 

Agree 
Agre
e 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagr
ee 

Fully 
Disagree 

Total 

It is interpreted differently 
by certified Companies. 

2.27 26.8 36.1 21.9 14.2 1.1 100.0 

The Controlled Wood 
system as a global 
standard is not flexible 
enough to be 
implemented at regional 
levels. 

2.76 16.7 26.0 27.1 25.0 5.2 100.0 

The language used is very 
technical, leading to 
differential interpretations. 

2.47 19.8 34.5 27.4 15.7 2.5 100.0 

Part of the problem is to 
track wood back to its 
origin. 

2.52 20.7 37.8 16.6 18.1 6.7 100.0 

Inconsistent levels of 
verification and 
enforcements by 
Certification Bodies (CBs) 
and Accreditation 
Services International 
(ASI). 

1.88 38.5 43.4 10.4 6.6 1.1 100.0 

There is not enough 
transparency in the 
system. 

2.94 13.4 23.0 26.2 31.6 5.9 100.0 

Average 2.47 22.7 33.5 21.6 18.5 3.8 
 

The majority of respondents fully agrees or agrees (81.9% and a mean of 1.88) that ‘Inconsistent levels 
of verification and enforcements by Certification Bodies (CBs) and Accreditation Services International 
(ASI)’ is applicable to this standard. Nearly two thirds also fully agree or agree that this standard ‘is 
interpreted differently by certified Companies’. An even distribution of views is found regarding the 
transparency of the system.  

It is 
interprete
d 
differently 
by 
certified 
Companie
s 

The 
Controlled 
Wood 
system as a 
global 
standard is 
not flexible 
enough to 
be 
implemente
d at 
regional 
levels 

The language 
used is very 
technical, 
leading to 
differential 
interpretation
s 

Part of 
the 
proble
m is to 
track 
wood 
back to 
its 
origin 

Inconsisten
t levels of 
verification 
and 
enforceme
nts by 
Certificatio
n Bodies 
(CBs) and 
Accreditati
on Services 
Internation
al (ASI) 

There is not 
enough 
transparenc
y in the 
system 

English 2.25 2.82 2.50 2.56 1.89 2.86 

Spanish 2.37 2.45 2.29 2.35 1.88 3.28 

Organisatio
n 

2.29 2.73 2.43 2.64 2.02 2.99 
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Individual 2.21 2.92 2.57 2.38 1.67 2.89 

Economic 2.54 2.55 2.61 2.70 1.94 3.24 

Social 1.92 2.71 2.20 2.13 1.67 2.54 

Environme
nt 

1.94 3.24 2.61 2.09 1.55 2.31 

Certifier 2.00 3.00 2.35 2.62 2.23 2.85 

Others 2.33 2.57 2.27 2.63 1.90 3.15 

North 2.32 3.10 2.61 2.52 1.89 2.78 

South 2.09 2.24 2.29 2.53 1.90 3.14 

Total 2.25 2.82 2.52 2.49 1.88 2.88 

A great number of significant differences are found between groups.  

 

18. In the case of FM-Controlled Wood (FSC-STD-30-010), to what extent do you agree or 
disagree with the following statements? 

 

 Fully Agree Agree 
Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Fully 
Disagree 

Don't Know 

There is little 
awareness of the 
scope of this 
standard. 

      

Lack of incentives 
to apply for 
certification (e.g. 
little recognition by 
buyers). 

      

Lack of possibility 
to promote 
certificate due to 
trademark 
restriction (claim 
can only be used on 
invoices). 

      

The costs for 
certification are too 
high compared to 
the costs for full 
Forest 
Management 
certification. 

      

Requirements are 
not always clear, 
e.g. regarding 
stakeholder 
consultation. 

      

Inconsistent 
certification body 
evaluation. 

      

There is not enough 
transparency in the 
system. 
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The rules for Non-
conformance under 
the FSC-STD-30-
010 standard are 
inconsistent. 

      

The rules for Non-
conformance under 
the FSC-STD-30-
010 standard make 
it difficult for 
companies to 
maintain their 
certificate. 

      

 

Do you have any comment on this? 

   
Frequency % 

 
Mean Fully 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Fully 
Disagree 

Total 

There is little awareness of 
the scope of this standard. 

1.85 35.7 49.2 10.8 2.7 1.6 100 

Lack of incentives to apply 
for certification (e.g. little 
recognition by buyers). 

1.89 36.1 46.4 11.5 4.4 1.6 100 

Lack of possibility to 
promote certificate due to 
trademark restriction (claim 
can only be used on 
invoices). 

2.26 26.3 39.8 19.9 9.4 4.7 100 

The costs for certification 
are too high compared to 
the costs for full Forest 
Management certification. 

2.13 39.5 26.8 19.1 10.2 4.5 100 

Requirements are not 
always clear, e.g. regarding 
stakeholder consultation. 

2.07 26.8 48.2 18.3 4.3 2.4 100 

Inconsistent certification 
body evaluation. 

2.23 28.9 35.6 20.8 12.8 2 100 

There is not enough 
transparency in the system. 

2.96 10.9 24.8 27.9 29.7 6.7 100 

The rules for Non-
conformance under the 
FSC-STD-30-010 standard 
are inconsistent. 

2.72 11.2 30.6 36.6 18.7 3 100 

The rules for Non-
conformance under the 
FSC-STD-30-010 standard 
make it difficult for 
companies to maintain their 
certificate. 

2.95 8.1 21.3 44.9 19.1 6.6 100 
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The overwhelming number of respondents (84.9% and mean score of 1.89) fully agrees or agrees that 
there is little awareness of the scope of this standard. Similarly they fully agree or agree that there is a 
lack of incentives to apply for certification (82.5%). Views are much divided regarding the transparency 
of the system and the rules for Non-conformance.  

There 
is little 
aware
ness 
of the 
scope 
of this 
stand
ard 

Lack of 
incenti
ves to 
apply 
for 
certific
ation 
(e.g. 
little 
recogni
tion by 
buyers) 

Lack 
of 
possib
ility to 
promo
te 
certific
ate 
due to 
trade
mark 
restric
tion 
(claim 
can 
only 
be 
used 
on 
invoic
es) 

The 
costs for 
certificat
ion are 
too high 
compar
ed to 
the 
costs for 
full 
Forest 
Manage
ment 
certificat
ion. 

Require
ments 
are not 
always 
clear, 
e.g. 
regardin
g 
stakehol
der 
consulta
tion 

Inconsi
stent 
certific
ation 
body 
evaluat
ion 

There is 
not 
enough 
transpa
rency in 
the 
system 

The 
rules for 
Non-
conform
ance 
under 
the 
FSC-
STD-
30-010 
standar
d are 
inconsis
tent 

The 
rules for 
Non-
conform
ance 
under 
the 
FSC-
STD-
30-010 
standar
d make 
it 
difficult 
for 
compan
ies to 
maintai
n their 
certifica
te 

English 1.91 1.95 2.37 2.12 2.11 2.27 2.91 2.74 2.91 

Spanish 1.62 1.64 1.78 2.21 1.94 2.09 3.21 2.62 3.11 

Economi
c 

1.90 1.93 2.27 1.92 1.98 2.39 3.17 2.84 2.88 

Social 1.85 2.00 2.07 2.09 2.25 2.17 2.58 2.56 2.56 

Environ
ment 

1.86 1.94 2.63 2.41 2.19 1.64 2.58 2.24 3.38 

Certifier 1.96 1.83 2.00 2.05 2.24 2.35 2.90 2.95 3.26 

Others 1.71 1.78 2.20 2.34 1.97 2.43 3.11 2.70 2.68 

Total 1.90 1.92 2.28 2.07 2.10 2.18 2.92 2.72 3.02 

Views differ significantly regarding ‘Inconsistent certification body evaluation’, Transparency of the 
system, and ‘The rules for Non-conformance under the FSC-STD-30-010 standard are inconsistent’. 
Environment Group members agrees more than the others with the statement that certification is 
inconsistent. They are also more in agreement that transparency is lacking and that the rules for non-
conformance are inconsistent. The environmental group (Alternative) and the Certifying bodies 
disagree stronger than the economic and social groups regarding the statement that ‘The rules for Non-
conformance under the FSC-STD-30-010 standard make it difficult for companies to maintain their 
certificate’. 
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18. Would you say that FSC is a credible organization? 

Very credible 

To some extent credible 

Definitely not credible 

Don't Know 

   
Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid Very credible 87 42 
 

To some extent credible 112 54.1 
 

Definitely not credible 8 3.9 
 

Total 207 100 

Missing Don't Know 4 
 

 
System 55 

 

 
Total 59 

 

Total 
 

266 
 

Just more than half (54.1%) of the sample felt that the FSC is, to some extent, a credible organisation. 
We could only find two instances (significant Chi-squares at less than 5%) where groups differed in 
their opinions. Individual members of FSC view the organisation as more credible than Organisational 
members. 

 
Would you say that FSC is a credible organization? 
 

Organisation Individual Total 

Very credible 48 36 84 
 

36.10% 54.50% 42.20% 

To some extent 
credible 

79 29 108 

 
59.40% 43.90% 54.30% 

Definitely not 
credible 

6 1 7 

 
4.50% 1.50% 3.50% 

Total 133 66 199 
 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Similarly, a greater proportion of Spanish speaking respondents viewed the FSC as ‘Very credible’. 

 
Would you say that FSC is a credible organization? 
 

English Spanish Total 

Very credible 68 19 87 
 

39.10% 57.60% 42.00% 

To some extent 
credible 

98 14 112 

 
56.30% 42.40% 54.10% 
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Definitely not 
credible 

8 0 8 

 
4.60% 0.00% 3.90% 

Total 174 33 207 
 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 

19. If you think that FSC’s credibility can be questioned, which of the following arguments do 
you find most relevant?  

 Fully Agree Agree 
Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Fully 
Disagree 

Don't Know 

There is a lack of 
understanding of the 
FSC system by 
outsiders. 

      

Decisions will 
always go the way of 
the most powerful, 
i.e. business 
corporations. 

      

The credibility issue 
will become less of 
an issue once FSC 
has become the 
dominant global 
certifier. 

      

The interests of 
forest communities 
and indigenous 
people are not well 
represented. 

      

The large 
corporations are 
using FSC for ‘green 
washing’. 

      

FSC’s ability to 
communicate to 
various stakeholders 
is not well developed 
(Public Relations). 

      

The FSC Controlled 
Wood certification 
system is not 
sufficiently 
transparent. 

      

Some NGO’s are 
using the FSC 
System to drive their 
own interests in 
targeting certain 
companies and or 
regions. 

      

The Controlled 
Wood system 
sometimes allows 
unacceptable 
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material to be used 
in FSC certified 
products. 

 

Do you have any comment on this? 

  
Mean Fully 

Agree 
Agre
e 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagr
ee 

Fully 
Disagree 

Total 

There is a lack of 
understanding of the FSC 
system by outsiders. 

1.91 34.0 50.2 7.9 6.4 1.5 100.0 

Decisions will always go 
the way of the most 
powerful, i.e. business 
corporations. 

3.41 10.9 15.8 17.8 32.7 22.8 100.0 

The credibility issue will 
become less of an issue 
once FSC has become the 
dominant global certifier. 

3.73 4.6 11.3 16.4 41.5 26.2 100.0 

The interests of forest 
communities and 
indigenous people are not 
well represented. 

3.22 9.6 21.8 19.1 35.6 13.8 100.0 

The large corporations are 
using FSC for ‘green 
washing’. 

3.42 10.7 15.7 24.4 19.8 29.4 100.0 

FSC’s ability to 
communicate to various 
stakeholders is not well 
developed (Public 
Relations). 

2.17 25.8 42.6 22.1 7.4 2.1 100.0 

The FSC Controlled Wood 
certification system is not 
sufficiently transparent. 

3.06 9.7 24.1 29.2 24.6 12.3 100.0 

Some NGO’s are using the 
FSC System to drive their 
own interests in targeting 
certain companies and or 
regions. 

2.19 34.4 31.1 19.7 10.4 4.4 100.0 

The Controlled Wood 
system sometimes allows 
unacceptable material to 
be used in FSC certified 
products. 

3.10 11.7 24.0 22.3 26.3 15.6 100.0 

 

The argument found to be the most relevant regarding questioning FSC’s credibility is the lack of 
understanding of FSC’s systems by outsiders. Almost three quarters of the respondents fully agreed or 
agreed that this is the case. This issue was again re-iterated by 68.4% of the respondents that fully 
agreed or agreed that ‘FSC’s ability to communicate to various stakeholders is not well developed’.  
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There 
is a 
lack of 
unders
tandin
g of the 
FSC 
system 
by 
outside
rs 

Decisio
ns will 
always 
go the 
way of 
the 
most 
powerfu
l, i.e. 
busines
s 
corporat
ions 

The 
credib
ility 
issue 
will 
beco
me 
less 
of an 
issue 
once 
FSC 
has 
beco
me 
the 
domin
ant 
global 
certifi
er 

The 
interest
s of 
forest 
commu
nities 
and 
indigen
ous 
people 
are not 
well 
represe
nted 

The 
large 
corpora
tions 
are 
using 
FSC for 
‘green 
washin
g’ 

FSC’s 
ability to 
commu
nicate to 
various 
stakehol
ders is 
not well 
develop
ed 
(Public 
Relation
s) 

The 
FSC 
Controll
ed 
Wood 
certifica
tion 
system 
is not 
sufficie
ntly 
transpa
rent 

Some 
NGO’s 
are 
using 
the 
FSC 
Syste
m to 
drive 
their 
own 
intere
sts in 
targeti
ng 
certai
n 
comp
anies 
and or 
region
s 

The 
Controll
ed 
Wood 
system 
someti
mes 
allows 
unacce
ptable 
material 
to be 
used in 
FSC 
certified 
product
s 

English 1.95 3.47 3.78 3.34 3.51 2.25 3.02 2.15 3.10 

Spanish 1.70 3.06 3.50 2.60 2.90 1.74 3.25 2.41 3.08 

FSC 
Member 

1.91 3.34 3.70 3.09 3.41 2.07 2.95 2.24 3.03 

Non 
Member 

1.92 3.55 3.88 3.46 3.46 2.39 3.30 2.15 3.29 

Organisat
ion 

1.94 3.58 3.84 3.31 3.59 2.19 3.14 2.12 3.25 

Individual 1.86 3.06 3.61 3.03 3.10 2.16 2.94 2.39 2.84 

Economic 1.83 3.76 3.91 3.43 3.92 2.18 3.36 2.10 3.48 

Social 2.44 3.20 3.47 3.44 3.13 2.31 2.75 2.64 2.77 

Environm
ent 

2.11 2.89 3.59 2.33 2.66 1.86 2.54 2.70 2.29 

Certifier 1.85 3.04 3.54 3.36 3.19 2.52 2.88 2.16 2.96 

Others 1.76 3.49 3.76 3.40 3.35 2.17 3.19 1.80 3.37 

Total 1.96 3.38 3.73 3.18 3.44 2.17 3.02 2.30 3.02 

Whilst the overall view on these questions appeared fairly straight forward, the underlying differences 
between groups on the matter of credibility is significant. The greatest number of differences concerns 
‘The large corporations are using FSC for ‘green washing’. Although almost half the sample disagreed 
or fully disagreed with this statement, it is clear that the dominance of English speaking, Northern 
Members, Organisational Members and Economic group members in our sample skewed the overall 
responses somewhat.  

The same pattern repeats itself regarding ‘The interests of forest communities and indigenous people 
are not well represented’. It is clear that differences in opinions and views of the different groups are 
important to take into consideration when we interpret the data. 

 

20. How important is it for you that FSC grows and maintains the position as the common forest 
product label?  

Very Important 
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Important 

Neither Important or Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Very Unimportant 

Don't Know 

Do you have any comments on this? 

  
Frequency Valid 

Percent 
Very Important 103 50 

Important 60 29.1 

Neither Important or Unimportant 34 16.5 

Unimportant 4 1.9 

Very Unimportant 5 2.4 

Total 206 100 

Don't Know 5 
 

System 55 
 

Total 60 
 

 
266 

 

It is clear that the respondents felt strongly that it is important that FSC grows and maintains its position. 
However, English speaking respondents felt significantly less strongly as did Organisational members 
and also economic members and the ‘Other’ category. 

  
How important is it for you that FSC 
grows and maintains the position as the 
common forest product label? 

English 1.84 

Spanish 1.47 

Organisation 1.92 

Individual 1.50 

Economic 1.83 

Social 1.38 

Environment 1.63 

Certifier 1.46 

Others 2.13 

Total 1.78 

 

 

21. How important is it for you that the Controlled Wood system can be applied in all parts of 
the world? 

Very Important 
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Important 

Neither Important or Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Very Unimportant 

Don't Know 
 
Do you have any comments on this? 
 

 
  

Frequency Valid 
Percent 

Very Important 89 43.6 

Important 72 35.3 

Neither Important or 
Unimportant 

22 10.8 

Unimportant 10 4.9 

Very Unimportant 11 5.4 

Total 204 100 

Don't Know 7 
 

System Missing 55 
 

Total 62 
 

Total 266 
 

 
The majority of respondents felt that it is important that the Controlled Wood system can be 
applied in all parts of the world. Spanish speaking and respondents from the South felt 
significantly stronger about this than the others. 
  

How important is it for you that the 
Controlled Wood system can be applied in 
all parts of the world? 

English 2.0235 

Spanish 1.4706 

North 2.0947 

South 1.6522 

Total 1.9504 

 
 
22. In general, to what extent do you think that distrust in the Controlled Wood system 
has influenced the overall trust in the FSC Chain of Custody system? 

To a large extent 

To some extent 

To a slight extent 

Not at all 

Don't Know 
 
Do you have any comment on this? 
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Frequency Valid Percent 

To a large extent 38 21.0 

To some extent 71 39.2 

To a slight extent 39 21.5 

Not at all 33 18.2 

Total 181 100.0 

Don't Know 27 
 

System 58 
 

Total 85 
 

 
266 

 

 
The respondents appear much divided on this issue although the only significant differences 
found were related to the new variable MetaGroup.  The Economic group and the ‘Others’ do 
differ from the others in that they do not think that the distrust in the Controlled Wood system 
has influenced the overall trust in the FSC Chain of Custody system as much. 
 
MetaGroups In general, to what extent do you think that 

distrust in the Controlled Wood system has 
influenced the overall trust in the FSC Chain of 
Custody system? 

Economic 2.76 

Social 1.93 

Environment 1.74 

Certifier 1.88 

Others 2.73 

Total 2.37 

 
 
23. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
 
 Totally 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
or Disagree 

Disagree 
Totally 
Disagree 

Don't 
Know 

Certification Bodies, 
in general, are able to 
be impartial in their 
judgement of the 
companies they 
certify. 

      

Certification Bodies, 
in general, are 
sufficiently competent 
to carry out FSC 
Controlled Wood 
CoC audits (FSC-
STD-40-005). 

      

Certification Bodies, 
in general, are 
sufficiently competent 
to carry out FSC 
Controlled Wood 
Forest Management 
audits (FSC-STD-30-
010). 
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ASI been efficient in 
ensuring that 
Certification Bodies 
do a good job when 
they carry out FSC 
Controlled Wood 
audits. 

      

 
Do you have any comment on this? 
  

Mean Totally 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Totally 
Disagree 

Total 

Certification 
Bodies, in 
general, are 
able to be 
impartial in their 
judgement of 
the companies 
they certify. 

2.26 26.0 40.5 17.0 14.5 2.0 100.0 

Certification 
Bodies, in 
general, are 
sufficiently 
competent to 
carry out FSC 
Controlled 
Wood CoC 
audits (FSC-
STD-40-005). 

2.30 22.8 44.0 15.0 16.6 1.6 100.0 

Certification 
Bodies, in 
general, are 
sufficiently 
competent to 
carry out FSC 
Controlled 
Wood Forest 
Management 
audits (FSC-
STD-30-010). 

2.28 23.2 43.1 18.8 12.2 2.8 100.0 

ASI been 
efficient in 
ensuring that 
Certification 
Bodies do a 
good job when 
they carry out 
FSC Controlled 
Wood audits. 

2.95 9.8 28.8 27.6 23.9 9.8 100.0 

 
FSC members are more sceptical regarding the efficiency of ASI to ensure that certification 
bodies do a good job. Individual members as contrasted to Organisation members, felt more 
negative regarding the ability of Certification Bodies to be impartial. The environmental group
were found to be significantly more negative on all four questions whilst Certifiers, obviously, 
expressed the most positive view. 
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Certification 
Bodies, in 
general, are 
able to be 
impartial in 
their 
judgement of 
the 
companies 
they certify. 

Certification 
Bodies, in 
general, are 
sufficiently 
competent to 
carry out FSC 
Controlled 
Wood CoC 
audits (FSC-
STD-40-005). 

Certification 
Bodies, in 
general, are 
sufficiently 
competent to 
carry out FSC 
Controlled 
Wood Forest 
Management 
audits (FSC-
STD-30-010). 

ASI  been 
efficient in 
ensuring that 
Certification 
Bodies do a 
good job when 
they carry out 
FSC Controlled 
Wood audits. 

FSC Member 2.30 2.33 2.33 3.07 

Non Member 2.23 2.28 2.22 2.70 

Organisation 2.13 2.23 2.22 2.93 

Individual 2.58 2.47 2.43 2.96 

Economic 2.23 2.14 2.29 2.89 

Social 2.20 2.07 1.79 2.25 

Environment 2.75 2.94 2.78 3.41 

Certifier 2.00 2.32 2.22 2.96 

Others 2.09 2.10 2.03 2.88 

Total 2.26 2.30 2.28 2.95 

 
 
24. Do you think that certain information from the Controlled Wood audits should be 
made publicly available:  

Definitely yes 

Unsure 

Definitely not 

Don't Know 
 

 
 

Frequency Valid 
Percent 

Definitely yes 118 60.2 

Unsure 57 29.1 

Definitely not 21 10.7 

Total 196 100 

Don't Know 12 
 

System 58 
 

Total 70 
 

 
266 

 

  
Do you think that certain information from the Controlled Wood 
audits should be made publicly available: 

Economic 1.69 

Social 1.19 

Environment 1.14 

Certifier 1.42 

Others 1.68 
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English 1.57 

Spanish 1.19 

Organisation 1.60 

Individual 1.32 

North 1.55 

South 1.34 

Total 1.49 

 
The environment group as well as the Spanish speaking respondents feel most strongly that 
information should be made publicly available. The Economic group, Northern Members and 
‘Others’ are least open to this issue. 
 
 
25. Concerning Controlled Wood audits; what information do you think should be made 
publicly available:  
 
 Definitely made 

public 
Not sure 

Definitely not 
made public 

Don't Know 

Non-compliances     
Sourcing areas -
detailed 
knowledge about 
each Management 
Unit 

    

Sourcing areas -
information about 
regions 

    

Description of the 
company’s 
verification 
program 

    

Results from the 
company’s 
verification 
program 
 

    

 
 

Mean Definitely 
made 
public 

Not sure Definitely not 
made public 

Total 

Non-compliances 1.61 56.6 26.0 17.3 100.0 

Sourcing areas - 
detailed 
knowledge about 
each Management 
Unit 

1.95 39.9 25.3 34.8 100.0 

Sourcing areas - 
information about 
regions 

1.44 67.8 20.1 12.1 100.0 

Description of the 
company’s 
verification 
program 

1.63 55.6 25.8 18.7 100.0 

Results from the 
company’s 
verification 
program 

1.61 56.6 26.3 17.2 100.0 
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Non-
compliances 

Sourcing 
areas - 
detailed 
knowledge 
about each 
Management 
Unit 

Sourcing 
areas - 
information 
about 
regions 

Description 
of the 
company’s 
verification 
program 

Results 
from the 
company’s 
verification 
program 

Economic 1.74 2.24 1.73 1.82 1.77 

Social 1.38 1.47 1.13 1.31 1.31 

Environment 1.18 1.32 1.13 1.17 1.14 

Certifier 1.85 1.92 1.27 1.69 1.65 

Others 1.69 2.15 1.43 1.76 1.81 

English 1.58 2.01 1.48 1.67 1.59 

Spanish 1.73 1.64 1.25 1.45 1.70 

Organisation 1.67 2.14 1.52 1.76 1.74 

Individual 1.49 1.57 1.27 1.37 1.35 

Total 1.61 1.95 1.44 1.63 1.61 

 
The Environment group supports the making of information to the public most intensely.  
 
 
26. How credible do you think that the FSC’s CoC and Controlled Wood certification 
system is compared to other certification schemes accepting mass balance systems? 

 Much more 
credible 

Credible Less Credible 
Much less 
credible 

Don’t Know 

PEFC      
Fairtrade (FLO)      
Sustainable 
Agriculture 
Network (SAN) / 
Rainforest Alliance 
(RA) 

     

Round Table on 
Sustainable Palm 
Oil (RSPO) 

     

Roundtable on 
Sustainable 
Biomaterials 
(RSB) 

     

 

  
Mean Much more 

credible 
Credibl
e 

Less 
Credibl
e 

Much 
less 
credible 

Total 

PEFC 1.78 32.7 58.5 6.9 1.9 100.0 

Fairtrade (FLO) 1.89 34.4 46.9 14.1 4.7 100.0 

Sustainable 
Agriculture 
Network (SAN) / 
Rainforest 
Alliance (RA) 

1.85 31.9 54.2 11.1 2.8 100.0 

Round Table on 
Sustainable Palm 
Oil (RSPO) 

1.64 46.9 45.3 4.7 3.1 100.0 
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Roundtable on 
Sustainable 
Biomaterials 
(RSB) 

1.62 46.8 46.8 4.3 2.1 100.0 

  
PEFC Fairtrade 

(FLO) 
Sustainable 
Agriculture 
Network 
(SAN) / 
Rainforest 
Alliance 
(RA) 

Round 
Table on 
Sustainable 
Palm Oil 
(RSPO) 

Roundtable 
on 
Sustainable 
Biomaterials 
(RSB) 

Economic 1.92 2.14 1.95 1.83 1.94 

Social 1.42 1.63 1.56 1.29 1.17 

Environment 1.71 1.91 2.13 1.56 1.50 

Certifier 1.87 2.00 1.77 2.00 1.83 

Others 1.65 1.54 1.62 1.46 1.33 

Total 1.78 1.89 1.85 1.64 1.62 

 
The majority of respondents view the credibility of the Controlled Wood system as much more 
credible than or as credible as that of other similar bodies. The only significant differences found 
were amongst meta group members; the social group felt that Controlled Wood is more credible 
regarding PEFC and RSB than other group members. 

 
27. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: "Knowing the 
exact origin of the material (at the level of single forest) is not critical if the sourcing area 
(e.g. district) can be determined by other means". 
 

Fully Agree 

Agree 

Neither Agree or Disagree 

Disagree 

Fully Disagree 

Don't Know 
  

Frequency Valid Percent 

Fully Agree 68 34.7 

Agree 55 28.1 

Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

20 10.2 

Disagree 32 16.3 

Fully Disagree 21 10.7 

Total 196 100 

 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statement: "Knowing the exact origin of the 
material (at the level of single forest) is not critical if the 
sourcing area (e.g. district) can be determined by other 
means". 
Economic 2.23 



 

FSC CONTROLLED WOOD EVALUATION 2011-2015 
COMPILATION OF STUDIES 

– 95 of 110 – 

 

Social 2.75 

Environment 3.11 

Certifier 2.92 

Others 1.63 

FSC Member 2.55 

Non Member 2.14 

Organisation 2.24 

Individual 2.74 

North 2.33 

South 3.00 

Total 2.55 

 
 
28. To what extent do you think that the current model with company risk assessments 
has been effective in securing compliance with the FSC Controlled Wood criteria?  

Very Effective 

Effective 

Neither Effective or Ineffective 

Ineffective 

Very Ineffective 

Don't Know 
 

What would you like to change? 
 
We would appreciate your ideas regarding the changes that you think need to be made to the 
Controlled Wood System. 
  

Frequency Valid Percent 

Very Effective 33 18.2 

Effective 64 35.4 

Neither Effective or 
Ineffective 

39 21.5 

Ineffective 26 14.4 

Very Ineffective 19 10.5 

Total 181 100 

 
To what extent do you think that the current model 
with company risk assessments has been effective 
in securing compliance with the FSC Controlled 
Wood criteria? 
Economic 2.04 

Social 2.50 

Environment 3.59 

Certifier 3.42 

Others 2.36 

FSC Member 2.60 

Non Member 2.73 
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Organisation 2.52 

Individual 2.89 

North 2.80 

South 2.53 

Total 2.71 
 

 
 
 
 

What would you like to change? (Questions 29 – 36) 
 
29. What would you prefer the primary purpose of the Controlled Wood system to be: 

A short term temporary solution for improving trade in FSC certified products with the 
ultimate aim to move to 100% certified wood. 

A long term, permanent component of the FSC system to allow greater participation by 
various organisations in the FSC system. 

Don't Know 
 

What would you prefer the primary purpose of the Controlled Wood system to be: 
 

Frequency Valid Percent 

A short term temporary solution for improving trade in 
FSC certified products with the ultimate aim to move to 
100% certified wood. 

73 35.6 

 A long term, permanent component of the FSC system 
to allow greater participation by various organisations 
in the FSC system. 

121 59.0 

Don't Know 11 5.4 

Total 205 100.0 

  
English Spanish Total 

A short term temporary solution for improving 
trade in FSC certified products with the ultimate 
aim to move to 100% certified wood. 

55 18 73 

  75.30% 24.70% 100.00%  
31.80% 56.30% 35.60% 

A long term, permanent component of the FSC 
system to allow greater participation by various 
organisations in the FSC system. 

107 14 121 

 
88.40% 11.60% 100.00%  
61.80% 43.80% 59.00% 

Don't Know 11 0 11  
100.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
6.40% 0.00% 5.40% 

Total 173 32 205  
84.40% 15.60% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
The significant Chi-square indicates to a relationship between language and the preference. A 
significantly higher proportion English speaking respondents prefers Controlled Wood to be an 
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‘A long term, permanent component of the FSC system to allow greater participation by various 
organisations in the FSC system’. 
  

Organisation Individual Total 

A short term temporary solution for improving 
trade in FSC certified products with the 
ultimate aim to move to 100% certified wood. 
  

39 33 72 

 
54.20% 45.80% 100.00%  
29.10% 47.80% 35.50% 

A long term, permanent component of the FSC 
system to allow greater participation by 
various organisations in the FSC system. 

88 32 120 

 
73.30% 26.70% 100.00%  
65.70% 46.40% 59.10% 

Don't Know 7 4 11  
63.60% 36.40% 100.00%  
5.20% 5.80% 5.40%  
134 69 203 

Total 66.00% 34.00% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
Organisational members prefer option of a long term permanent solution significantly more than 
individual members.  

Economic Social Environment Certifier Others Total 

A short term 
temporary 
solution for 
improving 
trade in FSC 
certified 
products with 
the ultimate 
aim to move 
to 100% 
certified 
wood. 

21 9 18 15 10 73 

 
28.80% 12.30% 24.70% 20.50% 13.70% 100.00%  
25.60% 56.30% 47.40% 55.60% 23.80% 35.60% 

A long term, 
permanent 
component of 
the FSC 
system to 
allow greater 
participation 
by various 
organisations 
in the FSC 
system. 

59 6 18 10 28 121 

 
48.80% 5.00% 14.90% 8.30% 23.10% 100.00%  
72.00% 37.50% 47.40% 37.00% 66.70% 59.00% 

Don't Know 2 1 2 2 4 11  
18.20% 9.10% 18.20% 18.20% 36.40% 100.00% 
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2.40% 6.30% 5.30% 7.40% 9.50% 5.40% 

Total 82 16 38 27 42 205  
40.00% 7.80% 18.50% 13.20% 20.50% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
The Economic group prefers the long term permanent solution. 
 
 
30. Would you prefer the Controlled Wood system to be: 

A risk based approach avoiding unacceptable wood through mitigation actions. 

An absolute assurance that unacceptable wood is excluded from FSC certified products. 

Don't Know 
 
Do you have any comment on this? 
 

 
Would you prefer the Controlled Wood system to be:  

Frequency Valid Percent 

A risk based approach avoiding unacceptable wood 
through mitigation action. 

139 67.8 

An absolute assurance that unacceptable wood is 
excluded from FSC certified products. 

53 25.9 

Don't Know 13 6.3 

Total 205 100 

  
English Spanish Total 

A risk based approach avoiding unacceptable wood 
through mitigation action. 

123 16 139 
 

88.50% 11.50% 100.00%  
71.10% 50.00% 67.80% 

An absolute assurance that unacceptable wood is 
excluded from FSC certified products. 

37 16 53 
 

69.80% 30.20% 100.00%  
21.40% 50.00% 25.90% 

Don't Know 13 0 13  
100.00% 0.00% 100.00%  
7.50% 0.00% 6.30% 

Total 173 32 205  
84.40% 15.60% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
English speaking respondents prefers the ‘A risk based approach avoiding unacceptable wood 
through mitigation action’ option significantly more than Spanish speaking respondents. The 
latter are divided 50/50 on the two options.  

Organisation Individual Total 

A risk based approach avoiding unacceptable 
wood through mitigation action. 

98 39 137 
 

71.50% 28.50% 100.00%  
73.10% 56.50% 67.50% 
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An absolute assurance that unacceptable wood 
is excluded from FSC certified products. 

29 24 53 
 

54.70% 45.30% 100.00%  
21.60% 34.80% 26.10% 

Don't Know 7 6 13  
53.80% 46.20% 100.00%  
5.20% 8.70% 6.40% 

Total 134 69 203  
66.00% 34.00% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
Almost three quarters of Organisational members prefers the risk based approach whilst just 
over half of individual members prefer this option.  

Economic Social Environment Certifier Others Total 

A risk based 
approach 
avoiding 
unacceptable 
wood through 
mitigation 
action. 

62 12 14 18 33 139 

 
44.60% 8.60% 10.10% 12.90% 23.70% 100.00%  
75.60% 75.00% 36.80% 66.70% 78.60% 67.80% 

An absolute 
assurance that 
unacceptable 
wood is 
excluded from 
FSC certified 
products. 

17 3 21 6 6 53 

 
32.10% 5.70% 39.60% 11.30% 11.30% 100.00%  
20.70% 18.80% 55.30% 22.20% 14.30% 25.90% 

Don't Know 3 1 3 3 3 13  
23.10% 7.70% 23.10% 23.10% 23.10% 100.00%  
3.70% 6.30% 7.90% 11.10% 7.10% 6.30% 

Total 82 16 38 27 42 205  
40.00% 7.80% 18.50% 13.20% 20.50% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
The environment group leans significantly more towards the ‘An absolute assurance that 
unacceptable wood is excluded from FSC certified products’ than the other groups. 
 
 
31. Do you think that the Controlled Wood system should be phased out and companies 
only be allowed to use FSC certified material in the production of FSC certified 
products? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 
 
Do you have any comment on this? 
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Do you think that the Controlled Wood 
system should be phased out and 
companies only be allowed to use FSC 
certified material in the production of FSC 
certified products?  

Frequency Valid Percent 

Yes 56 27.3 

No 131 63.9 

Don't 
Know 

18 8.8 

Total 205 100 

  
Organisation Individual Total 

Yes 27 28 55  
49.10% 50.90% 100.00%  
20.10% 40.60% 27.10% 

No 99 31 130  
76.20% 23.80% 100.00%  
73.90% 44.90% 64.00% 

Don't Know 8 10 18  
44.40% 55.60% 100.00%  
6.00% 14.50% 8.90% 

Total 134 69 203  
66.00% 34.00% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
The majority of organisational members (73.4%) feels that Controlled Wood should not be 
phased out whilst only 44.9% individual members feels this way. A larger proportion of 
individual members are also not sure (14.5% as against 6.0% of Organisation members who 
opted for ‘Don’t Know’). 
  

Economic Social Environment Certifier Others Total 

Yes 15 5 16 13 7 56  
26.80% 8.90% 28.60% 23.20% 12.50% 100.00%  
18.30% 31.30% 42.10% 48.10% 16.70% 27.30% 

No 62 10 17 11 31 131  
47.30% 7.60% 13.00% 8.40% 23.70% 100.00%  
75.60% 62.50% 44.70% 40.70% 73.80% 63.90% 

Don't Know 5 1 5 3 4 18  
27.80% 5.60% 27.80% 16.70% 22.20% 100.00%  
6.10% 6.30% 13.20% 11.10% 9.50% 8.80% 

Total 82 16 38 27 42 205  
40.00% 7.80% 18.50% 13.20% 20.50% 100.00%  
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
The economic and ‘other’ group are significantly more against the idea than the other groups. 
It is interesting to note that almost half (48.1%) certifiers felt that the system should be phased 
out; more so than the other groups. 
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32. If the FSC Controlled Wood system was phased out within ten years’ time, what 
impact, do you think, would this have on the credibility of the FSC system? 

Very positive impact 

Some positive impact 

Neither positive or negative impact 

Some negative impact 

Very negative impact 

Don't Know 
 
 
 

Frequency Valid Percent 

Very positive impact 44 23.9 

Some positive impact 31 16.8 

Neither positive or negative impact 36 19.6 

Some negative impact 33 17.9 

Very negative impact 40 21.7 

Total 184 100 

 
Mean  If the FSC Controlled Wood system was phased out 

within ten years’ time, what impact, do you think, 
would this have on the credibility of the FSC 
system? 

Economic 3.29 

Social 2.15 

Environment 2.79 

Certifier 2.00 

Others 3.47 

Organisation 3.24 

Individual 2.48 

Total 2.97 

 
The economic group and ‘other’ group as well as organisation members of the FSC viewed the 
impact of a phasing out of the Controlled Wood system on the credibility of FSC as most 
negative. 
 
 
33. If FSC Controlled Wood was phased out within ten years’ time, what impact do you 
think this would have on the overall production of FSC certified products? 

The production would increase significantly 

Some increase in production 

Production will remain the same 

Some drop in production 

The production would drop significantly 
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Don't Know 
 
Do you have any comment on this? 
 
  

Frequency Valid Percent 

The production would increase significantly 7 3.7 

Some increase in production 17 8.9 

Production will remain the same 15 7.9 

Some drop in production 52 27.2 

The production would drop significantly 100 52.4 

Total 191 100 

 
If FSC Controlled Wood was phased out within ten years’ time, 
what impact do you think this would have on the overall 
production of FSC certified products? 
Economic 4.33 

Social 3.57 

Environment 3.88 

Certifier 3.73 

Others 4.54 

English 4.29 

Spanish 3.48 

Organisation 4.37 

Individual 3.73 

North 4.24 

South 3.81 

Total 4.11 

 
Whilst the overall is that production would drop in the event of the phasing out of Controlled 
Wood, groups did differ significantly on the extent of such a result. Spanish speaking 
respondents, social and individual members of the FSC and Certifiers felt that the impact will 
not be as significant as the other groups. 
 
 
34. If you think production would be affected, which product type do you think would be 
mostly affected?
(Choose one) 

Primary products like Pulp, Wood based panels and Sawn goods 

Secondary products like Paper and Paperboard 

Wooden components and elements 

Ready wooden products like furniture, doors, etc. 

Printed material like books, magazines, etc. 

Non-Timber Forest Products 
 

 
 

Frequency Valid 
Percent 
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Primary products like Pulp, Wood based panels and 
Sawn goods 

116 56.6 

Secondary products like Paper and Paperboard 63 30.7 

Wooden components and elements 3 1.5 

Ready wooden products like furniture, doors, etc. 10 4.9 

Printed material like books, magazines, etc. 10 4.9 

Non-Timber Forest Products 3 1.5 

Total 205 100 

 
No differences were found between groups. The impact is seen to be mostly concentrated on 
primary and secondary products. 
 
 
35. Do you think that the FSC Controlled Wood requirements should be locally adapted 
in the future to include: 
 
 Definitely Yes Yes No Definitely No Don't Know 
A possibility to 
develop national 
thresholds for 
assessing risk of 
sourcing 
unacceptable 
sources (CoC-
CW)? 

     

National indicators 
for evaluation at 
forest level, in the 
same way as for 
national Forest 
Management 
standards? 
 

     

 
 

Mean Definitely 
Yes 

Yes No Definitely 
No 

Total 

A possibility to develop 
national thresholds for 
assessing risk of sourcing 
unacceptable sources (CoC-
CW)? 

1.91 35.5 44.
1 

14.
5 

5.9 100.0 

National indicators for 
evaluation at forest level, in the 
same way as for national 
Forest Management 
standards? 

2.16 29.9 35.
0 

24.
3 

10.7 100.0 

  
A possibility to develop national 
thresholds for assessing risk of 
sourcing unacceptable sources 
(CoC-CW)? 

National indicators for evaluation at 
forest level, in the same way as for 
national Forest Management 
standards? 

English 1.99 2.27 

Spanish 1.52 1.66 

North 2.14 2.38 

South 1.59 1.81 

Total 1.96 2.19 
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The Spanish speaking respondents and Southern Members of FSC are more adamant that 
Controlled Wood requirements be locally adapted in future in both cases. 
 
 
36. In order to identify the poor performers and those who try to cheat the system, should 
disassociating them according to FSC’s Policy for Association, be applied more 
rigorously instead of continuously strengthening the overall requirements?  

Definitely Yes 

Yes 

Neither Yes nor No 

No 

Definitely No 

Don't Know 
 
Do you have more ideas on how FSC can better identify poor performers in the system? 
 

 
 

In order to identify the poor performers and those 
who try to cheat the system, should 
disassociating them according to FSC’s Policy 
for Association, be applied more rigorously 
instead of continuously strengthening the overall 
requirements?  

Frequency Valid Percent 

Definitely Yes 70 38 

Yes 64 34.8 

Neither Yes nor No 32 17.4 

No 14 7.6 

Definitely No 4 2.2 

Total 184 100 

  
In order to identify the poor performers 
and those who try to cheat the system, 
should disassociating them according to 
FSC’s Policy for Association, be applied 
more rigorously instead of continuously 
strengthening the overall requirements? 

English 2.08 

Spanish 1.67 

North 2.11 

South 1.73 

Total 1.99 

 
 

 

 
The Sample (Questions 37 – 45) 
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Please tell us about your organisation  
 
37. I am completing this survey as: 

A representative of an organization that is a FSC member. 
(Go to Q38) 

A representative of an organization that IS NOT a FSC member. 
(Go to Q39) 

An individual member of FSC. 
(Go to Q38) 

An individual NOT a member of FSC. 
(Go to Q39) 
 
 

 
I am completing this survey as: 

 

  
Frequency Valid 

Percent  
A representative of an organization that is a FSC 
member. 

101 49.8 

 
A representative of an organization that IS NOT a 
FSC member 

33 16.3 

 
An individual member of FSC. 32 15.8 

 
An individual NOT a member of FSC. 37 18.2 

 
Total 203 100 

Missing System 63 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
‘Missing System’ value means that respondents’ did not answer the question. 
I created a new variable with Members of the FSC and Non-members as two groups. 
 

Membership 
   

  
Frequency Valid Percent 

 
FSC 
Member 

133 65.5 
 

 
Non 
Member 

70 34.5 
 

 
Total 203 100 

 

Missing System 63 
  

Total 
 

266 
  

 
I also created a new variable with Individuals and organisations as two groups. 
 
 

Organisation and Individuals 
 

  
Frequency Valid Percent 

 
Organisation 134 66 

 
Individual 69 34 

 
Total 203 100 

Missing System 63 
 

Total 
 

266 
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When I cross tabulated these two variables we find that almost half the sample (49.8%) is FSC 
members who reported as organisations.  
 

Membership by Organisation  
 

Membership 
 

  Total 
   

Organisation Individual 
 

FSC 
Member 

Count 101 32 133 

  
% of 
Total 

49.80% 15.80% 65.50% 

 
Non 
Member 

Count 33 37 70 

  
% of 
Total 

16.30% 18.20% 34.50% 

Total 
 

Count 134 69 203 
  

% of 
Total 

66.00% 34.00% 100.00% 

 
 
38. Which chamber is your organisation a member of or, in the case of individuals, are 
you a member of? 

Economic North 

Economic South 

Social North 

Social South 

Environmental North 

Environmental South 
What is the name of your organization (optional)? 
 

Which chamber is your organisation a member of or, in the case of individuals, are 
you a member of?   

Frequency Valid Percent 
     

Valid Economic North 65 44.5 
      

 
Economic South 26 17.8 

      

 
Social North 9 6.2 

      

 
Social South 10 6.8 

      

 
Environmental North 26 17.8 

      

 
Environmental South 10 6.8 

      

 
Total 146 100 

      

Missing System 120 
       

Total 
 

266 
       

 
I created a new variable with three values; economic, social and environmental: 
 

Economic, Social and Environmental Members 
  

Frequency Valid Percent 
 

Economic 91 62.3 
 

Social 19 13 
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Environmental 36 24.7 

 
Total 146 100 

Missing System 120 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
And another one with North and South values: 
 

North and South Members 
 

  
Frequency Valid Percent 

 
North 100 68.5 

 
South 46 31.5 

 
Total 146 100 

Missing System 120 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
 
39. Are you, or is your organization, FSC certified? 

Yes 
(Go to Q40) 

No 
(Go to Q42) 
 
 

Are you, or is your organization, FSC certified? 
  

Frequency Valid 
Percent  

Yes 89 44.7 
 

No 110 55.3 
 

Total 199 100 

Missing System 67 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
 
40. What type of certificate do you currently hold? 

CoC 

FM 

FM/CoC 

FM/Controlled Wood 

CoC with Controlled Wood. 
 
 

What type of certificate do you currently hold? 
  

Frequency Valid Percent 
 

CoC 14 15.9 
 

FM 2 2.3 
 

FM/CoC 32 36.4 
 

FM/Controlled Wood 1 1.1 
 

CoC with Controlled 
Wood. 

39 44.3 
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Total 88 100 

Missing System 178 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
 
41. And, what type of organization is it, or type of operation do you run? 
(All responses: go to Q43) 

FSC certified forest manager 

FSC certified primary producer 

FSC certified secondary producer 

FSC certified trader 
 
 

And, what type of organization is it, or type of operation do you run? 
  

Frequency Valid Percent 
 

FSC certified forest manager 33 38.4 
 

FSC certified primary producer 40 46.5 
 

FSC certified secondary 
producer 

9 10.5 

 
FSC certified trader 4 4.7 

 
Total 86 100 

Missing System 180 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
 
42. What type of organizations is it, or for individuals not representing another 
organization, what operation do you run (if any)? 

Non-certified forest manager 

Retailer 

National Environmental NGO 

International Environmental NGO 

National Social NGO 

International Social NGO 

Certification Body 

ASI 
Other (please describe) 
 

What type of organizations is it, or for individuals not representing 
another organization, what operation do you run (if any)?   

Frequency Valid Percent 
 

Non-certified forest manager 6 9.4 
 

Retailer 1 1.6 
 

National Environmental NGO 11 17.2 
 

International Environmental  
NGO 

15 23.4 

 
National Social NGO 2 3.1 
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International Social NGO 2 3.1 

 
Certification Body 24 37.5 

 
ASI 3 4.7 

 
Total 64 100 

Missing System 202 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
These are respondents who are not members of FSC. It may be possible to combine this 
variable with Q38 (FSC Chamber membership) to create a variable with all those in the 
economic, social and environmental groups. May boost the numbers somewhat. I am just not 
sure where Certification bodies and ASI would fit? 
 
I created a variable called ‘Meta Group’ in which Q42 and Q38 were combined with five groups: 
Economic includes members of the economic chamber as well as retailers and non-certified 
forest managers. Social includes members of the social chamber as well as national and 
international social NGO’s. Environmental includes members of the Environment chamber as 
well as national and international environmental NGO’s. Certifiers include the certifiers from 
Q42 and Others are all those cases where respondents did not reveal their attachment. 
   

Frequency Percent 

Valid Economic 82 30.8 
 

Social 16 6 
 

Environment 38 14.3 
 

Certifier 27 10.2 
 

Others 103 38.7 
 

Total 266 100 

 
 
43. Are you certified by another certification scheme other than FSC? 

Yes 

No 
If Yes, what schemes are you certified against? (Optional) 
 

Are you certified by another certification 
scheme other than FSC?   

Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid Yes 65 34.4 
 

No 124 65.6 
 

Total 189 100 

Missing System 77 
 

Total 
 

266 
 

 
Conclusion 
We have a workable sample. It is difficult to say to what extent this sample represents the 
population that were targeted for this study. We know the population of FSC members and, as 
shown below, the economic chamber is over represented and the environmental chamber is 
under represented. In the same way is the North over represented. Any conclusions regarding 
the total sample of FSC members will be biased towards the Economic and Northern 
Chambers. We can, however, use weighting to create a more realistic outcome. 
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Population Nort
h 

Sout
h 

Gran
d 
Total 

% Sample Nort
h 

Sout
h 

Gran
d 
Total 

% 

Economic 244 178 422 50.9 Economic 65 26 91 62.3 

Environmen
tal 

115 139 254 30.6 Environmen
tal 

9 10 19 13.0 

Social 69 84 153 18.5 Social 26 10 36 24.7 

Total 428 401 829 100.
0 

 Total 100 46 146 100.
0 

% 51.6 48.4 100.0   % 68.5 31.5 100.0 
 

 
We know that 34.5% of our total sample is not members of the FSC. We have now idea 
regarding the population of the external stakeholders and can therefore not make any 
statements regarding their representativeness. 
Nevertheless, we can work with this sample by assuming that it is a rough representation of 
FSC members and non-members and that their voices reflects the general feelings of the 
population. By participating in this survey, the respondents have indicated their interest in the 
FSC. This interest defines them as stakeholders. 
 
Given the biased nature of the sample, it is crucial that the overall scores (frequencies or 
means) cannot be taken as valid reflections of the population. We therefore rely on group 
differences (of which many were found) to interpret the data.  
 
I have created a number of new variables that may explain some of the variance found in the 
variables. I will only report on significant differences between groups – when no significant 
difference is found, the variance is not explicable by the independent variables used in this 
study. Looking for differences and for communalities (explaining variance) is important in this 
study given its purpose to inform a strategy formulation process for FSC’s Controlled Wood 
system.   
 
I have found that, amongst all the variables describing the sample, the Meta Group variable, 
Language and Membership explains the differences the best (regression analysis). The 
language variable correlates with the North South variable almost perfectly. These three 
variables are also independent of each other (no relationship between them). They also are the 
variables with the least missing values. 
I have used simple statistics. In cross-tabulations (describing the relationships between nominal 
and ordinal variables), I have used the Chi-square statistic. The significance of chi-square is 
expressed as a value between 0% and 100%. We have taken 10% as the cut-off point; any 
Chi-square with significance lower that 10% indicates that there is a strong relationship that is 
not the result of chance variation. 
 
We used the t-test statistic to measure for differences in mean scores (ordinal or interval 
scales). The same 10% significance cut-off point has been used. 
 
 
44. In which country is your organisation's Head Office based or, if you are an Individual 
Member of FSC, where are you based? 
 
 
45. In which country or countries does your organisation operates or, in the case of 
Individual Members of FSC, do you mostly operate? 
 


