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Bonn, April 2014 

 

 

 

Synopsis of the public consultation feedback on the Controlled Wood Standard: 

FSC-STD-40-005 Requirements for sourcing Controlled Wood 

 

 

Consultation period 

English version: 18
th
 September – 24

th
 November 2013 

Spanish version: 24
th
 September – 24

th
 November 2013; 

 

 

 

This document has been prepared in accordance with FSC-PRO-01-001 (V 3-0)
1
, and contains an 

analysis of the range of Stakeholder groups who have submitted comments, as well as a summary of 

the issues raised (in relation to the requirements), a general response to the comments, and an indi-

cation as to how the issues raised were addressed.  This report does not include analysis of the 

comments that were not related to new requirements, nor does it comment on issues that were al-

ready explained in the consulted documents. These are included in a separate document, (Compiled 

1
st

 consultation comments on FSC-STD-40-005) which compiles all comments received on each 

Standard, and which is also shared with participants to the consultation process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abbreviations used: 

NRA – National Risk Assessment 

NRAF – National Risk Assessment Framework 

CM(s) – Control Measure(s) 

MU – Management Unit 

CB – FSC-accredited certification body 

IRA – Interim Risk Assessment 

 

 

 

 

 

Contact for comments: Joanna Nowakowska (j.nowakowska@fsc.org) 

 

 

1
 Please consult clause 5.12 of FSC-PRO-01-001 V 3-0. 
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1. Range of stakeholder consultation participants 

In total 94 Stakeholders participated in the first consultation round on the revised FSC Standards 

FSC-STD-40-005 Requirements for sourcing Controlled Wood and FSC-STD-30-010 Forest Man-

agement Requirements for Controlled Wood Certification. Most participants commented on both doc-

uments, though some only commented on one of the revised Standards.  All Stakeholders are en-

couraged to consult the Synopsis of consultation comments on the standard FSC-STD-30-010 to 

compare stakeholder opinions on both Controlled Wood standards. 

Among participating Stakeholders, the following groups were represented: 

- 6 Network Partners  

- 6 CBs 

- 13 Environmental organisations 

 

Please note that numbers are for illustrative purposes, as some international Organizations provided 

feedback at the national level and others provided feedback which consolidated various comments 

globally. 

A large number of Economic stakeholders provided feedback, however there was very little represen-

tation from the social chamber.  Furthermore, those from northern countries far outnumbered those 

from the south, across all chambers. 

2. Comment Analysis of FSC-STD-40-005 Requirements for sourcing Controlled 

Wood 

 

General comments 

The vast majority of comments received could be divided between environmental interests, and eco-

nomic interests.  The interests of stakeholders within each “group” were generally aligned together, 

and contradicted those of the other group.  Stakeholders with primarily environmental interests, in-

cluding some FSC members, were generally supportive of the changes proposed by the draft stand-

ard, stating their opposition to the current situation of company-developed risk assessments, which 

the review of the Controlled Wood system has been designed to replace.  Economic stakeholders, be 

they members of the Economic Chamber or otherwise, generally expressed a desire to have Con-

trolled Wood requirements kept similar to the current standard and expressed a lack of support for the 

proposed changes in the draft.  The main reasoning provided was a lack of feasibility or workability of 

the requirements, suggesting that they were too overreaching and result in too great a burden for 

Organizations that follow them.  This pattern is observable in comments made throughout the draft 

Standard.  The different viewpoints on different elements of the Standard, as well as their reasoning 

are explained below, grouped into topics that follow the titles and contents of each Section within the 

draft Standard, in the order in which they appear in that document.    

The current revision does not address strategic issues related to CW, such as timelines or the exist-

ence of this standard, however requirements are strengthened. The need to develop a Controlled 

Wood strategy (see: https://ic.fsc.org/newsroom.9.699.htm) was acknowledged by the FSC Board of 
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Directors during the 64
th
 Board meeting in November 2013. The strategy for Controlled Wood will be 

developed by FSC to outline the scope and goals of the system for the next 10 years and will take into 

consideration the outcomes of the current Controlled Wood revision process following Membership 

Motion 51 that is planned to be finalized in 2014. CW revision as per Motion 51 should however re-

flect the current scope of the Controlled Wood system. Stakeholder views, feedback and contributions 

to the development of the strategy will be welcomed, and numerous opportunities for this will be pro-

vided.  

An important issue raised by stakeholders was the way in which the term “Management Unit” was 

used and defined.  The term was claimed to not be applicable to such a standard which does not deal 

with forest management activities, on which the term is based.  This has been acknowledged, and the 

new term of “Supply Unit” has been introduced, which is an adaptation of Management Unit, made 

relevant for the scope of Controlled Wood. 

 

Public Summaries and Reporting 

A number of issues were raised by stakeholders regarding the requirements for Organizations to pro-

vide supply area information and stakeholder consultation results to certification bodies for publishing 

publically with the certification report.  A large number of economic chamber members expressed 

their lack of support for these requirements, in most cases citing needs for confidentiality (for competi-

tion and in some cases, legal reasons), and in others a lack of capacity of smaller organizations to 

complete such work.  Some believed that no justification for confidentiality of information (proposed to 

be provided by The Organization to the CB) is needed, while other economic chamber members were 

in favor of (basic) public summaries but recommended that supply areas only be indicated at the larg-

est possible scale (country) so as to avoid providing details of The Organization’s wood procurement 

strategy.  Views from the environmental chamber were supportive of public summaries and stake-

holder consultation, including opinions that the wood supply area was critical for assessing the NRA 

risk designation and whether any CMs are adequate.  With respect to publishing CARs, this proposal 

had support from the environmental chamber, with some economic chamber members also support-

ive, but only for “Major” CARs, indicating a need for these to be defined. 

Due to the extended possibility to conduct an Interim Risk Assessment by Organizations, public 

summary requirements were maintained at a detailed level as proposed in the 1
st
 draft. Concerns 

about the publishing of confidential information have been acknowledged and this kind of information 

can be excluded, subject to justification being provided to the CB. Information about supply areas are 

required at the scale of risk assessment applied in the relevant NRA/IRA. 

 

Complaints mechanism    

The stakeholder consultation note on the discussion of a public registry for formal complaints received 

by Organizations generated predominantly strong opposition from a large number of economic cham-

ber members.  There were concerns about the negative effects of unsubstantiated claims on Organi-

zations, the administrative burden and costs to The Organization from implementing such require-

ments, and it was suggested that a categorization of complaints, or threshold for serious, evidence-

based complaints (rather than those based on dissatisfaction), would need to be defined so that only 

those would be dealt with.  It was suggested that complaints could be handled between The Organi-

zation and the stakeholder, without the need for a public registry.  Environmental chamber members 

largely welcomed the suggestion of a complaints registry and supported the notion that complaints be 
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registered with FSC and the relevant FSC National Office, and be made public, for the purpose of 

transparency.  The suggestion that this be done only after complaints are checked independently was 

made. 

Due to the risk-based approach of sourcing CW when implementing the standard, any information 

about ongoing activities at the MU level can play a significant role in avoiding unacceptable sources. 

A complaint mechanism ensures that this kind of information can reach The Organization and support 

their efforts towards mitigating risk related to sourcing. It was acknowledged that as a first step, a 

complaint shall be evaluated by The Organization and effort should be made to resolve it via mutual 

dialogue between The Organization and the complainant. The issue of a public registry of complaints 

will be dealt with based on relevant considerations related to the FSC Dispute Resolution System and 

are not directly related to the CW revision process. 

 

Due Diligence System 

Clause 4.1 contained a note stating that an Organization may outsource the development of its DDS 

to another entity, including to Certification Bodies evaluating The Organization’s conformance with the 

standard requirements.  In the consultation this was met with disapproval from many respondents of 

different backgrounds, due to conflict of interest concerns. The possibility for the CB responsible for 

auditing The Organization to also develop a DDS is no longer included in the standard. Outsourcing of 

the DDS will also be also addressed in the standard FSC-STD-20-011. 

The requirement for annual verification of the DDS (Clause 4.3) was not supported by some economic 

chamber members, who argued that the CB already carried out audits, and the system should only be 

reviewed if sourcing changes. Stakeholder feedback was also directed towards the contents of 

Clause 4.5, which sets out the internal evaluation of CMs taken by an Organization.  Comments were 

unsupportive of Organizations conducting audits of their own CMs, for a variety of reasons including 

practicality (due to stakeholder consultation requirements), a lack of perceived independence in the 

audit, and that CMs are developed following NRAs, thus audits are unnecessary. 

The requirement for internal verification of CMs was misunderstood by many stakeholders and inter-

preted as the need to conduct an additional audit of CMs.  An attempt has been made to clarify this 

requirement by referring to the confirmation of effectiveness of CMs, and not a formal assessment as 

such.  This comprises part of the annual verification of the effectiveness of the DDS, which itself is an 

important part of a quality management system to ensure the efficiency of risk mitigation. The im-

portance of monitoring the effectiveness of CMs has increased in the 2
nd

 draft as it is proposed that 

CMs will be developed by The Organization, subject to mandatory CMs that may be provided in the 

NRA (compare section about sourcing from ‘specified risk’ areas below). 

Supply identification 

Questions were received about supplier identification within the DDS, mainly relating to the scale 

used by the risk assessment in the DDS to define district of origin.  It has been clarified that the 

standard does require the identification of supply areas at the same scale as used for risk designation 

and must consistent with the relevant NRA/IRA.  Comments on Clause 5.3 from members of the eco-

nomic chamber were opposed to informing changes of suppliers, stating it is too overreach-

ing/prescriptive and its expectations unrealistic. New proposed requirements state that supplier notifi-

cation of any changes of supplied material that may affect the application of their DDS, such as a 
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change in species, origin, or supply chain is required whenever relevant for the implementation of the 

Standard. 

Identification and classification of supply area(s) 

The most pertinent issue for stakeholders on this topic was a need for clarification of the documenta-

tion required to confirm and document the category of supply areas (Clause 6.2).  The updated 

Standard clarifies this issue in Clause 6.3, with a note defining “Access to information” and providing 

examples of possible documentation required.  However, it must be noted that relevant information 

will depend on The Organization’s operations and therefore the Standard cannot be too prescriptive.  

Economic chamber members expressed their disapproval of the Note of Clause 6.2 that a supplier 

declaration and contractual agreement would not be sufficient to prove the supply area of material 

under control, arguing that anything more is costly and impossible due to competition reasons. The 

issue of the use of self-declaration was clarified via ADV-40-005-04 and the approach in the approved 

Advice Note was kept in the Standard. The confirmation of the origin of material used in the FSC sys-

tem is crucial for Standard implementation. 

Classification of supplies 

An issue arising from feedback pertaining to the classification of supplies was the need to clarify what 

qualifies as “objective evidence” in Clause 7.4. Additionally, it was noted that the wording of this 

clause may result in a risk of providing an opportunity for large companies to swap material into the 

supply chain while not being audited by a 3
rd

 party. The revised requirements of the 2
nd

 draft no longer 

contain a reference to “objective evidence” and it has been clarified that in cases when the Chain of 

Custody has been broken, material from FM-certified forests can be classified as Controlled Wood, if 

the supply chain can be verified, and no mixing with other non-certified material has taken place. 

Assessment and risk mitigation of mixing material 

A lack of understanding of this section was demonstrated by many stakeholders, highlighting a strong 

need to make it clearer.  Some stakeholders suggested that clarification/examples of what risk as-

sessment or mitigations measures are sufficient and how they may be implemented should be provid-

ed.  At this stage a note at the beginning of the clause has been added to the revised standard to 

explain that the section exists to specify requirements for assessing and mitigating risks of mixing 

material with non-eligible inputs throughout the supply chain. These requirements are aligned with 

those of the EUTR and aim to ensure that unacceptable material doesn’t enter the supply chain.  

 

Control Measures 

Stakeholders were asked whether Organizations should be allowed to develop alternative CMs to 

those specified in relevant National Risk Assessments, and whether additional safeguards would 

need to be developed to ensure such measures are equally or more effective than those in NRAs.  

Stakeholders were split on the issue, with some (primarily Economic Chamber Members) largely sup-

portive of Organization-developed measures and CB verification of effectiveness, and others (mostly 

Environmental Chamber Members) stating that all CMs should be prescribed by NRAs or the stand-

ard under consultation.  Other opinions from various stakeholders suggested that Organization-

developed CMs was an option that could be allowed, but that must first be evaluated and approved by 
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FSC before being implemented.  It was suggested that if new measures were approved, these could 

be integrated into the relevant NRA. 

Given a great variability in an Organization’s operations at the local scale at which the Organization is 

operating, as well as the regional level of the risk assessment in NRAs, it has been proposed that the 

Organization is mainly responsible for establishing CMs. This proposed solution is based on the as-

sumption that CMs established by the NRA may not be relevant for many operations and may not 

ensure effective risk mitigation. Thus, requirements for the Organization to develop and implement 

CMs have been proposed in the 2
nd

 draft, including the possibility to develop alternative CMs to those 

proposed in the NRA. A guidance section on the formulation of CMs has been added, as well as re-

quirements for stakeholder consultation and field verification for cases where these are established as 

CMs. 

To ensure that any risk will be efficiently mitigated, minimum outcomes of CMs are required for some 

risk types. These are determined in FSC-PRO-60-002a and repeated in Annex C of the revised 

standard FSC-STD-40-005. Additionally, engagement of independent experts in the development of 

CMs is required for risks related to HCVs and traditional rights. 

Some Economic Chamber members expressed their disapproval of the requirement for the monitoring 

of supply chains for conformity of Standard requirements (primarily in Clause 9.4), arguing that it is 

beyond the scope of the standard, infringes upon confidentiality and property rights of forest own-

ers/suppliers, and is costly.  Some believed that supply chain audits should be considered as a CM 

rather than a requirement in the standard.  Such members did not support the requirement for land-

owners to provide access to CBs.   

Monitoring of supply chain(s) ensures sufficient control over risks and relates only to applicable ele-

ments of the standard. Access to sourcing sites is needed when field verification at the Management 

Unit (in the 2
nd

 draft; Supply Unit) level is established as a CM. In these situations, a field audit is nec-

essary for sourcing CW. The requirement for suppliers to appoint a person to deal with certification 

matters has so far been removed from the revised standard.   

Material sourced from areas not covered by National Risk Assessments 

The consultation note included in Section 10 described 3 different sets of possible requirements for 

sourcing material under control in areas without approved NRAs.  Unlike some other consulted topics, 

the views stated by respondents didn’t simply follow a strict pattern according to the chamber they are 

a member of or interest they represent.  The received comments predominantly made a distinction 

between options A and B together, and option C, expressing support or lack thereof of one or the 

other. 

Some members from the environmental chamber stated that option A is the only option that should be 

pursued, and that option C is the least desirable. On the other hand, some members gave acceptance 

for option C, with provisions that this would only exist until the development of a NRA or have a time-

line of 2 years, and that additional safeguards would be required in the meantime.  The views of some 

economic chamber members were similar, and further-expressed the need for NRAs.  It was sug-

gested that during the 2 year period or until a NRA is developed, previous RAs should remain valid 

and used according to current procedures.  Other economic chamber members expressed a complete 

lack of support for options A and B, however, many of those in support of option C claimed that its 
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requirements are impractical and unworkable.  Furthermore, an inconsistency between the CMs pro-

vided in Section 10, and those in the NRAF was reported. Other economic stakeholders too, claimed 

C to be unworkable, and for this reason supported options A and B, in line with the first Environmental 

Chamber views that were described above.  An important issue that was highlighted in option C was 

the inconsistency between the CMs provided, and those within the current NRAF. 

Views from other stakeholders also represented a variety of those given by environmental and eco-

nomic chamber members.  Some supported options A and B as appropriate and viable, citing C as 

unworkable, and on the other hand some views stated support for option C, as the best option for 

maintaining a supply of CW.  A number of those unsupportive of option C stated that if it must be im-

plemented, it should be made workable and be time-limited.  Others were not in favor of a time limit, 

wanting option C to be replaced once a NRA is developed. 

Due to guidance received by the FSC Board of Directors and the lack of coverage by NRAs, often 

because NOs have been waiting for the revised CW requirements, it has been proposed to allow the 

possibility for The Organization to conduct Interim Risk Assessments (IRA) for unassessed risk areas 

until 31 December 2017.  The possibility for the development of IRAs requires that new, strengthened 

risk assessment requirements must be followed. Furthermore, it exists because the transparency of 

the risk assessment and certification process have also been strengthened to provide an additional 

safeguard.  Great effort is being made by FSC to deliver approved NRAs, and the Centralized Nation-

al Risk Assessment approved by the Board is being conducted. 

After 31 Dec 2017, the only possibility to source from unassessed areas will be from areas of ‘low risk’ 

determined by the CNRA OR according to option ‘B’ (as per terminology from the 1
st
 draft). 

Changes made considering the sourcing options are summarized below: 

Option A has always been possible as it is about sourcing FSC Controlled Wood and is captured in 

the standard FSC-STD-40-004. To avoid overlap with the requirements of mentioned standard, this 

option has only been mentioned in a note in the 2
nd

 draft requirements; 

Option B has been kept; 

Option C (interim CMs) has been replaced by the possibility for Interim Risk Assessment for another 3 

years, using strengthened requirements from the NRAF. NRAF requirements have been simplified to 

make them workable and in line with the current scope of Controlled Wood. 

 


