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This docum
ent provides the prelim

inary response from
 the Standards Developm

ent W
orking Groups to the contributions received from

 the first public 
consultation. O

n finalisation of the Final Draft of the revised Standards, SBP w
ill provide a com

prehensive response to the contributions received from
 the 

tw
o public consultations (of Revision Draft v1 and v2). 

  Stan
d

ard
 1 R

evision
 D

raft v1: C
on

trib
u

tion
s an

d
 R

esp
on

ses  

S1 
 

Com
m

ent 
Response 

S1 
Background and Scope 

The m
eans of verification and m

ost of the m
itigation m

easures have been m
oved to ‘a new

 
standalone docum

ent’. Stakeholders cannot properly react to criteria and indicators w
hich have no 

attached m
itigation m

easures or m
eans of verification because it is an incom

plete picture. 
Stakeholders could inadvertently endorse concepts that they do not fully support once this 
standalone docum

ent is w
ritten, particularly given that contentious issues, such as soil quality, forest 

carbon, HCV areas, etc w
ill be covered in this new

 docum
ent. There are too m

any unknow
ns for 

stakeholders to fully react and provide constructive feedback to Standards 1 and 2. Further, the 
reasoning for m

oving m
eans of verification and m

itigation m
easures to a standalone docum

ent is not 
clear. W

hat problem
 is this m

ove trying to solve? W
hat shortcom

ings is this m
ove looking to fix? And 

finally, it is unclear w
hether this docum

ent w
ill be norm

ative. If this docum
ent is m

oved outside the 
standards, additional concerns are raised. Firstly, this w

ould allow
 this docum

ent to be revised at w
ill 

rather than through a robust stakeholder process, such as the form
al 5-year review

 process. 
Secondly, the standard w

ill appear overall w
eaker, as the m

itigation m
easures w

ill be less obvious to 
third parties. And lastly, the m

itigation m
easures and m

eans of verification w
ill hold less w

eight if 
positioned outside the standards, creating confusion for certificate holders and m

aking audits m
ore 

difficult.  

In Revision Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents – have been 

incorporated into Standard 1, w
hereas the M

eans of Verification (M
oV) and 

Sources of Inform
ation – as non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be 
developed), non-norm

ative docum
ent. 

S1 
Background and Scope 

PEFC/FSC recognition – In the SBP w
ebinar held on M

onday July 19th, the SBP Secretariat stated that 
the PEFC and FSC recognition w

ithin SBP w
ould be elim

inated ‚w
ith a long transition period ‘. As 

indicated in our com
m

ents to the first consultation, as w
ell as com

m
ents from

 other stakeholders, 
this m

ove is not supported. W
hy w

here these com
m

ents not taken into account? Stakeholder 
com

m
ents supported m

aintaining the PEFC/FSC recognition, can you provide clarity on w
hy these 

com
m

ents w
ere not follow

ed? 

W
orking Group A decided, based on extensive discussions considering external 

and expert input, to set up a stand-alone SBP system
. This decision is in line w

ith 
discussion conclusions in SBP Com

m
ittees. 

A sufficiently long transition period (18 m
onths from

 effective date) w
ill be 

provided. 
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S1 
Background and Scope 

O
n Scope - N

eed to ensure this section is consistent w
ith definitions of ‚forest ‘, ‚biom

ass ‘, and 
‚feedstock ‘in the G

lossary, and that these definitions are agreed upon by all stakeholders. W
e have 

not seen a revision draft of the Glossary and the Glossary subgroup has not m
et in som

e tim
e.  

The w
orking draft of the Glossary has been m

ade available, as part of the second 
public consultation. All definitions are being carefully checked. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

O
n N

orm
ative Elem

ents - The SBP Secretariat has stated that ‚shall ‘or ‚m
ust ‘indicate a norm

ative 
requirem

ent, m
eaning that certificate holders m

ust prove a supplier or contractor is in com
pliance, 

and that m
ust be audited. This w

ill be im
possible or extrem

ely difficult for som
e suppliers, 

particularly w
hen it com

es to labour requirem
ents. Suppliers are private entities, and it is not 

appropriate for biom
ass producers to have control or insight into som

e internal practices and 
policies. There is a line betw

een em
ployee and contractor and the SBP standard m

ust recognize this. 
The U

S IRS uses 3 basic categories to determ
ine if a w

orker is an em
ployee or a contractor, w

hich 
could be helpful for the process - https://w

w
w

.irs.gov/new
sroom

/understanding-em
ployee-vs-

contractor-designation A thorough legal analysis m
ust be perform

ed before Principle 4 can m
ove 

forw
ard. 

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP clarifies if it is necessary to do a legal 

review
 of Principle 4, possibly as part of piloting the Standards. 

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP should consider w

hether it takes on the 
role of undertaking review

s of Standard 1 against Supply Base law
s w

here risks are 
high and/or capacity to do so by O

rganisations is lim
ited. 

Lim
itations of due diligence of third parties have been dealt w

ith in section 6.3 of 
Standard 2. 

S1 
Background and Scope 

O
n N

orm
ative Elem

ents - N
eed a clearer definition of “other relevant operators”. Does this include 

port operations?  
The definition of relevant operators in the Glossary is: ‘O

perators in the supply 
chain betw

een the place of harvest and the O
rganisation’. Inclusion of port 

operations w
ill, therefore, depend on w

here the O
rganisation is in the supply 

chain. 

S1 
 Background and Scope 

O
n 2.3 The Role of the O

rganization - N
eed clearer text on w

hen this w
ill be “necessary”. In the event 

of SFM
 certified m

aterial and/or gaps w
ithin regulatory com

pliance (REDII for exam
ple), a lim

ited SBE 
is needed to cover those gaps. The w

ording here indicates a full SBE could be needed.  

The text for Supply Base Evaluation (SBE) requirem
ents had been im

proved in 
Revision Draft v2 of Standard 2.  

 S1 
Background and Scope 

O
n the w

hole docum
ent - Consistency is needed. O

rganization is som
etim

es capitalized and 
som

etim
es is not. 

Consistency checks and text editing are ongoing. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

Generally, not having the separate M
oV docum

ent available for review
 w

ith Standard 1 is a bit 
aw

kw
ard. There is no clear w

ay for a stakeholder to know
 if the currently accepted M

oVs are still 
available for use or if M

ov's end up being onerous beyond the ability of an organization to m
eet.  

In Revision Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents – have been re-

incorporated into Standard 1, w
hereas the M

oV and Sources of Inform
ation – as 

non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm

ative 
docum

ent. 
 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

2.2 The use of "shall" in the guidance to indicate portions as norm
ative could be confusing. If item

s 
are required, then they should be defined as required M

oVs. In Standard 1 does the term
 "m

ust" also 
m

ean it is norm
ative as it does in the Standard 2 draft? It is undefined as such in the Explanatory 

N
otes version.  

W
orking Group A reiterated that in principle if clearly indicated by ‘shall’ then 

som
e guidance w

ill be considered as m
andatory. 

 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

I feel the survey is set up poorly. There should have been text boxes for stakeholders to individually 
com

m
ent on each indicator. M

any of the indicators have norm
ative guidance that is not acceptable 

and there is no w
ay to com

m
ent on them

. 

Given the technical lim
itations of the survey tool w

e tried to set it up as efficiently 
and effectively as possible. Just type all com

m
ents you m

ay have. W
e w

ill consider 
them

. 
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 S1 
Background and Scope 

M
y general concern w

ith the update to this standard is the rem
oval of statem

ent 2 in section 2.1 that 
related to producers w

ith SFI or FSC certification and allow
ing that to m

eet the standard. This 
coupled w

ith the SBE section being m
oved to standard 2 w

ill create w
hat I see as duplicative w

ork. 
Currently w

e are only certified to Standards 2,4 and 5 because w
e only use internal secondary 

feedstock from
 our saw

m
ill to produce pellets. How

ever, the w
ay I am

 understanding this is that w
e 

w
ill now

 have to be certified to Standard 1 at som
e point and w

ith the m
ovem

ent of the SBE 
inform

ation to Standard 2 likely lead to having to com
plete an SBE. The SBE w

as w
aived for 

producers such as ours in the past but now
 it isn't? It w

ould be really good if SBP w
ould fully 

recognize SFI and FSC SFM
 and Fibre Sourcing certification. The duplicative effort to m

eet very 
sim

ilar standards related to utilization of residual fibre from
 a prim

ary saw
m

ill doesn't m
ake sense to 

us. 

The W
orking Groups decided, based on extensive discussions considering external 

and expert input, to set up a stand-alone SBP system
. This decision is in line w

ith 
discussion conclusions in SBP Com

m
ittees. A sufficiently long transition period (18 

m
onths from

 effective date) w
ill be provided. 

 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

U
se of Biom

ass Producer (BP) in the original standard is preferred over the use of O
rganization. The 

need or benefit to m
aking this change is unclear. 

The use of the term
 ‘O

rganisation’ is m
aintained, to address am

ongst others, 
vertically integrated com

panies. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

W
hy are the M

eans of Verification being m
oved to a new

 docum
ent? Having them

 included in 
Standard 1 seem

s m
ore straightforw

ard. I'm
 also concerned that I haven't seen the M

O
Vs yet.  

 
In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative requirem

ents – have been re-
incorporated into Standard 1, w

hereas the M
oV and Sources of Inform

ation – as 
non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm
ative 

docum
ent. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

Background: "W
here possible, the fram

ew
ork takes into account and builds on existing regulatory 

m
echanism

s and on voluntary certification standards already applied to other forest product stream
s 

or to other biom
ass sources." --> Does this m

ean that SBP is no longer specifically m
aking the 

standard m
eet regulatory requirem

ents? The Dutch requirem
ents w

hich are rather different from
 

other countries jum
ps to m

ind.  

N
ot necessarily. 

The revised Standards w
ill m

eet regulatory requirem
ents, such as REDII, m

ost 
likely by applying additional Instruction Docum

ents for specific fram
ew

orks, as 
currently done, for exam

ple, in case of Dutch requirem
ents. Discussions on details 

are ongoing and follow
ing current EU

 developm
ents on REDII im

plem
entation 

clarifications. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

Scope (Current Standard Text): "Feedstock shall not be sourced from
 large (>1000 ha) short rotation 

plantations that are fully dedicated to the production of biom
ass and that w

ere established after 1 
January 2015". --> W

hy has this been deleted in the new
 version?  

N
o longer deem

ed to be relevant. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

A credible certification system
 that has broad stakeholder acceptance is essential for [...] operations 

and underpins the social license to operate of the w
ider biom

ass sector. To achieve this w
ill require 

greater stakeholder buy-in than is currently the case.  

W
orking Group A agreed, m

echanism
s are in in developm

ent. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

It is not clear from
 SBP’s recent m

essaging if SBP’s strategy is to m
eaningfully exceed m

inim
um

 
regulatory com

pliance. SBP needs to clearly com
m

unicate its intent in relation to developing a m
ulti-

stakeholder standard in line w
ith the published Standards Developm

ent Process Term
s of Reference. 

The Standard Developm
ent Process follow

s its Term
s of Reference, w

hich are 
clearly based on a m

ulti-stakeholder approach, and to develop a revised set of 
Standards that delivers against SBP’s purpose and m

ission. W
here practicable and 

w
here there is consensus to go further than regulatory com

pliance that w
ill be 

done. 
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 S1 
Background and Scope 

If the intent is to exceed m
inim

um
 regulatory com

pliance and dem
onstrate positive outcom

es SBP 
w

ill need to develop resources to support certification including stakeholder engagem
ent, technical 

support for undertaking SBE/RRA, m
onitoring (e.g., rem

ote sensing), and G
HG calculation support 

hub.  

SBP is exploring options for enhancing stakeholder engagem
ent.  

 S1 
Background and Scope 

Principle 5 does not appear in these drafts as it w
as proposed by the Im

pacts and M
onitoring 

subgroup. The explanatory note asks stakeholders w
here this principle should be placed. W

e suggest 
it belongs in Standard 1 as it w

as originally designed to be. Principle 5 offers a realistic risk-based 
approach to delivering positive outcom

es.  

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ong SBP 
Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. Independent from

 placing it in the Standards 
them

selves or elsew
here, the content of “P5” w

ill be considered as part of the 
norm

ative SBP system
. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

The Standards should be revised in line w
ith the published Standards Developm

ent Process Term
s of 

Reference w
here the process and role of the various governance bodies of the Standards Com

m
ittee 

and Board are set out. This w
as agreed follow

ing stakeholder consultation prior to com
m

encing the 
process and w

ill help to ensure that stakeholders continue to have confidence that they can 
m

eaningfully influence both the content and decision m
aking and allay fears that the standards are 

industry driven.  

W
orking Group A agreed. 

SBP is ensuring that the process is follow
ed. 

 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

The linkage to other relevant schem
es, including FSC/PEFC and the practical im

plications for 
certificate holders and supply chains (both short and m

edium
 term

) of disengagem
ent from

 these 
schem

es needs to be m
ore explicit.  

Linkages have been m
ade in the text w

here appropriate. 

Further details given in Revision Draft v2, and w
ill form

 part of 
training/inform

ation m
easures. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

W
e recom

m
end using the term

 Biom
ass Producer in standards 1 and 2 to m

ake clear that these 
standards are only applicable to this set of certificate holders. 

Agreem
ent in W

orking Groups to continue using the term
 "O

rganisation". 
Standard users are not only Biom

ass Producers. 

S1 
 

W
e are not com

m
enting on the detail of Standard 2, how

ever, w
e recognize the need for ensuring 

the criteria and indicators developed in Standard 1 have clear m
eans of verification and that the 

Standards (and any explanatory/guidance docum
ents) are developed in parallel. If the approaches to 

verification and m
itigation are not closely aligned there is a concern that unrealistic expectations 

m
ay cause unnecessary com

plications in com
pliance and/or verification. For exam

ple, the 
explanatory note for 6.3 requiring that suppliers and contractors m

ust assess their ow
n risk of 

com
pliance w

ith the Standard is unrealistic and should be rew
orded to put the onus on the 

certificate holder them
selves.  

Agreed. An M
oV docum

ent is being developed and w
ill be m

ade available soon. 

Standard 2, section 6.3 w
as revised to address the identified issue. In Revision 

Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents– have been re-incorporated 

into Standard 1, w
hereas the M

oV and Sources of Inform
ation – as non-norm

ative 
– w

ill form
 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm

ative docum
ent. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

M
ulti-stakeholder engagem

ent is critical to the future success of SBP and the biom
ass industry. N

G
O

 
disengagem

ent during the standards revision process due to the lim
ited am

bition show
n by SBP (e.g., 

only considering ‘increm
ental change’) has led to a significant credibility risk. To provide the biom

ass 
sector w

ith the required credibility certification system
 SBP needs to actively engage w

ith N
GO

s and 
to dem

onstrate how
 the diverse range of view

s expressed on biom
ass sustainability are being 

considered in the standards. This m
ay require new

 approaches to engagem
ent to m

inim
ise the 

disproportionate resource burden for non-industry stakeholders.  
 

W
orking Group A agreed. 

SBP is exploring options for enhancing stakeholder engagem
ent. SBP is now

 an 
ISEAL Com

m
unity M

em
ber and w

ill engage in this com
m

unity. 
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 S1 
Background and Scope 

SBP has already engaged w
idely w

ith stakeholders, notably through the series of five topic specific 
and Theory of Change w

orkshops held in Q
4 2020 and Q

1 2021. It should be explicitly dem
onstrated 

how
 the com

m
ents received during these extensive stakeholder engagem

ent processes have been 
considered in the developm

ent of the current drafts. The Theory of Change is required to be 
com

pleted ensure that the Standards are delivering on SBP’s purpose and that claim
s (enabling 

clim
ate goals to be m

et) are justified. This w
ill help ensure that there is no perceived gap betw

een 
w

hat SBP claim
s and w

hat the standards deliver.  

This docum
ent attem

pts to show
 how

 public consultation com
m

ents have been 
addressed. 

All steps in the Standards Developm
ent Process follow

 the Term
s of Reference and 

are docum
ented. SBP’s Theory of Change is publicly available on SBP’s w

ebsite. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

The Standards should be revised in line w
ith the published Standards Developm

ent Process Term
s of 

Reference w
here the process and role of the various governance bodies of the Standards Com

m
ittee 

and Board are set out. This w
as agreed follow

ing stakeholder consultation prior to com
m

encing the 
process and w

ill help to ensure that stakeholders continue to have confidence that they can 
m

eaningfully influence both the content and decision m
aking and allay fears that the standards are 

industry driven. The draft standards w
ill be required to be m

odified to enable com
pliance w

ith the 
recast RED (3) requirem

ents, and the RED2 Im
plem

enting Act.  

W
orking Group A agreed. SBP has been ensuring com

pliance. 

REDIII com
pliance w

ill becom
e a topic com

e after the Standards Developm
ent 

Process has been concluded. 

All steps in the Standards Developm
ent Process follow

 the Term
s of References 

and are docum
ented. Current and upcom

ing EU
 directives and regulations w

ill be 
addressed either in the revised Standards directly, or in additional norm

ative 
docum

ents, w
hich w

ill address future regulatory changes. The developm
ent of 

these docum
ents w

ill follow
 SBP’s agreed Docum

ent Developm
ent Procedure. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

The standards need to be future proofed for forthcom
ing regulation including anticipated EU

 
requirem

ents on Hum
an Rights in Supply Chains and zero deforestation. A scanning of forthcom

ing 
regulation should feed into the standards developm

ent.  

An early review
 of em

erging issues w
as conducted by SBP. 

SBP’s w
orkstream

 on M
onitoring and Evaluation is m

onitoring developm
ents 

relevant to the Standards and to SBP’s purpose. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

SBP should continue to recognise FSC/PEFC schem
es to ensure SBP rem

ains aligned to internationally 
recognised sustainable forestry standards. W

here gaps betw
een FSC/PEFC and REDII requirem

ents 
exist – these should be addressed through a ‘top-up’ standard, or by identifying w

hich criterion in 
Standard 1 can be m

et through FSC/PEFC certification. The standards should be aligned w
here 

possible to other existing system
s, such as ISO

-standards for efficient im
plem

entation of the set of 
system

s the operators have to im
plem

ent. W
hilst SBP provides a sourcing standard to ensure the 

sustainability of feedstock used in the production of biom
ass the suite of standards also need ensure 

supply chains are m
eeting or exceeding current and expected ESG norm

s.  

See com
m

ents above. 

These considerations are intensively discussed in the W
orking Groups, and it is 

com
m

only agreed that the SBP Standards should build on existing schem
es’ 

term
inology w

herever possible. For exam
ple, the term

s and definitions are aligned 
w

ith those of w
idely accepted system

s, regulations, and standards, such as ILO
 

conventions, ISO
 norm

s, and other voluntary standards, such as FSC. 

The revised Standards include a com
prehensive chain-of-custody system

. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

The standards should m
ake explicit the intent of the requirem

ents and provide supporting guidance 
and exam

ples w
here required.  

Revision Draft v2 has rem
oved M

oVs from
 Standard 1. The use of ‘shall’ indicates 

w
hich elem

ents of the text are m
andatory. 

In Revision Draft v2, intent and im
pacts for each requirem

ent are part of Standard 
1. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

The option should be considered for m
echanism

s to exclude or rem
ove bad actors that m

ay be 
associated w

ith certificate holders. O
ther schem

es include this in instrum
ents such as a Policy of 

Association.  

O
ut of scope for this Standards Developm

ent Process, but the suggestion has been 
forw

arded to SBP. 
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 S1 
Background and Scope 

To ensure a w
ell-functioning certification schem

e, going beyond regulatory com
pliance w

hile 
m

inim
ising adm

inistrative burden/expert technical know
ledge, SBP w

ill need to develop resources 
and tools to support certification including stakeholder engagem

ent, technical support for 
undertaking SBE/RRA, m

onitoring (e.g., rem
ote sensing), and GHG calculation support. [...] has 

already supported SBP in this regard, transferring rights for its Biom
ass Carbon Calculator, and is 

w
illing to identify and support on developing further resources in the future. These should be 

developed through m
ulti-stakeholder processes w

herever possible.  

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP should set up support tools.  

W
orking Group A agreed and has specified som

e additional guidance that needs to 
be developed (e.g., on carbon) and areas w

here SBP could usefully gather existing 
Best M

anagem
ent Practices. O

n other areas, such as HCV and stakeholder 
engagem

ent, W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP should take the lead on 

behalf of O
rganisations 

SBP w
ill provide a GHG calculator to its users, to be used on voluntary basis. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

W
e share the view

 that approaches to biodiversity, FPIC and output vs. process indicators w
ill be 

im
portant in ensuring the credibility of the standards. W

e w
ould w

elcom
e SBP setting out the 

options and im
plications in m

ore detail, including specifically of SBP taking an active centralised role 
in co-ordinating identification and m

onitoring of risks.  

Agreed (see above). 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

 It w
ould be helpful to ensure that the language through the docum

ents is aligned such that either 
risk is evaluated for each indicator, or com

pliance is evaluated w
ith each indicator.  

The editorial team
 w

as tasked w
ith ensuring consistency throughout the text. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

W
e recom

m
end using the term

 Biom
ass Producer in standards 1 and 2 to m

ake clear that these 
standards are only applicable to this set of certificate holders.  

W
orking Group A agreed to use the term

 ‘O
rganisation’ to ensure that the 

Standards apply to a w
ider range of bodies than just Biom

ass Producers. 

The use of the term
 "O

rganisation" is m
aintained, to address am

ongst others, 
vertically integrated com

panies. The glossary provides a clear definition. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

To better dem
onstrate SBP is m

eeting its purpose, SBP need to clearly link the Standards/SBP 
reporting obligations to carbon accounting across the supply chain – this can be broken dow

n into 
three com

ponents: 1) Im
pact on LU

LU
CF em

issions 2) Im
pact on Energy sector em

issions 3) Im
pact 

on rem
aining sectors im

pacted throughout the supply chain 1. Im
pact of SBP biom

ass on LU
LU

CF 
sector should be dem

onstrated through inclusion of LU
LU

CF criteria in Article 29 paragraph 7 of the 
Renew

able Energy Directive – currently being discussed in forest carbon w
orking group. 2. Im

pact on 
energy sector is dem

onstrated by use of biom
ass fuel reported as zero w

ithin national inventories. 
How

ever, SBP should recognise further opportunities here e.g., opportunities for bioenergy w
ith CCS 

to deliver carbon negative em
issions in the Energy sector. 3. By transferring rights to our Biom

ass 
Carbon Calculator across to SBP, [...] has m

ade a significant contribution to im
proved supply chain 

em
ission reporting w

hich SBP should build upon. SBP should report on the carbon im
pact of supply 

chains using aggregated data from
 end users. SBP should identify future opportunities to im

prove 
carbon reporting – e.g., by including GHG calculation as part of a BP audit and require carbon 
intensity data to be passed through the DTS.  

The full suite of Standards is aim
ing to ensure that there is reporting and 

accounting, or at least justification, for sourcing decisions that have an im
pact on 

carbon throughout the supply chain. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

SBP should be m
ore am

bitious w
ith its purpose – to not only help countries and corporates m

eet 
clim

ate goals, but to deliver a carbon negative industry. [...] are w
illing to support SBP in driving 

forw
ard a carbon negative agenda for the w

ider industry.  

U
nfortunately, there w

as no consensus reached on this issue. Inevitably, the final 
text is a com

prom
ise representing w

here consensus could be reached on 
am

bition. 
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W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP discuss this overarching topic further 

am
ongst the relevant governance bodies. 

 S1 
Background and Scope 

[...] is not com
m

enting on the detail of Standard 2. How
ever, w

e recognise the need for ensuring 
those criteria and indicators developed in Standard 1 have clear m

eans of verification and m
itigation. 

There is therefore a need to ensure the standards are developed in parallel, and that approaches to 
verification and m

itigation are considered closely alongside the developm
ent of criteria and 

indicators. 

In Revision Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents – have been re-

incorporated into Standard 1, w
hereas the M

oV and Sources of Inform
ation – as 

non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm

ative 
docum

ent. 

 

 S1 
General com

m
ents: Standard 1 - 

Feedstock Com
pliance. 

Background and Scope 

[...] is a tim
ber grow

ing and forest products com
pany that ow

ns and m
anages alm

ost 11 m
illion acres 

(4.5 m
illion hectares) of tim

berland in the U
nited States and m

anages significant holdings in Canada 
as w

ell. All of [...]’s tim
berlands are certified under the forest m

anagem
ent standards of the 

Sustainable Forestry Initiative® (SFI; w
w

w
.forests.org). Sim

ilar to other certification program
s, SFI 

holds participants to a standard that ensures conservation of at-risk species and com
m

unities and 
requires that program

s are in place to address biodiversity. The SFI also requires m
em

ber com
panies 

to m
eet or exceed all state Best M

anagem
ent Practices (BM

Ps) for the protection of w
ater quality. 

[...] is not biom
ass producer but does sell fibre into the biom

ass m
arket in the form

 of sm
all trees 

during thinning, as w
ell as tops, lim

bs and otherw
ise unm

erchantable m
aterial (e.g., broken or 

hollow
 stem

s). Biom
ass producers provide a critical valuable service to landow

ners looking for an 
econom

ic incentive to continue m
anaging their forests as forests. [...] provides the follow

ing 
com

m
ents: Principle 5 It is very disappointing that the Secretariat or other internal SBP group m

ade 
the decision to m

ove Principle 5 out of the scope of Standard 1. Principle 5 brings active 
participation, outreach, education and research to S1 and the SBP. Too m

uch tim
e and effort go into 

developing proposals such as P5 for it to be deleted from
 consideration w

ithout justification or 
w

arning. P5 is designed to bring BPs into the forestry com
m

unity and provide proactive support to 
forest landow

ners (outreach), forest w
orkers (training and education opportunities), and to discover 

answ
ers about how

 biom
ass im

pacts the region or landscape (research). This is the m
ost outw

ard 
and forw

ard looking of the principles. Standalone docum
ent There is too m

uch am
biguity and 

uncertainty to support the idea of the "standalone docum
ent." it's uncertain w

hether the m
itigation 

m
easures or m

eans of verification w
ill be suggestive or norm

ative. Though there w
as som

e 
im

provem
ents and clarifications needed in the previous S1 for M

oV and Guidance statem
ents, going 

to a SAD creates too m
any questions. E.g., w

ho's going to draft the SAD? how
 w

ill it be vetted by the 
BPs? are w

e looking at another draw
n-out affair sim

ilar to updating the SBP Standard? And if the SAD 
sits outside the Standard, w

ill it be subject to frequent updates, interpretations and additions.  

Thinking around how
 O

rganisations can dem
onstrate collaboration, innovation 

and delivering at scale has not been lost, but no consensus w
as reached on 

incorporating it directly w
ithin Standard 1. The issue has been presented to SBP for 

exploring alternative action. 

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ongst 
SBP Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. W

hether placed in the Standard itself or 
elsew

here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w
ill be part of the norm

ative SBP system
. 

In Revision Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents – have been 

incorporated into Standard 1, w
hereas the M

oV and Sources of Inform
ation – as 

non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm

ative 
docum

ent. 
 

S1 
Principle 1 - Legality 

For all the Principles - Is Sources of Inform
ation to Include a requirem

ent or guidance? Indicator 1.1.1 
has a lot of different topics w

hich require different evidence. I suggest breaking it up a bit based on 
w

hat kind of evidence is needed to show
 low

 risk. For exam
ple, ow

nership, health and safety, and 
CITES/species are all very different topics.  
 Indicator 1.1.1: The inform

ation below
 the bullet points adds a lot of useful inform

ation. It w
ould be 

helpful if the "Health and Safety Standards" bullet point w
as included in the inform

ation.  
 

There w
as no need for a second criterion. 

It w
as acknow

ledged that there are a lot of issues w
rapped up in a single indicator, 

but it w
as felt that the requirem

ent to keep a register of relevant law
s w

as 
sufficient to m

ake it clear w
hat w

as expected. 
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Indicator 1.1.1: In "Sources of Further Inform
ation" there is no link for Health and safety topics. It 

w
ould be helpful if there w

as one to add clarity on w
hat sort of inform

ation you w
ere looking for 

there.  

S1 
Indicator 2.2.3 

Suggest not using the w
ord Shall in the title of the Guidance statem

ent. If it is guidance it, by default, 
does not m

ean shall. N
utrient balance, fertility and cycling is unrealistic to understand and evaluate 

w
hen the BP is not the ow

ner of the forest. This should be m
oved dow

n in priority to other im
pacts 

that could be identified.  

It w
as decided not to change the approach taken to ‘shall’ w

ithin guidance. 

How
ever, it w

as acknow
ledged that, in case concerns about the m

andatory status 
of guidance in relation to specific indicators arise, the status of the guidance 
should be re-exam

ined by the relevant Sub-groups.  

S1 
Indicator 2.2.3:  

The guidance here has not been agreed to by the natural capital and biodiversity subgroup. The 
subgroup has not agreed to include these im

pacts in the guidance. This appears to be a creeping in of 
the language from

 the Decem
ber 2019 drafts provided by the Secretariat, w

hich resulted in a 
negative opinion from

 m
any stakeholders and w

as done aw
ay w

ith. Soil m
onitoring technologies and 

best practices are still evolving. Salinisation, acidification, and others do not yet have agreed up on 
m

ethodologies. Because biom
ass producers do not ow

n or m
anage their ow

n forest lands, this is not 
practically im

plem
entable or auditable. This language should be rem

oved from
 the draft revisions as 

it has not been agreed upon or proposed by the subgroup and presents a significant burden for 
certificate holders.  

N
o change – in principle w

e can have m
andatory guidance as long as it is clearly 

signalled in the Introduction. ‘Im
pacts in Standard 1 are re-w

orded to ensure that 
they do not to com

e across as perform
ance outcom

es, for exam
ple, references to 

‘is m
aintained’, ‘enhanced,’ etc have been rem

oved. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.3 

The list of forest soils criteria is problem
atic. M

any of the item
s listed are not w

ell researched and 
m

aking them
 a requirem

ent is not a great idea. Rather than suggesting these be included m
aybe SBP 

could add P5 back into S1 and m
ake these som

e projects they can w
ork on for the next standards 

revision. I think the current 2.2.2 soils indicator should be used. 

N
o change – in principle w

e can have m
andatory guidance as long as it is clearly 

signalled in the Introduction. ‘Im
pacts in Standard 1 are re-w

orded to ensure that 
they do not to com

e across as perform
ance outcom

es, for exam
ple, references to 

‘is m
aintained’, ‘enhanced,’ etc have been rem

oved. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.3 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance. It is disappointing that this 
language has returned to the Standard follow

ing strong dissent by m
em

bers of the natural capital 
subgroup. There is an expectation ("shall") that the BPs w

ill assess these num
erous variables w

hen 
for the m

ost part there is not a standard or viable m
ethodology for com

pleting the analysis at the 
scale of an SBE. Currently, in the U

S, BPs do not m
anage the property they purchase biom

ass from
, 

so they w
ould have to depend on publicly available data - w

hich is not available for m
ost of these 

variables.  

N
o change – in principle w

e can have m
andatory guidance as long as it is clearly 

signalled in the Introduction. ‘Im
pacts in Standard 1 are re-w

orded to ensure that 
they do not to com

e across as perform
ance outcom

es, for exam
ple, references to 

‘is m
aintained’, ‘enhanced,’ etc have been rem

oved. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.3 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

I think the suggested guidance should be replaced w
ith the current guidance. Proving the suggested 

guidance is not realistic given the inform
ation currently available on these subjects. 

Guidance edited: 

Likely im
pacts of residue rem

oval, as w
ell as the absence of that m

aterial once 
rem

oved, should be identified, and appropriate m
itigation m

easures 
im

plem
ented.  
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Possible im
pacts include but are not lim

ited to:  

Im
pacts on soil quality – fertility, organic m

atter content, structure and 
com

paction, w
ater retention and chem

istry (link to 2.2.3). 

Im
pacts on carbon storage (link to 3.1.1)  

Im
pacts on biodiversity - availability of dead organic m

atter serving as a niche and 
food source for w

ildlife. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

Im
pacts of residue rem

oval on ecosystem
s, and the degree to w

hich biom
ass sourcing is affecting 

residue rem
oval, is an area that needs further research. In the U

S there are lim
ited studies based on 

experim
ental m

anipulation of residues over short tim
e periods. This w

ould be a very good place for 
SBP to engage to encourage advances in know

ledge. In the short-term
, suggest changing the w

ording 
in the indicator to be m

ore flexible, i.e., change “include but not lim
ited to” to “som

e considerations 
m

ight be…
” Guidance should not be seen to be prescriptive, especially in this situation.  

Guidance edited: 

Likely im
pacts of residue rem

oval, as w
ell as the absence of that m

aterial once 
rem

oved, should be identified, and appropriate m
itigation m

easures 
im

plem
ented.  

Possible im
pacts include but are not lim

ited to:  

Im
pacts on soil quality – fertility, organic m

atter content, structure and 
com

paction, w
ater retention and chem

istry (link to 2.2.3). 

Im
pacts on carbon storage (link to 3.1.1)  

Im
pacts on biodiversity - availability of dead organic m

atter serving as a niche and 
food source for w

ildlife. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance.  
In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative requirem

ents – have been 
incorporated into Standard 1, w

hereas the M
oV and Sources of Inform

ation – as 
non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm
ative 

docum
ent. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

Im
pacts of residue rem

oval on ecosystem
s, and the degree to w

hich biom
ass sourcing is affecting 

residue rem
oval, is an area that needs further research. In the U

S there are lim
ited studies based on 

experim
ental m

anipulation of residues over short tim
e periods. This w

ould be a very good place for 
SBP to engage to encourage advances in know

ledge. In the short-term
, suggest changing the w

ording 
in the indicator to be m

ore flexible, i.e., change “include but not lim
ited to” to “som

e considerations 
m

ight be…
” Guidance should not be seen to be prescriptive, especially in this situation.  

Guidance edited: 

Likely im
pacts of residue rem

oval, as w
ell as the absence of that m

aterial once 
rem

oved, should be identified, and appropriate m
itigation m

easures 
im

plem
ented.  

Possible im
pacts include but are not lim

ited to:  

Im
pacts on soil quality – fertility, organic m

atter content, structure and 
com

paction, w
ater retention and chem

istry (link to 2.2.3). 

Im
pacts on carbon storage (link to 3.1.1)  
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Im
pacts on biodiversity - availability of dead organic m

atter serving as a niche and 
food source for w

ildlife. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

The Guidance should be "Likely im
pacts of residue rem

oval m
ay include:" How

 does one estim
ate the 

"im
pacts of the process of residue rem

oval, as w
ell as the absence of that m

aterial once rem
oved? 

»? It's like proving a negative. It should be rem
oved Im

pacts on soil quality should be rem
oved since 

it is already addressed in the current 2.2.2 Im
pacts to carbon storage should be rem

oved since it is in 
the carbon indicators. Actually, to lim

it text, I think the suggested guidance should be replaced w
ith 

the current guidance. Proving the suggested guidance is not realistic given the inform
ation currently 

available on these subjects. 

N
o change - w

e have accepted in principle that w
e can repeat significant issues to 

strengthen them
. 

How
ever, the editors w

ill ensure that each bullet links through to other relevant 
indicators. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance. Suggest rem
oving: 

"Im
pacts on biodiversity - availability of dead organic m

atter serving as a niche and food source for 
w

ildlife" This is redundant to conservation of biodiversity.  

Guidance edited: 

Likely im
pacts of residue rem

oval, as w
ell as the absence of that m

aterial once 
rem

oved, should be identified, and appropriate m
itigation m

easures 
im

plem
ented.  

Possible im
pacts include but are not lim

ited to:  

Im
pacts on soil quality – fertility, organic m

atter content, structure and 
com

paction, w
ater retention and chem

istry (link to 2.2.3). 

Im
pacts on carbon storage (link to 3.1.1)  

Im
pacts on biodiversity - availability of dead organic m

atter serving as a niche and 
food source for w

ildlife. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.4 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 

I think the suggested guidance should be replaced w
ith the current guidance. Verifying against the 

suggested guidance is not realistic given the inform
ation currently available on these subjects. 

W
e have explored the scope of influence m

any tim
es. In principle, w

e are seeking 
to find the available ‘levers’ for Biom

ass Producers to bring about the desired 
outcom

es w
here there are possible serious im

pacts. And by m
aking the im

pacts 
m

ore explicit w
e are signalling that w

hat needs to be assessed and m
anaged is 

seen to be a risk. 
The only difference is a list of possible im

pacts – there is no substantive change to 
the indicator.  

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance. 
W

e have explored the scope of influence m
any tim

es. In principle, w
e are seeking 

to find the available ‘levers’ for Biom
ass Producers to bring about the desired 

outcom
es w

here there are possible serious im
pacts. And by m

aking the im
pacts 

m
ore explicit w

e are signalling that w
hat needs to be assessed and m

anaged is 
seen to be a risk. 
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The only difference is a list of possible im
pacts – there is no substantive change to 

the indicator.  

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 

W
e encourage SBP to engage subject area experts but to be cautious about incorporating indicators 

that are not appropriate to the level of certificate holder influence. For exam
ple, evaluation of 

groundw
ater seem

s inappropriate w
hen the BP does not ow

n the lands it sources from
.  

Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m
aking and 

preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Principle 2 

1 - The HCVA (capitalized) has not been agreed upon or endorsed by the biodiversity and natural 
capital subgroup. The subgroup has not agreed to include reference to it in the guidance. This 
appears to be a creeping in of the language from

 the Decem
ber 2019 drafts provided by the 

Secretariat, w
hich resulted in a negative opinion from

 m
any stakeholders and w

as done aw
ay w

ith. 
This language should be rem

oved from
 the draft revisions, as it has not been agreed upon or 

proposed by the subgroup. Further, in the SBP w
ebinar on M

onday, July 19th, the Chair of W
GA 

stated that the N
atural Capital and Biodiversity subgroup had been unable to decide how

 to m
ove 

forw
ard w

ith HCVA. This is not the understanding of the m
em

bers of the subgroup. The subgroup 
does not w

ish to include HCVA in the Standard.  

Leave HCVA in guidance as a best practice – rem
ove ‘. should be follow

ed.’ - keep 
the need to justify choice of tool; Request SBP to facilitate or undertake SB level 
HCV assessm

ents using the HCVRN
 approach w

here there is a high risk to their 
conservation and/or w

here capacity and tools to do so are otherw
ise lim

ited or 
m

issing. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.1.1 - Agree w
ith the consolidation of the biodiversity, high conservation values, key ecosystem

s, 
and key habitats into a single indicator. Although it is logical to reference the HCVA (capitalized) 
m

ethod, the natural capital subgroup agreed that it only be referenced as “best practice,” therefore 
it is recom

m
ended that the w

ord “should be follow
ed w

henever possible” be rem
oved from

 this 
guidance statem

ent. 

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Principle 2 

2.1.2 - Agree w
ith an Indicator addressing general biodiversity considerations, separate from

 
protection of key species, habitats, and ecosystem

s. How
ever, to im

prove clarity, suggest refining the 
indicator title to directly reflect “general biodiversity”. This w

ould assure that there is no redundancy 
in response to Indicator 2.1.1.  

W
orking Group A decided to change Indicator text to “general biodiversity”. 

 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.3 - Suggest not using the w
ord “shall” in the title of the Guidance statem

ent. If it is guidance it, by 
default, does not m

ean shall. N
utrient balance, fertility and cycling is unrealistic to understand and 

evaluate w
hen the BP is not the ow

ner of the forest. This should be m
oved dow

n in priority to 
“O

ther im
pacts” that could be identified. Soil m

onitoring technologies and best practices are still 
evolving. Salinisation, acidification, and others do not yet have agreed up on m

ethodologies. Because 
biom

ass producers do not ow
n or m

anage their ow
n forest lands, this is not practically 

im
plem

entable or auditable. 2.2.5 - Evaluation of groundw
ater seem

s inappropriate w
hen the BP 

does not ow
n the lands it sources from

.  

It w
as decided not to change the approach taken to ‘shall’ w

ithin the guidance. 

How
ever, it w

as acknow
ledged that w

hen concerns about m
andatory guidance in 

relation to specific indicators should be re-exam
ined by the relevant sub-groups 

(see proposals today) 
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S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.3 The "sources of inform
ation include" section for 2.2.3 references SFI Guidance to SFI 2015-

2019. Standards and Rules January 2017 Chapter 6.1 SFI 2016-2019 Forest M
anagem

ent Standard 
O

bjective 4: Conservation of Biological Diversity. Forests w
ith Exceptional Conservation Value". This 

reference is specifically for Forestland ow
ners and is confusing on w

hat inform
ation you're hoping a 

BP w
ill include. Could you please be m

ore specific on w
hether it's just the definition that is an 

im
portant source, or w

hether you're expecting inform
ation that can only com

e from
 the landow

ner, 
w

hich w
ill receive push-back as BPs don't typically ow

n land.  
 

W
orking Group A decided to include the proposed text in the sources of 

inform
ation section. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.1.2 W
hy are there no "Sources of inform

ation to include" for this indicator?  
Sources of inform

ation w
ill be included in a separate, guidance docum

ent, 
w

hereas im
pacts have been included in Standard 1. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.2 W
hy are there no "Sources of inform

ation to include" for this indicator?  
Sources of inform

ation w
ill be included in a separate, guidance docum

ent, 
w

hereas im
pacts have been included in Standard 1. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.3 Could you please give exam
ples on w

hat sort of evidence w
ould suffice from

 a risk-based 
assessm

ent perspective for "N
utrient balance, fertility and cycling is m

aintained", "Contam
ination is 

prevented and m
inim

ised", "Salination and alkalinisation", "acidification", "soil biodiversity im
pacts", 

"sealing", "soil w
ater m

anagem
ent"  

W
orking Group A agreed to the request. An im

pacts paper is in developm
ent. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.4 M
issing "Sources of inform

ation to include" for this indicator  
Sources of inform

ation w
ill be included in a separate, guidance docum

ent, 
w

hereas im
pacts have been included in Standard 1. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.5 M
issing "Sources of inform

ation to include" for this indicator  
Sources of inform

ation w
ill be included in a separate, guidance docum

ent, 
w

hereas im
pacts have been included in Standard 1. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.6 M
issing "Sources of inform

ation to include" for this indicator  
Sources of inform

ation w
ill be included in a separate, guidance docum

ent, 
w

hereas im
pacts have been included in Standard 1. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.7 "Chem
ical use should be justified, and there should be evidence that non-chem

ical alternatives 
have been considered" This is hard to im

plem
ent from

 a risk-based approach and rings as a Forest 
M

anagem
ent standard. How

 w
ould this guidance be im

plem
entable for a BP?  

N
o change - there is no change from

 current text 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.8 There is no guidance to this section at all. It's very useful to have both the guidance and sources 
of inform

ation to include to direct BPs on w
hat sort of evidence you're looking for.  

 

U
nable to identify any further guidance. 

 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.9 The Guidance links back to Principle 3. Please give an exact indicator or list of indicators if 
possible.  

Guidance text is review
ed in Revision Draft v2. 

S1 
Principle 2 

2.2.12 There is no guidance to this section at all. It's very useful to have both the guidance and 
sources of inform

ation to include to direct BPs on w
hat sort of evidence you're looking for. 

U
nable to identify any further guidance.  
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S1 
Principle 2 

Rem
oval of the suggested M

oVs w
ithout publication of the draft docum

ent they w
ill be contained in 

m
akes assessm

ent of the principle difficult. W
ill the original M

oVs still be used? 
In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative requirem

ents – have been 
incorporated in Standard 1, w

hereas the M
oV and Sources of Inform

ation – as 
non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm
ative 

docum
ent. 

S1 
Principle 2 

Currently, there are no w
idely agreed upon m

ethods for evaluating and m
easuring ILU

C. Risk of ILU
C 

from
 biom

ass sourcing is very low
 considering biom

ass' place at the bottom
 of the forest value chain. 

Because biom
ass producers do not ow

n or m
anage their ow

n forests, it is not practical or auditable 
to include ILU

C in the standard. This w
ould represent significant additional burden for certificate 

holders.  

W
orking Group A concluded that it w

as prem
ature to include ILU

C in the Standard. 

S1 
Principle 2 

ILU
C, as it is w

idely m
odelled, represents the price-induced im

pact of an increase in biom
ass dem

and 
on land carbon stocks. As Principle 3 seeks to identify and m

itigate risks of biom
ass dem

and causing 
changes in carbon stock on a regional basis and m

akes several references to the use of econom
ic 

data w
ithin the supply base as evidence against the indicators therein, the core principles 

underpinning ILU
C m

odelling is already built into the proposed Standard revisions. How
ever, future 

efforts of SBP should seek to better quantify im
pacts of biom

ass dem
and on carbon stocks through 

utilization of m
odelling approaches consistent w

ith the ILU
C approach (i.e., econom

etric m
odelling). 

ILU
C is not included. 

S1 
Principle 2 

It is critical that sustainably sourced biom
ass does not cause depletion of carbon stocks through 

indirect land use change. How
ever, ILU

C, as it is w
idely m

odelled, represents the price-induced 
im

pact of increasing biom
ass dem

and on all those land carbon stocks affected by dem
and. As 

Principle 3 seeks to identify and m
itigate risks of biom

ass dem
and causing changes in carbon stock 

on a regional basis and m
akes several references to the use of econom

ic data w
ithin the supply base 

as evidence against the indicators therein, the core principles underpinning ILU
C m

odelling is already 
built into the proposed Standard revisions. How

ever, future efforts of SBP should seek to better 
quantify im

pacts of biom
ass dem

and on carbon stocks through utilisation of m
odelling approaches 

consistent w
ith the ILU

C approach (i.e., econom
etric m

odelling).  

ILU
C is not included. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.1 (ILU

C) 
N

o, there is no value in requiring ILU
C in the standard. It is not a know

able thing. There is no 
reasonable m

ethodology for O
rganizations sourcing low

 grade w
ood from

 tracts being harvested for 
higher value products to use in assessing w

hether their sourcing activities are creating ILU
C.  

ILU
C is not included. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.1 (ILU

C) 
There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum

ent. W
ithout m

ore detail regarding its 
content, it's difficult to m

ake a judgem
ent on this indicator and guidance. 

ILU
C is not included. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 (im

pacts of 
biom

ass production on w
ater 

resources) 

I think the suggested guidance should be replaced w
ith the current guidance. Proving the suggested 

guidance is not realistic given the inform
ation currently available on these subjects. 

The guidance has been further developed. 
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S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 (im

pacts of 
biom

ass production on w
ater 

resources) 

The ability of a producer, their contractor, or a CB to m
easure surface run-off or soil and 

groundw
ater depletion at the tim

e of harvest, or at a later date during a third-party audit is 
questionable.  

Lim
itations to due diligence of third parties have been dealt w

ith in section 6.3 of 
Standard 2. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 (im

pacts of 
biom

ass production on w
ater 

resources) 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance. 
In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative requirem

ents – have been 
incorporated in Standard 1, w

hereas the M
oV and Sources of Inform

ation – as 
non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm
ative 

docum
ent. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 (im

pacts of 
biom

ass production on w
ater 

resources) 

W
e encourage SBP to engage subject area experts but to be cautious about incorporating indicators 

that are not appropriate to the level of certificate holder influence. For exam
ple, evaluation of 

groundw
ater seem

s inappropriate w
hen the BP does not ow

n the lands it operates in.  

Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m
aking and 

preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 (im

pacts of 
biom

ass production on w
ater 

resources) 

W
e encourage SBP to engage subject area experts but to be cautious about incorporating indicators 

that are not appropriate to the level of certificate holder influence. For exam
ple, evaluation of 

groundw
ater seem

s inappropriate w
hen the BP does not ow

n the lands it sources from
.  

Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m
aking and 

preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.5 (im

pacts of 
biom

ass production on w
ater 

resources) 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.6 

I suggest reverting to the current air quality indicator 2.2.7 and its associated guidance. 
W

orking Group A decided not to revert. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.6 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance. it should be clarified that if 
the O

rganization is not the landow
ner, this guidance is not an expectation. 

In Revision Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents – have been 

incorporated in Standard 1, w
hereas the M

oV and Sources of Inform
ation – as 

non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part of a separate (to be developed) non-norm

ative 
docum

ent. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.6 

This indicator has been significantly expanded to include m
ore than just forest m

anagem
ent 

activities. W
e are aw

are of grow
ing stakeholder interest on air quality, how

ever, in the U
S air quality 

associated w
ith the biom

ass producing plant is handled through a rigorous state level perm
itting 

process and m
onitored continuously for com

pliance w
ith the Clean Air Act and EPA guidance. N

eed 
understand the appropriate level of evidence w

hich w
ill be required as evidence for adherence to 

Standard 1.  

N
o change.  

Com
pliance w

ith U
S Environm

ental Protection Agency and the U
S law

 ‘Clean Air 
Act’ is not globally applicable. 
Im

pacts and M
oV w

ill identify the evidence needed. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.6 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.9 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance.  
In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative requirem

ents – have been 
incorporated into Standard 1, w

hereas the M
eans of Verification (M

oV) and 
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Sources of Inform
ation – as non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be 
developed), non-norm

ative docum
ent. 

S1 
 

2.2.10 M
uch of this guidance is related to or redundant to Indicators in 2.1, 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. This 

indicator should address forest health in a straightforw
ard, traditional m

anner - i.e., fire, insects, 
disease. Ecological functions, flood control, succession, etc. are not forest health issues or should be 
addressed elsew

here in the standard. 

Redundancy checks have been done and text w
as adapted. Further redundancy 

checks are ongoing. 

S1 
Indicator 2.2.9 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content. 

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

SBP should not adopt the HCV approach (capitalized). M
any of the criteria and indicators associated 

w
ith the HCVRN

 are not risk-based and instead refer directly to forest-level m
anagem

ent. Biom
ass 

producers do not consistently have access to this type of data. The natural capital and biodiversity 
subgroup has not recom

m
ended m

oving forw
ard w

ith HCV (capitalized). 

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘ should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

SBP should not specifically require the use on the HCVN
RA. The HCVN

RA is a forestland-based 
standard for use by forest landow

ners or those w
ith long term

 forest leases or concessions. The 
standard does not contain instructions for application outside the use in direct forestland 
m

anagem
ent and there is no clear or proven m

ethodology for use in other procurem
ent system

s 
such as buying w

ood directly from
 suppliers w

ho deal directly w
ith landow

ners. At best it should be 
held out as a best practice or leave it as currently reference m

eaning just one of a num
ber of tools an 

organization could use to determ
ine HCV location and risk  

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

The concept of HCV's needs a different approach that m
ore closely aligns w

ith the country or region 
that a com

pany is operating in rather than global concerns or concerns that are m
anaged by 

governm
ents. 

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

There is significant concern regarding the "standalone" docum
ent. W

ithout m
ore detail regarding its 

content, it's difficult to m
ake a judgem

ent on this indicator and guidance.  
 

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

The HCV approach nor the HCVRN
 guidance has not been agreed to or endorsed by the N

atural 
Capital subgroup and in fact has raised som

e specific concerns. W
Y does not consider HCV a "best 

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 
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practice" and has used alternative approaches (e.g., N
atureServe, agency natural heritage data, 

agency W
ildlife Action Plans) successfully in the conservation of at-risk species and com

m
unities. 

This flexibility m
ust be retained. O

bjections to the HCVRN
 program

 has been raised previously and 
it's disappointing that is again appearing in this draft as a preferred system

.  

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

2.1.2 "The organisations shall com
m

unicate w
ith suppliers, forest and other operators, and provide 

them
 w

ith records of m
eetings, talks, w

orkshops, etc." This norm
ative statem

ent is unclear as to 
w

hat is expected of the organization. Suggested change: "M
aintenance or im

provem
ent of 

ecosystem
 services." Suggest change: "...level (e.g., standing..." these are exam

ples of habitat 
features not "in other w

ords" Suggest: "Avoid the spread of invasive species." 

Suggestions taken up in Revision Draft v2. 

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

W
hile w

e share the view
 that approaches to biodiversity in the new

 standards need to be am
bitious 

and recognize the value of HCVRN
 w

e caution against alignm
ent w

ith a single approach. This is a very 
valid approach but selective application of com

ponents of the HCV m
ethods are m

ore fit to 
addressing individual criteria set out in Standards. In addition, there are other m

ethodologies and 
tools available for certificate holders. Flexibility and acceptance of varied approaches m

ay result in 
m

ore robust analysis and response. W
e w

ould also w
elcom

e SBP setting out the options and 
im

plications in m
ore detail, including specifically of SBP taking an active centralized role in 

coordinating biodiversity identification and m
onitoring and sharing this w

ith Biom
ass Producers.  

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Indicator 2.1.1 (HCV) 

W
hilst w

e share the view
 that approaches to biodiversity in the new

 standards need to be am
bitious 

and recognise the value of HCVRN
 w

e caution against alignm
ent w

ith a single approach. W
e w

ould 
w

elcom
e SBP setting out the options and im

plications in m
ore detail, including specifically of SBP 

taking an active centralised role in co-ordinating biodiversity identification and m
onitoring and 

sharing this w
ith Biom

ass Producers. 

W
orking Group A decided to leave HCVA in guidance as an exam

ple for best 
practice and rem

ove ‘should be follow
ed’ and keep the need to justify choice of 

tool; W
orking Group A suggests SBP to facilitate or undertake Supply Base level 

HCV assessm
ents using the HCVRN

 approach w
here there is a high risk to their 

conservation and/or w
here capacity and tools to do so are otherw

ise lim
ited or 

m
issing.  

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

"Forest" Carbon in the landscape... Perhaps the original Criterion w
as better than these alternatives. 

there's no definition of "slow
 grow

ing" and no m
atter the definition, there w

ill be controversy. High 
carbon stock areas are already covered in P2, so this is redundant. Allow

ing the acceptance of 
stum

ps and roots in any case w
ill be controversial and dam

age the credibility of SBP. All the text 
follow

ing "To inform
 the risk assessm

ent..." w
ould be difficult to audit against (likely im

possible) and 
should be deleted.  

Revised and proposed text on carbon in Revision Draft v2 aim
s to develop a 

pragm
atic but effective w

ay to reduce the risk that biom
ass has unacceptable 

associated LU
LU

CF em
issions. The form

ulation is still difficult but less so than the 
original text. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

This principle should refer directly to forest carbon in the landscape.  
W

orking Group A agreed that the criteria should apply to biom
ass outside the 

forest and not just w
ithin the forest. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

Both options in 3.1 have issues: - W
hat is w

rong w
ith the original criterion? W

hat evidence do w
e 

have that this is not sufficient or needs editing? W
hat problem

 is this change trying to solve? - 
Biom

ass sourcing is a sm
all piece of overall landscape, so forest carbon stocks are not m

aintained or 
increased solely because of sourcing biom

ass feedstocks. - A clear definition of ‚adversely affected 
‘w

ould be needed, along w
ith tim

e scale. - The criterion should be related to the ability of forest 
landscape to continue to act as a carbon sink. - O

riginal criterion referred to region, this refers to 

Revised and proposed text on carbon in Revision Draft v2 aim
s to develop a 

pragm
atic but effective w

ay to reduce the risk that biom
ass has unacceptable 

associated LU
LU

CF em
issions. The form

ulation is still difficult but less so than the 
original text. 
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supply base. Suggest that region is m
ore appropriate. - Both are very vague, w

hich m
akes auditability 

and im
plem

entation difficult or im
possible.  

 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

O
n 3.1.1 - Suggest that instead of this regional forest carbon assessm

ent, w
hich seem

s very generic 
and difficult to audit, that the REDII im

plem
entation guidelines for determ

ining carbon im
pact are 

follow
ed. REDII guidance requires biom

ass producer to use a historical reference baseline to m
ake 

reasonable estim
ations about w

hat carbon m
ay look like in the future in the sourcing area. The 

guidance also requires that econom
ic operators develop a verification system

, creating a good 
opportunity for SBP to fill that role.  
 

LU
LU

CF requirem
ents relating to REDll have been incorporated into Revision Draft 

v2. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

O
n 3.1.1 contexts - W

hy are these specific 5 scenarios called out? The list of contexts w
hich seem

 
negative for carbon (but are not alw

ays) is endless. Is it necessary to select specific instances that 
require additional justification?  
 

The issues highlighted w
ere deem

ed to be the m
ost likely and highest risk. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

O
n slow

 grow
ing forest - The carbon w

ork group has been unable to find an acceptable definition of 
slow

-grow
ing forests for 12+ m

onths. This indicates that there is no acceptable definition.  
 

This is challenging; the text has been revised in Revision Draft v2. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

O
n high carbon stock areas - The real concern is that these areas w

ould be converted aw
ay from

 
high-carbon stock because of biom

ass sourcing – this type of conversion is already prevented by 
other criteria/indicators, so this seem

s unnecessary to repeat here.  

W
orking Group A has, in principle, agreed that ‘im

portant’ issues can be reinforced 
across different indicators – links to related indicators are m

ade in Revision Draft 
v2 text. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

O
n 3.1.1 'consider...' - ‚Consider‘ is a difficult w

ord to audit against. Say an organization considers 
and decides a carbon estim

ation is not needed. Is that decision process audited? W
hat if the auditor 

disagrees?  

Forest Carbon Sub-group currently develops additional guidance. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

O
n 3.1.1 definition of 'conservative' - Clarity is needed on w

hat type of ‚action’ is appropriate here.  
  

Forest Carbon Sub-group currently develops additional guidance. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

O
n 3.1.1 reference to standalone guidance - All SFM

 activities have relevance to forest carbon. 
Attem

pting to identify all possible practices and outcom
es is an im

possible task. Plus, there w
ill 

alw
ays be exceptions to every rule. 

The issues highlighted w
ere deem

ed to be the m
ost likely and highest risk. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

“Principle 3: Carbon in the landscape is m
aintained or increased” Change to: “Principle 3: Carbon 

stocks are m
aintained or increased” Justification: The indicators contain references to factors that 

w
ill im

pact changes in carbon stock in solid w
ood products (i.e., diversion from

 alternative m
arkets) 

Revision Draft v2 text has been am
ended to read: ‘increased or not adversely 

affected’. 



    Response to public consultation on SBP Standards Revision Draft v1 
  

 
 

 
 

 
Page 18  

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

“The organisation shall undertake a risk assessm
ent of the im

pacts of biom
ass harvesting on forest 

carbon w
ithin the supply base, to ensure that forest carbon stocks are not adversely affected and 

uses the assessm
ent to justify feedstock sourcing decisions. The organisation shall provide 

justification for the tim
e fram

e applicable to the assessm
ent.” Change to: “The organisation shall 

undertake a risk assessm
ent of the im

pacts of biom
ass harvesting on forest carbon w

ithin the supply 
base, to ensure that forest carbon stocks are not adversely affected com

pared to a baseline w
ithout 

the BPs dem
and for biom

ass sources and uses the assessm
ent to justify feedstock sourcing decisions. 

The organisation shall provide justification for the tim
e fram

e applicable to the assessm
ent.” 

Justification: Preference on ‘adversely affected’ over ‘m
aintained or increased’ w

ithin the indicator 
as this m

ore easily talks to use of ‘good’ sources of biom
ass in regions of declining carbon stock - that 

is w
here despite declining stocks, the im

pact of biom
ass sourcing is beneficial. Further clarity is 

required on w
hat ‘as a result of sourcing feedstocks’ m

eans in term
s of assessing im

pact on forest 
carbon stocks. U

se of a phrase ‘com
pared to a baseline’ is valuable in tying the standard to carbon 

assessm
ents in other policies and standards e.g., LU

LU
CF accounting, carbon verification standards. 

The assessm
ent should consider im

pacts on both the forest carbon landscape and solid w
ood 

product sector, including consideration of a m
ultitude of factors such as possible alternative fates for 

feedstocks (including w
hether the m

aterial w
ould be used in alternative m

arkets or otherw
ise go to 

w
aste) and w

hether there is an econom
ic response w

ithin the supply base to increased dem
and. A 

quantitative baseline (I.e., estim
ates of carbon stocks) should only be developed if the biom

ass 
cannot be evidenced as being low

 risk, in line w
ith the recom

m
ended indicators.  

Revision Draft v2 text has been am
ended to read: ‘increased or not adversely 

affected’. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

Previous text - “SBP recognises that at som
e tim

es in som
e catchm

ents, due to natural forest cycles 
that m

ay be w
holly un-associated w

ith w
ood for energy, carbon stocks m

ay decline for a period. 
These declines w

ill be naturally recovered, and carbon stocks w
ill be m

aintained or increased. 
Regions w

here grow
th<drain. The O

rganisation m
ust provide justification for the tim

e period to 
w

hich the assessm
ent applies” Suggested additional text for clarification: “Forest carbon stocks are 

influenced by a range of anthropogenic and non-anthropogenic factors including m
anagem

ent 
decisions (e.g., planting, harvesting), forest age structure and natural disturbance. W

here a decline in 
forest carbon stock occurs w

ithin the supply base (i.e., grow
th<drain), evidence m

ust be provided 
that this is not a direct result of increased harvesting for biom

ass and that m
anagem

ent activity w
ill 

result in a recovery of carbon stocks. The O
rganisation m

ust provide justification for the tim
e period 

to w
hich the assessm

ent applies.” Justification: It m
ay be helpful to have a com

m
ent that biom

ass 
m

ay still be com
pliant w

ith the standard in regions of decreasing carbon stock – building out the 
grow

th/drain requirem
ent. How

ever, it rem
ains im

portant to stress that carbon stocks should be 
recovered by forest m

anagem
ent activity rather than naturally (i.e., non-anthropogenically), as w

as 
indicated in the previous standard.  

Additional guidance on the issue has been requested from
 SBP. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

“W
here there is a direct land use change, the carbon em

issions associated w
ith this m

ay need to be 
calculated” Change to “W

here there is a direct land use change, the carbon em
issions associated 

w
ith this shall be calculated” Justification: Direct land use change is a m

andatory calculation in RED II. 
Direct land use change how

ever needs to be clearly defined, paying due regard to definitions in 
REDII.  

Agreed, this w
as m

issing, and the requirem
ent has been reinstated. 
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 5. “Stum
ps and roots” should not be allow

ed in any circum
stances in order to align to the rules of 

REDII.  

6. “W
here dem

and for biom
ass could lead to diversion of feedstock from

 long term
 carbon stores” 

Change to: “W
here dem

and for biom
ass could lead to diversion of feedstock from

 long-lived w
ood 

products” Justification: Long term
 carbon stores is too am

biguous – preference therefore for ‘long-
lived w

ood products. SBP should recognise suggested REDII definitions on ineligible sources of 
roundw

ood feedstock (e.g., ‘quality roundw
ood’, ‘industrial roundw

ood). SBP should take the 
opportunity to link this criterion to definitions e.g., roundw

ood that does not divert from
 long-lived 

w
ood products should not be defined as quality roundw

ood. SBP should m
ake clear that m

arket 
dem

and is a critical com
ponent of the definition – if there is insufficient dem

and and harvesting is 
supportive of m

aintaining or increasing forest carbon stocks (e.g., forest thinning), physical criteria 
(e.g., top diam

eter) are not alw
ays a reasonable w

ay to provide eligibility criteria.  

 Forest Carbon Sub-group currently develops additional guidance. 
 It w

as felt that the ‘carbon stores’ term
inology allow

ed m
ore flexibility than ‘long-

lived w
ood products’. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

3.1: I prefer the top option of "as a result of sourcing feedstock, carbon stocks in the supply base are 
m

aintained or increased". The alternative w
ording of "adversely affected" is less clear and begs for a 

definition.  

Is the M
eans of Verification in Standard 2 and the stand-alone docum

ent? It's not specified in the 
indicator. There's no additional sections as in principle 2 (G

uidance or Sources of Inform
ation to 

Include".  

3.1.1 - Prefer the w
ording "m

aintained or increased" 

Revision Draft v2 text has been am
ended to read: ‘increased or not adversely 

affected’. 
 There is extensive guidance in the text, w

hich Forest Carbon Sub-group currently 
checks for com

prehensiveness and need for additional guidance. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

How
 is carbon going to be m

easured and w
ho decides w

hat happens w
hen there is forest fire or 

other m
ajor events that release significant carbon. W

ho determ
ines w

hen forests turn into carbon 
sources vs. carbon sinks? This is a very slippery slope that has the potential to create a trem

endous 
am

ount of confusion. 

Forest Carbon Sub-group currently develops additional guidance. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

In 3.1 and 3.1.1 prefer "are not adversely im
pacted" language. Section 3.1.1 m

ight be interpreted to 
im

ply that it is acceptable to harvest stum
ps and roots. In 3.1.1 som

e of the requirem
ents could 

require a higher level of sophistication that is currently available through existing CB resources. 

Revision Draft v2 text has been am
ended to read: ‘increased or not adversely 

affected’. 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

Rem
oval of the suggested M

oVs w
ithout publication of the draft docum

ent they w
ill be contained in 

m
akes assessm

ent of the principle difficult. W
ill the original M

oVs still be used? 
In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative requirem

ents – have been 
incorporated into Standard 1, w

hereas the M
eans of Verification (M

oV) and 
Sources of Inform

ation – as non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part of a separate (to be 

developed), non-norm
ative docum

ent 

S1 
Principle 3 (Carbon) 

Som
e general observations on especially principle 3: The standard (seem

 to) assum
e that the end use 

of the certified m
aterial is for electricity and/or heating production. This is currently the case for 

(alm
ost?) 100%

 of the certified biom
ass but m

ay w
ell change over the com

ing years various 
initiatives exist to produce e.g., bio-based plastics and chem

icals or fuels for heavy duty transport 
from

 lignocellulosic biom
ass. As such, the use could possibly be preferred over other, traditional 

W
orking Group A has been unable to reach a consensus on w

hether cascading use 
should be an elem

ent of the SBP Standard and if so, how
 it w

ould be incorporated 
into a sourcing Standard.  
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uses. It w
ould be good to consider/clarify how

 such decision should be m
ade by an organization in 

the future under S1 indicator 3.1.1, especially w
hen the end-use is not know

n. Related to this point, 
the concepts of cascading and circular (bio-)econom

y are not explicitly included in the current 
proposed standard, but are becom

ing ever m
ore im

portant in the EU
, as also reflected in the recent 

proposals for sustainability criteria for the REDIII. Elem
ents of these principle- avoiding energetic use 

w
hen a (long-life) m

aterial use is otherw
ise likely are present in the current draft standard but could 

be m
ore pronounced / stim

ulating cascading/ high-end use could becom
e an individual principle on 

its ow
n. An im

portant question for further consideration is also w
hether only longer-life products 

should be prioritized overuse for electricity &
 heat, or also applications w

ith short lifetim
es (e.g., 

packaging). Also biobased plastics (usually considered a high -value use) m
ay have short lifetim

es. 
Principle 3 “Carbon in the landscape is m

aintained or increased” is a very im
portant and valid 

principle, but it m
easures carbon stocks as an absolute value. Critics argue that instead (or also), the 

change in carbon stocks should be com
pared relative to a scenario w

ithout the harvest of biom
ass 

for energy purposes (aka the counterfactual). Com
pared to the old standard, the new

 standard 
addresses this am

ongst others by stating” the organisation should also …
consider w

hether there is 
evidence of dynam

ic response in the forest to increased econom
ic dem

and for feedstock, m
easured 

over a justifiable period, providing evidence of its im
pact on carbon”. In m

y view
, this is a key aspect 

for SBP to m
aintain/gain w

ider societal acceptance, and as such, this should be phrased stronger, i.e., 
not just left to the consideration of an organisation itself. I fully support the call for m

ore guidance, 
especially to “Develop further robust and extensive guidance for undertaking a forest carbon risk 
assessm

ent, including how
 forest carbon is m

easured and w
hat evidence is acceptable.” 

 SBP to address in the longer term
. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

Rem
ove text “Sources of inform

ation include…
. Further guidance is available in the Social 

Accountability 8000 standard: https://sa-intl.org/program
s/sa8000/” Justification: Reference to SA 

8000 not required.  
 

N
o action taken - sources of inform

ation are exactly that.  

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

“The organisation has im
plem

ented appropriate control system
s and procedures for verifying that: 

Feedstock is not supplied using any form
 of com

pulsory labour.” Change to: “The organisation has 
im

plem
ented appropriate control system

s and procedures for verifying that: Feedstock is not 
supplied using any form

 of forced or com
pulsory labour.” Justification: To align w

ith SA8000 
definition of forced and com

pulsory labour i.e. All w
ork or service that a person has not offered to do 

voluntarily and is m
ade to do under the threat of punishm

ent or retaliation or that is dem
anded as a 

m
eans of repaym

ent of debt.  

Revision Draft v2 has been am
ended to read: ’The O

rganisation has im
plem

ented 
appropriate control system

s and procedures for verifying that: 

Feedstock is not supplied using any form
 of forced or com

pulsory labour’. 

 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

“The organisation has im
plem

ented appropriate control system
s and procedures for verifying that: 

W
orkers are not discrim

inated against in respect of em
ploym

ent and occupation.” Change to: “The 
organisation has im

plem
ented appropriate control system

s and procedures for verifying that: 
W

orkers are not discrim
inated against in respect of em

ploym
ent, occupation, access to training, 

prom
otion, term

ination or retirem
ent based on race, national or territorial or social origin, caste, 

birth, religion, disability, gender, sexual orientation, fam
ily responsibilities, m

arital status, union 
m

em
bership, political opinions, age or any other condition or characteristics.” Justification: 

Expanded to provide clarity and align w
ith SA8000.  

N
o change. The proposed indicator level text setting out types of discrim

ination is 
currently in the guidance as ‘shall‘, that m

eans it is m
andatory. 
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S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

“Shall ensure that the norm
al w

ork w
eek, not including overtim

e, shall be defined by law
 and shall 

not exceed 48 hours” Change to: “Shall ensure that the norm
al w

ork w
eek, not including overtim

e, 
shall not exceed 48 hours (or the m

axim
um

 regular hours according to local law
).” Justification: 

Ensure the standard aligns to local law
s  

N
o change. The guidance already refers to the applicability of and lim

itation by 
local law

.  

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

"The organisation has im
plem

ented appropriate control system
s and procedures for verifying that: 

w
orkers have adequate access to health care provision • Sickness benefits • Retirem

ent benefits • 
Invalidity benefits • Death benefits • W

orkers’ com
pensation • Are there any others?” Change to: 

“The organisation has im
plem

ented appropriate control system
s and procedures for verifying that: 

w
orkers have adequate access to: - health care provision - Sickness benefits - Retirem

ent benefits - 
Invalidity benefits - Death benefits - W

orkers’ com
pensation - Are there any others?”  

 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

“Suppliers and contractors should be seen as partners w
ith the organisation rather than providers of 

goods and services alone. As a result, the organisation: shall ensure that suppliers and contractors 
rates of pay m

eet or exceed industry standards and w
hich allow

 suppliers and contractors to provide 
benefits to their em

ployees, including but not lim
ited to: - Health care - Sickness benefits - 

Retirem
ent benefits - Invalidity benefits - Death benefits” *Doesn’t appear to have been com

pleted*  

The Social Sub-group discussed standards text revision. Revision Drafts v2 has 
taken this com

m
ent into account. Supplier and contractors section has been 

review
ed. Standard 4 (CoC) also includes m

ore details in Revision Draft v2. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

“Contributions to the local econom
y from

 feedstock harvesting and biom
ass production should be 

evaluated for positive and negative im
pacts.” Change to: “Contributions to the local econom

y from
 

feedstock harvesting, biom
ass production and transportation should be evaluated for positive and 

negative im
pacts.” Justification: To include transportation aspects and im

pacts. 

W
orking Group A decided to edit guidance to include transport: “Contributions to 

the local econom
y from

 feedstock harvesting, biom
ass production and 

transportation should be evaluated for positive and negative im
pacts.” 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

As a Standard, this section is m
uch too long. Several indicators can be com

bined, and guidance can 
list w

hat are now
 indicators. For exam

ple: com
pulsory labour, discrim

ination, child labour and others 
can be com

bined under one indicator. 

N
o change. W

orking Group and Secretariat agree that this is acceptable 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

SBP should consider a full legal review
 of this Principle; putting together a long list of requirem

ents 
w

ithout any stakeholders w
ith legal expertise in the consultation is not a good idea. M

any of the 
indicators m

ay cross the em
ployee v contractor relationship. For instance, the U

S IRS uses 3 basic 
categories to determ

ine if the person is an em
ployee or an independent contract: Behavioural 

Control, Financial Control and the Relationship of the parties. M
any of the suggested indicators and 

associated "norm
ative" guidance seem

 to cross that line.  
 

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP clarifies if it is necessary to do a legal 

review
 of Principle 4, possibly as part of piloting the Standards. 

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP should consider w

hether it takes on the 
role of undertaking review

s of Standard 1 against Supply Base law
s w

here risks are 
high and/or capacity to do so by O

rganisations is lim
ited. 

N
o change – Risk Assessm

ent requires to review
 the legislation and see if that 

alone is sufficient. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

M
ost of the suggested M

oV's w
ithout publication of the draft docum

ent they w
ill be contained in 

m
akes assessm

ent of the principle difficult. W
ill the original M

oV's still be used?  
In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative requirem

ents – have been 
incorporated into Standard 1, w

hereas the M
eans of Verification (M

oV) and 
Sources of Inform

ation – as non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part of a separate (to be 

developed), non-norm
ative docum

ent. 
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S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

The indicators and guidance in this Principle should be norm
alized w

ith the current indicators these 
are replacing.  

W
orking Group A decided not to change the structure, but to carefully check in the 

guidance how
 the replaced structure can be addressed. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

It is not reasonable to expect an organization to do any m
ore than require a supplier or contractor 

com
ply w

ith federal, state and local law
s and regulations. Placing the phrase, "The O

rganization, its 
suppliers and contractors in front of a series of "shall" statem

ents (as found in m
any of the S1 

indicators) is not possible to verify or com
ply w

ith as an indicator requirem
ent.  

Lim
itations to due diligence have been dealt w

ith in section 6.3 of Standard 2. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

4.1.9 - it is not reasonable to expect an organization to require it suppliers or contractors to take SBP 
specific training. It is reasonable to expect an organization to procedures in place to ensure SBP 
indicators are low

 risk. The indicators and guidance in this Principle should be replaced w
ith the 

current indicators that are possible for an organization to verify. 

Lim
itations to due diligence have been dealt w

ith in section 6.3 of Standard 2. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

The term
 "Decent" (as used throughout) w

ith respect to w
ages is am

biguous and should not be used.  
N

o change - in fact the guidance clearly states w
hat ‘decent living w

age’ 
incorporates - so it is not am

biguous. Term
s also are defined in Glossary. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

In 4.1.1 the language indicates "Shall allow
 w

orkers to freely elect...including w
here the right to 

freedom
 of association...are restricted under law

." This seem
s to im

ply that a producer should break 
the law

.  

W
orking Group A decided to not change the text. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

In 4.1.2 the language indicating that no costs are borne by the w
orker is problem

atic. In certain 
areas, such as the U

.S., it is custom
ary and a legal obligation to w

ithhold certain fees (i.e., taxes) from
 

a w
orker's com

pensation.  

N
o change – taxes are not w

ithheld in order to force a person to w
ork. 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

There are over 30 pages of requirem
ents in this section. Half of Standard 1 is related to com

m
unity 

and labour requirem
ents – this seem

s out of balance for a feedstock sustainability standard. Further, 
suppliers are private entities, and it is not appropriate for biom

ass producers to have control or 
insight into som

e internal practices and policies that are included in this principle. There is a line 
betw

een em
ployee and contractor and the SBP standard m

ust recognize this. The U
S IRS uses 3 basic 

categories to determ
ine if a w

orker is an em
ployee or a contractor, w

hich could be helpful for the 
process - https://w

w
w

.irs.gov/new
sroom

/understanding-em
ployee-vs-contractor-designation 

N
o change - w

e have a clear steer from
 the Standards Com

m
ittee that this is 

acceptable. 
 

S1 
Principle 4 (Biom

ass benefits 
people and com

m
unities) 

A thorough legal analysis m
ust be perform

ed before Principle 4 can m
ove forw

ard.  
W

orking Group A recom
m

ends that SBP clarifies if it is necessary to do a legal 
review

 of Principle 4, possibly as part of piloting the Standards. 

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP should consider w

hether it takes on the 
role of undertaking review

s of Standard 1 against Supply Base law
s w

here risks are 
high and/or capacity to do so by O

rganisations is lim
ited. 

S1 
Indicator 4.2.1 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content 
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S1 
Indicator 4.2.6 

W
e believe that sector alignm

ent w
ith U

N
DRIP in general (rather than FPIC in particular) is better 

positioning for biom
ass. W

hile FPIC is clearly im
portant to som

e stakeholders, the biom
ass sector is 

severely constrained in actually delivering it w
hen the m

ain biom
ass feedstocks are residuals of 

others’ harvesting operations.  

N
o change - U

N
DRIP - only covers indigenous people not all affected stakeholders. 

SBP should undertake a com
prehensive gap analysis betw

een different approaches 
and tools to ensure FPIC, including UN

DRIP. 

S1 
Indicator 4.2.6 

W
e believe that sector alignm

ent w
ith U

N
DRIP in general (rather than FPIC in particular) is better 

positioning for biom
ass. W

hile FPIC is clearly im
portant to som

e stakeholders, the biom
ass sector is 

severely constrained in actually delivering it w
hen the m

ain biom
ass feedstocks are residuals of 

others’ harvesting operations.  

N
o change - U

N
DRIP - only covers indigenous people not all affected stakeholders. 

SBP should undertake a com
prehensive gap analysis betw

een different approaches 
and tools to ensure FPIC, including UN

DRIP. 

S1 
Indicator 4.1.8 

SBP should consider a full legal review
 of this Principle; putting together a laundry list of 

requirem
ents w

ithout any stakeholders w
ith legal expertise in the consultation is not a good idea. 

M
any of the indicators m

ay cross the em
ployee v contractor relationship. For instance, the U

S IRS 
uses 3 basic categories to determ

ine if the person is an em
ployee or an independent contract: 

Behavioural Control, Financial Control and the Relationship of the parties. M
any of the suggested 

indicators and associated "norm
ative" guidance seem

 to cross that line. 

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP clarifies if it is necessary to do a legal 

review
 of Principle 4, possibly as part of piloting the Standards. 

W
orking Group A recom

m
ends that SBP should consider w

hether it takes on the 
role of undertaking review

s of Standard 1 against Supply Base law
s w

here risks are 
high and/or capacity to do so by O

rganisations is lim
ited. 

S1 
Indicator 4.1.8 

M
ost of the suggested M

oV's w
ithout publication of the draft docum

ent they w
ill be contained in 

m
akes assessm

ent of the principle difficult. W
ill the original M

oV's still be used? It is not reasonable 
to expect an organization to do any m

ore than require a supplier or contractor com
ply w

ith federal, 
state and local law

s and regulations. Placing the phrase, "The O
rganization, its suppliers and 

contractors in front of a series of "shall" statem
ents is not possible to verify or com

ply w
ith as an 

indicator requirem
ent. 

In Revision Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents – have been 

incorporated into Standard 1, w
hereas the M

eans of Verification (M
oV) and 

Sources of Inform
ation – as non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be 
developed), non-norm

ative docum
ent 

S1 
Indicator 4.1.8 

The list of benefits that is provided for Principle 4 indicators is, in general, too detailed. Is it not 
sufficient to indicate that the em

ployer m
ust be com

pliance w
ith all relevant law

s in the countries in 
w

hich they operate? The unusually long and detailed list of requirem
ents m

ight be view
ed as 

socialistic com
pared to the capitalistic beliefs of som

e countries. 

N
o change - w

e have a clear steer from
 the Standards Com

m
ittee that this is 

acceptable. 

S1 
Indicator 4.1.8 

W
e encourage SBP to engage w

ith subject specialist stakeholders. 
Specialists continue to be involved at different levels of decision-m

aking and 
preparation of Standards content 

S1 
N

o. 2.6 of Explanatory N
ote 

I'm
 very excited for Principle 5. I envision SBP being able to sponsor studies in regions w

here there is 
a social or environm

ental concern to better quantify the concern and to find key places w
here pellet 

m
ills can m

ake a true difference.  

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ongst 
SBP Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. W

hether placed in the Standard itself or 
elsew

here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w
ill be part of the norm

ative SBP system
. 

 

S1 
N

o. 2.6 of Explanatory N
ote 

Principle 5 does not appear in these drafts. The explanatory note asks stakeholders w
here this 

principle should be placed. W
e suggest it belongs in Standard 1 or in as its ow

n Standard. If it sits 
outside of the standard, it is unlikely it w

ill be follow
ed.  

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ongst 
SBP Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. W

hether placed in the Standard itself or 
elsew

here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w
ill be part of the norm

ative SBP system
. 
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S1 
N

o. 2.6 of Explanatory N
ote 

Principle 5 is intended to be in Standard 1 for O
rganization's to describe the w

ork they are 
undertaking w

ith others in the forest products industry to address 1 or m
ore of the specified risks 

identified in the O
rganizations RA. M

ost O
rganizations are a sm

all part of the larger forest products 
industry and interaction w

ith the industry is the best w
ay to effect change. The concept is not new

 
and is currently used by SFI in its Fibre Sourcing Standard and FSC in its FSC U

S Controlled W
ood 

N
ational Risk Assessm

ent. Adopting this principle w
ill allow

 organizations to expand the w
ork they 

m
ay already be doing, allow

 SBP to evaluate regions w
here specific risks are located and launch 

efforts O
rganizations can participate into effect change and provide a platform

 for SBP to describe 
the im

pact SBP is having in sustainable sourcing of biom
ass. 

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ongst 
SBP Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. W

hether placed in the Standard itself or 
elsew

here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w
ill be part of the norm

ative SBP system
. 

 

S1 
N

o. 2.6 of Explanatory N
ote 

The intent of Principle 5 is understood but should not be included in this Standard and should be 
incorporated elsew

here. 
The integration of Principle 5 into the schem

e is an ongoing discussion am
ongst 

SBP Com
m

ittees and stakeholders. W
hether placed in the Standard itself or 

elsew
here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w

ill be part of the norm
ative SBP system

. 
 

S1 
N

o. 2.6 of Explanatory N
ote 

W
e agree w

ith the concepts set out in ‘Principle 5’. Principle 5 sets out a realistic w
ay of encouraging 

positive im
pacts through sourcing biom

ass and it provides SBP w
ith vital inform

ation on w
hat current 

regional issues exist and the efforts in place to address them
. Principle 5 could inform

 SBP on how
 it 

m
ight engage in to m

obilize action of certificate holders and facilitate positive outcom
es. Principle 5 

is very w
ell-fitted to the risk-based approach because it challenges certificate holders to understand 

the risks present in the sourcing area and w
hat their influence is on these risks, then challenges them

 
to engage to affect a positive outcom

e. In m
any situations it is unrealistic for certificate holders to 

expect to, independently, dem
onstrate positive outcom

es. Principle 5 recognizes the value of 
collaborative and industry level efforts that have the potential to influence positive outcom

es.  

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ongst 
SBP Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. W

hether placed in the Standard itself or 
elsew

here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w
ill be part of the norm

ative SBP system
. 

 

S1 
N

o. 2.6 of Explanatory N
ote 

W
e agree w

ith the concepts set out in ‘Principle 5’. Principle 5 sets out a realistic w
ay of encouraging 

positive im
pacts through sourcing biom

ass and it provides SBP w
ith vital inform

ation on w
hat current 

regional issues exist and the efforts in place to address them
. Principle 5 could inform

 SBP on how
 it 

m
ight engage in to m

obilize action of certificate holders and facilitate positive outcom
es. Principle 5 

is very w
ell-fitted to the risk-based approach because it challenges certificate holders to understand 

the risks present in the sourcing area and w
hat their influence is on these risks, then challenges them

 
to engage to affect a positive outcom

e. In m
any situations it is unrealistic for certificate holders to 

expect to, independently, dem
onstrate positive outcom

es. Principle 5 recognizes the value of 
collaborative and industry level efforts that have the potential to influence positive outcom

es. 

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ongst 
SBP Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. W

hether placed in the Standard itself or 
elsew

here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w
ill be part of the norm

ative SBP system
. 

 

S1 
N

o. 2.6 of Explanatory N
ote 

[...] recognises the need for SBP to dem
onstrate positive im

pacts resulting from
 biom

ass sourcing 
and so strongly supports Principle 5. W

e believe the principle is w
ell suited to a risk-based approach, 

providing the necessary flexibility to BPs to identify those areas of sourcing that provide greatest risk 
w

ithin their supply base and respond accordingly w
ith interventions that provide clearly evidenced 

positive outcom
es. W

e support inclusion of the principle w
ithin Standard 1. How

ever, in the event 
the principle is to sit outside Standard 1, SBP should ensure the principle applies only to BPs.  

The integration of Principle 5 into the schem
e is an ongoing discussion am

ongst 
SBP Com

m
ittees and stakeholders. W

hether placed in the Standard itself or 
elsew

here, the content of ‘Principle 5’ w
ill be part of the norm

ative SBP system
. 
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Stan
d

ard
 2 R

evision
 D

raft v1: C
on

trib
u

tion
s an

d
 R

esp
on

ses  

S2 
General com

m
ents: 

Standard 2 - 
Feedstock 
Verification 

Concerned w
ith the m

ovem
ent of the SBE to this standard. This has the potential to force com

panies that didn't 
have to com

plete a SBE in the past to do one regardless of the type of feedstock they consum
e to m

ake their 
pellets. By doing this does it m

ean that w
e now

 have to be certified to standard 1 as w
ell as standard 2? This 

coupled w
ith a standalone CoC on top of PEFC m

akes for confusion and duplication that shouldn't be required. 

W
orking Group A has ensured that Standard 2 now

 clearly sets out the conditions 
under w

hich an O
rganisation has to conduct the different elem

ents of an SBE. It is 
now

 clear w
ho is required to do this. 

S2 
General com

m
ents: 

Standard 2 - 
Feedstock 
Verification 

Generally, not having the separate M
oV docum

ent available for review
 w

ith Standard 1 is a bit aw
kw

ard. There is 
no clear w

ay for a stakeholder to know
 if the currently accepted M

oV's are still available for use or if M
ov's end up 

being onerous beyond the ability of an organization to m
eet. The use of "shall» and "m

ust" in the guidance to 
indicate portions as norm

ative could be confusing. If item
s are required, then they should be defined as required 

M
oV's. I feel the survey is set up poorly. There should have been text boxes for stakeholders to individually 

com
m

ent on each indicator. M
any of the indicators have norm

ative guidance that is not acceptable and there is 
no w

ay to com
m

ent on them
. 

W
orking Group A has ensured that in Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative 

requirem
ents – have been incorporated into Standard 1, w

hereas the M
eans of 

Verification (M
oV) and Sources of Inform

ation – as non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part 

of a separate (to be developed) non-norm
ative docum

ent. 

S2 
General com

m
ents: 

Standard 2 - 
Feedstock 
Verification 

In general, the use of "O
rganization" in place of "Biom

ass Producer" seem
s unnecessary. 

W
orking Group A has decided that the term

 O
rganisation has a w

ider applicability 
than Biom

ass Producer. 

S2 
General com

m
ents: 

Standard 2 - 
Feedstock 
Verification 

W
ill there be a 2nd consultation after M

eans of Verification, the standalone docum
ent, and sections D and E are 

developed?  

"Risk M
anagem

ent M
easures" is used several tim

es. Is this the new
 term

inology for M
itigation M

easure? 

In Revision Draft v2, the Im
pacts – as norm

ative requirem
ents – have been 

incorporated into Standard 1, w
hereas the M

eans of Verification (M
oV) and 

Sources of Inform
ation – as non-norm

ative – w
ill form

 part of a separate (to be 
developed) non-norm

ative docum
ent. 

S2 
Step 1 - Supply Base 
Definition and 
M

apping 

In 1.1.1, w
hat is the definition of Place of Harvesting for secondary fibre? 

The definition is now
 in the G

lossary. 

S2 
Step 1 - Supply Base 
Definition and 
M

apping 

N
o com

m
ents other than the 1.1.8 response. 

N
o response required.  

S2 
Step 1 - Supply Base 
Definition and 
M

apping 

Sub-scopes should not be required. It is up to the O
rganization to determ

ine how
 to structure its RA and if sub-

scopes are needed. But if an organization does use sub-scopes, they should be able to include a description of risk 
levels and w

hen required m
itigation m

anagem
ent in a single RA rather than a separate one for each sub-scope. 

W
orking Group A agreed and has clarified in Standard 2 that sub-scopes can be 

dealt w
ith via annexes to a single report, rather than standalone reports for each 

sub-scope. These annexes need to set out the relevant differences in each sub-
scope. 
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S2 
Step 2 - Traceability 
to the Supply Base 

In tracking the place of harvest of ''ALL'' Feedstock instead of ''Prim
ary'' Feedstock (only), the concern is that the 

secondary &
 tertiary feedstock w

ill be difficult to track. 
W

orking Group A agrees, how
ever, the risks associated w

ith secondary and 
tertiary feedstocks require them

 to be traceable. Although difficult, evidence 
suggests that it is not im

possible. 

S2 
Step3 - Supply Base 
Evaluation 

Should a SBE be m
andatory for all producers in the absence of an approved RRA? In 3.0 it appears to be optional 

but in 3.1 it appears to be m
andatory. 

The text m
akes it clear w

hich elem
ents of an SBE are required under w

hich 
conditions. 

S2 
Step3 - Supply Base 
Evaluation 

In general, trees w
ithin a forest are typically m

anaged under a form
al m

anagem
ent plan. Is this also true for trees 

outside of a forest? Also, is a risk assessm
ent required for trees in a supply basin that are outside of forests, even 

though the producer does not intend to source non-forest trees? 

N
o change m

ade. It is clear from
 the text that an SBE and, therefore, risk 

assessm
ent is only required for feedstocks being sourced. The SBE/risk assessm

ent 
w

ill not cover types of feedstock that are not being sourced. 

S2 
Step5 - Developing 
Supply Base 
Verifiers 

"Docum
ent X" is m

entioned a few
 tim

es. Is this the "N
ew

 standalone docum
ent"? 

‘Docum
ent X’ referred to the Im

pacts and M
oV docum

ent, w
hich has now

 been 
split betw

een Standard 1 (im
pacts, norm

ative) and an M
oV and sources of 

inform
ation guidance docum

ent (non-norm
ative). 

S2 
Step5 - Developing 
Supply Base 
Verifiers 

Generally, not having the separate M
oV docum

ent available for review
 w

ith Standard 1 is a bit aw
kw

ard. There is 
no clear w

ay for a stakeholder to know
 if the currently accepted M

oV's are still available for use or if M
ov's end up 

being onerous beyond the ability of an organization to m
eet. 

W
orking Group A agreed. In Revision Draft v2, the Im

pacts – as norm
ative 

requirem
ents – have been incorporated into Standard 1, w

hereas the M
eans of 

Verification (M
oV) and Sources of Inform

ation – as non-norm
ative – w

ill form
 part 

of a separate (to be developed) non-norm
ative docum

ent. 

S2 
Step6 - Risk 
Assessm

ent 
6.3 "require their current and potential suppliers and contractors to assess the risk and com

pliance w
ith the 

standard w
ith any other organizations that they sub-contract or source from

" I'm
 not sure w

hat this w
ould entail 

from
 the supplier. It looks like a difficult ask for suppliers to com

ply w
ith. 

W
orking Group A has substantially revised section 6.3 to deal w

ith concerns about 
the legality of placing requirem

ents on third parties. 

S2 
Step6 - Risk 
Assessm

ent 
6.3 An O

rganization should only be required to ensure their suppliers agree to conform
 to federal, state and local 

law
. SBP should consider a full legal review

 of this section; putting together a list of requirem
ents w

ithout any 
stakeholders w

ith legal expertise in the consultation is not a good idea. Som
e of the requirem

ents m
ay cross the 

em
ployee v contractor relationship. For instance, the U

S IRS uses 3 basic categories to determ
ine if the person is 

an em
ployee or an independent contract: Behavioural Control, Financial Control and the Relationship of the 

parties. It is possible the 3 bulleted item
s deem

ed (shall) "norm
ative" guidance seem

 to cross that line. 

W
orking Group A has revised section 6.3 to elim

inate this risk. 

S2 
Step6 - Risk 
Assessm

ent 
I do think that the criteria and indicators are in theory adequate to assure that the principles are achieved but 
assuring com

pliance w
ith these criteria is m

ainly dealt w
ith through ex-ante risk assessm

ent and m
anagem

ent. 
Recent criticism

 by N
GO

’s focusses on (alleged) exam
ples of non-com

pliance of certified biom
ass. Especially as 

SBP is also largely relying on system
s such as FSC and PEFC, m

ore thought in Standard 2 could be given to if &
 how

 
claim

s m
ade by external stakeholders of non-com

pliance could be investigated &
 dealt w

ith better, next to the ex-
ante risk assessm

ent and m
anagem

ent. This goes beyond the SBP standards revision but touches upon the 
general robustness and effectiveness of certification system

s. 

W
orking Group A agreed, how

ever, this w
as deem

ed to be beyond the scope of 
the Standards Developm

ent Process. W
orking Group A has recom

m
ended that SBP 

explore the need for a code of conduct and com
plaints system

. 

S2 
Step6 - Risk 
Assessm

ent 
6.3 - The onus of risk assessm

ent should be on the organization/certificate holders. It is the responsibility of the 
certificate holder to assess w

hether their suppliers pose a risk and determ
ine how

 to m
itigate or avoid that risk. 

The language here places the onus on the suppliers and contractors - this is not som
ething that the certificate 

W
orking Group A has revised section 6.3 to take account of the lim

its of w
hat can 

be required of third parties. 
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holder can require of a supplier, and it could interfere w
ith the business relationship in place betw

een buyers and 
suppliers. FSC and PEFC do not require this. Please refer to [...] com

m
ents in Standard 1 regarding the appropriate 

relationship betw
een an em

ployer and a contractor/supplier. 

S2 
Step8 - Stakeholder 
Engagem

ent 
In the event that current recognize them

es are not accepted in the new
 standard. It w

ill increase the 
auditing/cause double auditing and increase cost. 

The decision to revise how
 other standards are recognised by SBP w

as not w
ithin 

the scope of the Standards Developm
ent Process. 

S2 
Step8 - Stakeholder 
Engagem

ent 
O

ther schem
es require the CB to conduct a single consultation. W

as this considered, and if not, w
hat is the 

rationale for requiring m
ultiple consultations? The CBs alw

ays conduct their ow
n consultation regardless of the 

consultation conducted by the producers. 

Stakeholder engagem
ent is a key part of ensuring license to operate and it is 

therefore im
portant for O

rganisations to engage in stakeholder consultations 
rather than defer it to their Certification Bodies. Consultation is required on a 
range of issues – but not necessarily over a range of different tim

e periods. 

 Stan
d

ard
 3 R

evision
 D

raft v1: C
on

trib
u

tion
s an

d
 R

esp
on

ses  
 

Section Description 
Com

m
ent 

Response 

S3 
1 Eligibility 
requirem

ents 
Change to "...and an accreditation issued by SBP's designated accreditations assurance provider." The nam

e of an 
individual provider should not becom

e part of a standard as this is subject to change. 
W

orking Group B/C decided to rem
ove the reference to ASI. 

S3 
1 Eligibility 
requirem

ents 
If w

ith the new
 SBP standards SBP ow

n m
ethods for CO

C are used, SBP is not referring to other schem
e 

m
anagem

ent system
s in relation for exam

ple to the claim
 establishing system

s then w
hy the CAB has to be still 

accredited for one of the above schem
es in order to be able to be SBP accredited. Anyw

ay, the w
hole process of 

SBP accreditation in its fram
ew

ork does not refer so m
uch to FSC and PEFC anym

ore as it used to be in the 
previous version of the standard 3. 

W
orking Group B/C agreed to m

aintain the requirem
ents for Certification Body 

accreditation and auditor qualification to FSC, PEFC and/or SFI, to serve as an 
indicator of com

petence of the Certification Body and the auditor respectively. 

S3 
4.1.3 Com

petence 
of personnel 

N
o com

m
ent can be m

ade as ISO
 17021-1:2015 Annex A is not included to reference the know

ledge and skills that 
a certification body should have for specific functions. This w

ould be useful. 4.1.4 - N
o Annex B or C included on 

w
hich to com

m
ent, this w

ould be useful.  

W
orking Group B/C decided to rem

ove references to Annexes. 

S3 
4.1.1 Com

petence 
of personnel 

In section 4.1.1, it is im
portant that the CB have sufficient resources to m

anage the schem
e and respond to BPs in 

a tim
ely m

anner. Tim
eliness has been an issue in the past and has caused serious problem

s. 
W

orking Group B/C ensured that this is addressed. See section 4.1 of Revision Draft 
v2. 

S3 
4.2.3 Personnel 
involved in the 
certification 
activities 

N
o com

m
ent can be m

ade as ISO
 17021-1:2015 Annex A is not included to reference the know

ledge and skills that 
a certification body should have for specific functions. This w

ould be useful. 4.1.4 - N
o Annex B or C included on 

w
hich to com

m
ent, this w

ould be useful.  

W
orking Group B/C decided to rem

ove references to Annexes. 
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S3 
4.3.2 Auditors 

Propose that tertiary education in forest and/or other natural resource m
anagem

ent is required, therefore 
propose changing text to: For qualification to audit SBP Standard 1 and Instruction Docum

ent 2D, auditors shall 
have a tertiary education in qualification in forest and/or other natural resource m

anagem
ent.  

W
orking Group B/C decided to revise the text. See section 5.2 of Revision Draft v2. 

S3 
4.3.9 Auditors 

W
ould place an extrem

e burden on CBs. W
e have auditors in m

arkets that only have a single SBP certificate. This 
w

ould severely increase the costs of audits since they w
ould have to be serviced from

 abroad. 
W

orking Group B/C decided to m
aintain this requirem

ent for the second public 
consultation, to gather additional insight in this topic. 

S3 
4.3 Auditors 

Here also if SBP specifies ow
n qualification requirem

ents then w
hy still to refer to FSC or PEFC. If the lead auditor 

is PEFC qualified and the SBP certificate holder is FSC certified, then how
 this PEFC qualification is useful during 

the audit of such SBP certificate holder. Also, if standard 4 is now
 not linked so m

uch w
ith FSC and PEFC then only 

for standard 1,2 this kind of qualification is useful. M
aybe also for assessing traders w

ith 4 and 5 no FSC or PEFC 
CO

C qualification is needed because SBP sets ow
n set of requirem

ents here? 

W
orking Group B/C decided to m

aintain the requirem
ents for Certification Body 

accreditation and auditor qualification to FSC, PEFC and/or SFI, to serve as an 
indicator of com

petence of the Certification Body and the auditor respectively. 

S3 
4.3 Auditors 

Requiring at least 3 SBP audits per year per auditor could be difficult, especially for auditors located in places w
ith 

a lim
ited num

ber of SBP certificate holders. 
W

orking Group B/C decided to m
aintain this requirem

ent for the second public 
consultation. 

S3 
5.10 Peer review

 
How

 w
ill SBP ensure that SBP-approved peer review

ers com
plete review

s in a tim
ely m

anner? If w
e have no 

choice but to use people that SBP has selected, w
e m

ust have som
e reasonable expectations of peer review

ers. 
See revised section 10.8 of Revision Draft v2 - requirem

ent for Certification Body to 
provide clear term

s of reference including expected response tim
es/tim

elines. 

S3 
5.11 Requirem

ents 
for certified 
organisation 
certificates 

If the CH is certified as both a BP and a Trader, both designations w
ill appear on the certificate. 

N
o response required. 

S3 
5.13 Surveillance 

In a post-CO
VID w

orld, rem
ote audits are likely to rem

ain necessary to control carbon em
issions and reduce risks 

associated w
ith the dissem

ination of pathogens. SBP should consider perm
anent options for rem

ote audits. 
Section 12.14 of Revision Draft v2 defines requirem

ents for rem
ote audits for 

Standards 4, 5 and 6. 

S3 
5.13 Surveillance 

Rem
ote audits are likely to rem

ain a useful tool in a post-CO
VID w

orld (if w
e are even able to get there). Rem

ote 
audits should still be allow

ed in certain circum
stances, especially since pellet m

ill processes rarely change 
betw

een audits. 

Section 12.14 of Revision Draft v2 includes conditions for rem
ote audits, for 

Standards 4, 5 and 6 only. 

S3 
5.14 Changes 
affecting 
certification 

The CB is to be notified in advance of m
aterial changes in production processes of feedstocks to determ

ine if an 
interim

 audit is required. 
See revised section 2.1d of Revision Draft v2 (client to notify Certification Body of 
changes), and section 12.1h (Certification Bodies to consider changes w

hen 
determ

ining the tim
ing of surveillance audits. 

S3 
5.5.14 Determ

ining 
audit tim

e 
first sentence is a fragm

ent. It currently has no prem
ise. 

W
orking Group B/C decided to add "The" at beginning of the sentence. 
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S3 
5.5.8 Determ

ining 
audit tim

e 
Suggest adding as a subsection of 5.5.7. 5.5.15 - Propose am

end to: Selection of the actual FM
U

s and/or suppliers 
to audit shall be justified in the audit report, O

R shall be random
, or be carried out according to a sam

pling plan 
w

ith no significant bias.  

W
orking Group B/C decided to revise the text. See section 6.20 of Revision Draft v2. 

S3 
5.5 Determ

ining 
audit tim

e 
IF CB is to determ

ine on its ow
n the sam

pling program
, then there is a risk that different CBs w

ill have different 
sam

pling program
s for the sam

e processes and that m
ay lead to differences in evaluation scrutiny. Also, in this 

case then ASI w
ill decide on their ow

n w
hich sam

pling program
 or audit tim

e is sufficient or not betw
een different 

CBs w
hich w

ill not be objective and fair. Som
e CBs having m

ore robust system
s m

ay be losing clients w
ho w

ill be 
transferring to other CBs w

ho m
ay have w

eaker or less dem
anding sam

pling program
m

e so until SBP puts clear 
requirem

ents for all in this m
atter the risk of various approaches m

ay appear 

W
orking Group B/C is still in the process of considering how

 to calibrate this or 
m

ake the intended outcom
e clearer for consistent interpretation and 

im
plem

entation. 

S3 
5.6.7 Initial and re-
evaluations 

w
hich schem

e? Any schem
e? This could hypothetically cover schem

es outside of SBP's or an AB's purview
. Clarify. 

This is a REDII requirem
ent. 

S3 
5.6 Initial and re-
evaluations 

That is good that CBs do not have to do stakeholder consultations for all kind of bps also those w
ithout SBE as it is 

up to now
. 

N
o response required. 

S3 
5.7.5 N

on-
conform

ities 
Since observations are optional and not every CB issues them

, the second sentence should read: Such issues m
ay 

be recorded in the m
ain evaluation or surveillance audit report as 'observations' for the benefit of the client. 

Section on non-conform
ances w

as com
prehensively revised, see Revision Draft v2, 

sections 8.1 to 8.10. 

S3 
5.7.5 N

on-
conform

ities 
the issuance of O

bservations is optional in m
ost schem

es. Requiring the issuance of O
bservations could go against 

som
e CB's internal system

s. Suggest using "m
ay" instead of "shall". 

See above. 

S3 
5.8.3 Reporting 
requirem

ents 
the user guide already no longer m

atches 100%
 w

hat is detailed in the audit portal. The audit portal should prevail 
and SBP should have internal procedures for com

m
unicating changes. O

therw
ise, if the guide tells CBs to do 

som
ething that is no longer possible in the Portal or differs slightly, ASI w

ill assign non-conform
ities that are 

im
possible to close w

ithout action from
 SBP. 

W
orking Group B/C agreed to revise the text to reference the Audit Portal rather 

than the U
ser Guide (section 9). 

S3 
5.8.4 Reporting 
requirem

ents 
the Portal U

ser G
uide already is out of date considering how

 m
uch the content of the Portal has been updated. 

Suggest specifying the contents of the Portal report tem
plate. O

therw
ise, this could create lots of conflicting 

advice. 

W
orking Group B/C agreed to revise the text to reference the Audit Portal rather 

than the U
ser Guide (section 9). 

S3 
5.8 Reporting 
requirem

ents 
It is very im

portant that all com
m

ents from
 consultations conducted by a CB be shared verbatim

 w
ith a BP. The 

identity of the person m
aking the com

m
ent can rem

ain confidential. Som
e CBs refuse to do this and only provide 

a generalized indication of the nature of the feedback. 

The revised Standards foresee the im
plem

entation and set-up of a consultation 
database, w

hich w
ill facilitate the com

m
unication and share of inform

ation. See 
sections 7.8 to 7.12. 

S3 
Annex. Certificate 
transfers 

If all N
CRs now

 have to be uploaded to the Portal, are the steps to inform
 the new

 CB of existing N
CRs even 

necessary? Isn't this som
ething that can now

 be controlled in the Portal? 
The Annex on Certificate Transfers is still in process of revision. The com

m
ent w

ill 
be considered carefully. 
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S3 
Annex. Certificate 
transfers 1.1.10 

If a CB w
ithdraw

s from
 participation in SBP through no fault of the BP, w

hy is a full audit required? Should a full 
audit be required after review

 by the Secretariat? This is tim
e-consum

ing and costly to a BP. 
The requirem

ent is applicable to a Certificate Holder requesting a transfer. It is not 
applicable w

hen a Certification Body w
ithdraw

s from
 offering SBP certification 

services. 

The Annex on Certificate Transfers is still in process of revision. The com
m

ent w
ill 

be considered carefully. 

S3 
B. Introduction and 
C. O

bjective 
It should be m

ade clear that SBP is a risk-based schem
e. 

This com
m

ent has been shared w
ith all W

orking Groups. The introduction texts of 
all Standards have been revised for im

proved clarity on this. 

S3 
D. Scope 

A valid concern that several CBs w
ill have been if sim

ply dem
onstrating evidence of ISO

 17065 accreditation is 
sufficient to dem

onstrate com
pliance to the indicators referenced in this standard. Since a CB m

ay use an 
accreditation body other than ASI for this accreditation, it should be m

ade clear that dem
onstrating valid 

accreditation is enough evidence to dem
onstrate conform

ance to the ISO
 17065 indicators cited here. That is, a 

CB should not have to open up its PEFC, SFI, ISO
 17065 or other non-ASI-accredited schem

es up to ASI. 

Section 1.1 of Revision Draft v2 should now
 be clear that the accreditation body 

w
ould be assessing w

hether or not the Certification Body holds accreditation to ISO
 

17065 in accordance w
ith SBPs contractual and scope requirem

ents, and not 
evaluating conform

ance w
ith each clause of 17065. 

 

S3 
General feedback 

The CB should be required to im
m

ediately inform
 their clients in the event they receive M

ajor N
Cs from

 SBPs 
designated assurance m

anager. 
Section 8 on non-conform

ances has been review
ed and added further clarify on the 

issue, status, com
m

unication and consequences of non-conform
ances. 

 Stan
d

ard
 4

 R
evision

 D
raft v1: C

on
trib

u
tion

s an
d

 R
esp

on
ses  

 

Section Description 
Com

m
ent 

Response 

S4 
B. Introduction: 
feedback 

"The SBP fram
ew

ork is m
ade publicly available...." 

W
orking Group B/C agrees. 

S4 
General feedback 

All defined term
s should be m

oved into the SBP Glossary to avoid confusion. There are several requirem
ents for 

other SBP standards cited in ST 4, such as ST 2 and ST 5. These indicators tend to be related to the m
anagem

ent 
system

 and all should be m
oved to ST 2. 

The W
orking Groups decided to m

ove all term
s and definitions into a separate 

Glossary. 

S4 
General feedback 

As I understood there w
ill be a finalization of this standard this sum

m
er and a new

 SBP CoC docum
ent shall 

additionally appear in the SBP Policy of BP. This new
 procedure w

ill be coordinated by an additional instruction to 
the standard. Right? 

The Standards Developm
ent Process aim

s to conclude by end of 2021, w
ith the 

approval and publication of the Standards. Revision Draft v2 (page ii) contains the 
details of the effective date and transition period, The W

orking Groups have 
recom

m
ended that SBP provides sufficient guidance on the revised Standards, to 

support the transition to the application of the revised Standards. 
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S4 
Traceability 
requirem

ents / 3.2. 
M

aterial 
accounting: 
feedback 

Balancing period 12 m
onths is not acceptable. Pellets are a seasonal product, and a 12-m

onth period w
ill cause 

situation that m
aterial w

hich is bought in sum
m

ertim
e m

ust be rem
oved from

 balance next sum
m

er. SBP m
ust 

hold to 24-m
onth period as FSC. This m

akes m
ost sense w

hen you are w
orking w

ith seasonal product. 

W
orking Group B/C discussed and agreed on a 12-m

onth balancing period. For 
details see Revision Draft v2. 

S4 
A. Sum

m
ary of 

Changes: feedback 
Good that this is finally clear so that SBP has ow

n set of requirem
ents and does not have to rely of FSC or PEFC 

certificates for BP. 
N

o response required. 

S4 
Traceability 
requirem

ents / 3.1.1 
Input / purchasing: 
feedback 

W
hich ones and how

 m
uch (how

 far from
 receiving point) transport docum

ents m
ust be as reference, please 

define. M
ust this reference be included in Invoice? Is it not enough that in transport docum

ents (them
selves) is 

reference of certification status? 

The W
orking Groups have recom

m
ended that SBP develops guidance on CoC 

docum
entation requirem

ents. For details see Revision Draft v2.  

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.3.1 
Training and 
qualifications: 
feedback 

is unnecessary to prove im
plem

entation of an effective training program
. It sim

ply adds another layer of 
requirem

ents for little benefit. Suggest rem
oval. This is also a m

anagem
ent system

 requirem
ent and should be in 

ST 2. 

The text in the Standard has been am
ended. For details see Revision Draft v2. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
Requirem

ents / 1.1. 
General 
Requirem

ents: 
feedback 

It is good 
N

o response required. 

S4 
General feedback 

It is necessary to publish the docum
ents of the standard in Russian on the official page. W

e need training lectures 
in Russian. 

The W
orking Groups have recom

m
ended that SBP provides training and 

translations of the revised Standards in different languages, including Russian.  

S4 
Traceability 
requirem

ents / 3.2.6 
M

aterial 
accounting: 
feedback 

N
eeds far greater refinem

ent. As it is unclear w
hat a m

ass balance m
aterial account entails and w

hat system
s are 

allow
able e.g., proportionate, non-proportionate (first-in/first-out), non-proportionate (allocated). N

eeds a 
statem

ent that sustainability characteristics need to rem
ain attached and should not be sw

apped betw
een 

batches. This is in 5E, but it is such a critical aspect of m
ass balance it deserves to be in the Standards. Clarification 

should also be provided on w
hat these characteristics are. 3.2.7.1. Should also include sim

ilar feedstock type. 
3.2.7.2/3.2.7.5 O

n the basis that a robust m
ass balance system

 requires ‘dynam
ic data’ to either be applied to all 

transactions, or none, suppliers w
ill likely adopt the ‘balancing period’ approach to afford sufficient flexibility in 

selling m
aterial to those m

arkets in w
hich it m

eets the necessary regulations; a continuously rolling account 
w

ould reduce the am
ount of available ‘credits’ to that w

hich is physically available w
ithin stocks on the basis all 

m
aterial should be allocated batch-specific data w

hich w
ill need attributing to each transaction. How

ever, a 3-
m

onth period is likely to be overly constricting given a) feedstock heterogeneity and b) different m
em

ber state 
requirem

ents and w
ill ultim

ately lead to inefficient m
arket operation, increasing both costs and em

issions (e.g., 
due to low

er capacity vessels, additional shipping m
ovem

ents). A 12-m
onth balancing period should therefore be 

The topics w
ere discussed in detail in W

orking Group B/Cand the relevant Sub-
groups. The text in the Standard has been am

ended; the m
ass balancing section is 

now
 far m

ore detailed in Revision Draft v2. A 12-m
onth balancing period has been 

agreed. For details see Revision Draft v2. 
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considered to allow
 greater flexibility w

ithin the supply chain. H
ow

ever, SBP should consider a lim
it on the extent 

to w
hich any account m

ay go negative (e.g., 50,000t or 10%
 of throughput/output), to ensure BPs do not take on 

an unreasonable level of risk to balancing accounts.  

S4 
A. Sum

m
ary of 

Changes: feedback 
Please note that REDII is largely not applicable for [for our com

pany] 
The revised Standards w

ill m
eet regulatory requirem

ents, such as REDII, m
ost likely 

by applying additional Instruction Docum
ents for specific fram

ew
orks, as currently 

done, for exam
ple, in case of Dutch requirem

ents. Discussions on details are 
ongoing and follow

ing current EU
 developm

ents on REDII im
plem

entation 
clarifications. 

S4 
Traceability 
requirem

ents / 3.2. 
M

aterial 
accounting: 
feedback 

REDII m
akes no reference to such period. Also, w

hy should SBP take only REDII as benchm
ark for this standard? 

W
hy w

ould you have REDII specific requirem
ents but not for exam

ple BE or N
L specific regulations in here? W

hy is 
there a m

ax balance period of 3 m
onths? w

e alw
ays use 12 m

onths and that is also w
hat our national 

requirem
ents are. W

e do not w
ant only 3 m

onths for this. 

W
orking Group B/C agreed a 12-m

onth balancing period, see Revision Draft v2. 
Ensuring REDII com

pliance w
ill follow

 the sam
e route as ensuring com

pliance w
ith 

BE, N
L, and other specific regulations. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.5. 
Record keeping 
feedback 

Rew
ording of N

O
TE: The extent of the internal audit m

ay depend on the size and scope of the organisation and 
certificate, and the results from

 previous internal and external audits. This is also a m
anagem

ent system
 

requirem
ent and should be in ST 2. 

W
orking Group B/C agreed to revise the text. For details see Revision Draft v2. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.7. 
N

on-conform
ing 

product or 
docum

ent: feedback 

SBP should provide further clarification on how
 this applies to end users and w

hat end users w
ould be required to 

do in the event of accepting non-conform
ing product.  

W
orking Group B/C supports the developm

ent of further guidance. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.6. 
Stakeholder 
engagem

ent: 
feedback 

Section 1.6 Stakeholder Engagem
ent - W

e do not agree w
ith placing this in Standard 4. Currently, the stakeholder 

consultation requirem
ent is associated w

ith the Supply Base Evaluation and the benchm
arking of risks and 

m
itigations – this is the appropriate level. Placing it here in the CoC standard w

ill obligate not only biom
ass 

producers, but also traders and end-users to develop detailed stakeholder engagem
ent plans. This placem

ent, 
com

bined w
ith increasing the level of detail required, w

ill be difficult to m
anage appropriately at this scale. W

e 
recom

m
end rem

oving this from
 Standard 4 and having a further discussion about the m

ost appropriate 
placem

ent for these requirem
ents.  

W
orking Group B/C discussed and agreed to add further, significant details on the 

Stakeholder Engagem
ent Plan and its scope. A link to Standard 2 has been added, 

allow
ing O

rganisations to refer to the requirem
ents in that Standard. 

S4 
General feedback 

Section 4.2.1 related to subcontractors - Does this include port operations? If so, w
e do not support this.  

Section 4.2.3 related to subcontractors - Does this m
ean that a CB w

ill need to provide approval prior to a biom
ass 

producer engaging w
ith a new

 subcontractor? W
hat is the purpose of this? This doesn’t seem

 necessary and could 
cause delays in production and shipping.  

W
orking Group B/C refined the section on sub-contractors significantly, w

hile 
considering good practice exam

ples, e.g., FSC Standard 40-004. Detailed questions 
still need further discussion and are under developm

ent. 

S4 
Traceability 
requirem

ents / 3.2. 
Section 3.2.7.2 and Section 3.2.7.5 related to m

ass balancing - The draft REDII operational guidance that w
as 

released by the European Com
m

ission at the end of M
arch does not include the 3-m

onth balance period that w
as 

W
orking Group B/C agreed a 12-m

onth balancing period in Revision Draft v2. See 
com

m
ents above on REDII-com

pliance scope. 



    Response to public consultation on SBP Standards Revision Draft v1 
  

 
 

 
 

 
Page 33  

M
aterial 

accounting: 
feedback 

suggested by N
avigant/REDIIBIO

 project. The draft references directly back to the original REDII language, w
hich 

does not include any fixed balancing tim
e period. O

ur understanding is that this w
as w

ritten into this SBP revision 
draft only to satisfy the potential gap betw

een REDII and SBP but given that that gap has not com
e to bear, this 

should be rem
oved. As w

e and other stakeholders advocating during the REDIIBIO
 process, the balance period of 

3 m
onths overly prescriptive and is not in keeping w

ith current industry and supply chain standards and best 
practices. The 3-m

onth tim
e fram

e w
as put in place several years ago for the EU

 biofuels sector and it created 
significant adm

inistrative burden w
hich resulted in severe disruption of the m

arket. W
e should not repeat that 

m
istake. 

S4 
Additional 
requirem

ents / 4.1. 
Business integrity, 
social, health and 
safety and 
environm

ental 
requirem

ents for all 
certificated 
organisations: 
feedback 

Section 4.1. It is helpful to see this com
m

ent “. The sub-group recom
m

ends focusing on high-risk jurisdictions and 
activities and lim

iting burden on low
 risk highly regulated jurisdictions.” How

ever, it w
ould be useful if the 

standard could clarify to w
hat extent the auditor w

ill be able to rely on existing controls, rather than replicating 
w

ork already com
pleted for other purposes.  

Section on business integrity w
as com

prehensively revised (see Section 4.1 to 4.5), 
including setting a link to Standard 1, Criterion 4.1, w

hile considering good practice 
exam

ples in requirem
ents setting, e.g., FSC Standard 40-004.  

 

S4 
Additional 
requirem

ents / 4.2. 
Sub-contractors: 
feedback 

There is a lack of clarity on w
ho in the supply chain these requirem

ents apply to and how
 they w

ill im
pact the 

biom
ass producer’s/certificate holder’s relationship w

ith their subcontractors. W
e recom

m
end revisiting this 

section to ensure the im
pacts are w

ell-understood. W
e do not support m

oving forw
ard w

ith this language until 
m

ore clarity is provided. Section 4.2.1 related to subcontractors - Does this include port operations? If so, w
e do 

not support this. Section 4.2.3 related to subcontractors - Does this m
ean that a CB w

ill need to provide approval 
prior to a biom

ass producer engaging w
ith a new

 subcontractor? W
hat is the purpose of this? This doesn’t seem

 
necessary and could cause delays in production and shipping.  

W
orking Group B/C refined the section on sub-contractors significantly, w

hile 
considering good practice exam

ples, e.g., FSC Standard 40-004. Detailed questions 
still need further discussion and are under developm

ent. 

S4 
General feedback 

The current standard om
its functional requirem

ents, notably how
 m

ass balance system
s w

ill be operated under 
the SBP CoC. For instance, there is no description in the Standard of credit accounts or m

ass balance system
s (e.g., 

proportionate/non-proportionate). There is only a brief m
ention of som

e of the com
ponents of these system

s 
(e.g., balancing period). Far greater detail is therefore required on how

 these system
s are to be operated. 

Currently there are m
ultiple m

echanism
s for m

aintaining and passing on sustainability data: -SAR (feedstock data; 
energy &

 carbon data) -DTS (pellet plant of origin/reporting period; feedstock data) -Credit accounts (claim
s; 

feedstock data) The m
ass balance system

s that arise are convoluted on the basis som
e inform

ation is passed on 
by the BP (e.g. pellet plant; dynam

ic feedstock data) and som
e is calculated/inferred by the end user (e.g. GHG 

intensity; feedstock data, w
here not provided dynam

ically). Equally, som
e inform

ation is passed on for som
e 

trades of a BP, but not others (e.g., dynam
ic data). This has resulted in a m

ix of proportionate and non-
proportionate m

ass balance system
s functioning throughout the chain of custody for different sustainability 

characteristics. As it stands, Standard 4 does not appear to address these inconsistencies, w
hich risks underm

ining 
the overall integrity of the w

hole system
 m

ass balance. For instance, w
here a BP sources a m

ix of roundw
ood and 

saw
m

ill residues and provides dynam
ic data for the saw

m
ill residues only, custom

ers that receive the roundw
ood 

w
ill be unclear as to w

hether they are receiving a m
ix of roundw

ood and saw
m

ill residues, or roundw
ood only. 

U
ltim

ately, a single, consistent m
ass balance approach should be required for all sustainability inform

ation to be 

W
orking Group B/C and relevant Sub-group discussed the com

m
ents in detail and 

updated the M
ass Balance section. See revision Draft v2.  
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passed on throughout the chain of custody, im
portantly covering claim

s, pellet plant of origin and feedstock type 
i.e. each tim

e a transaction is m
ade, the claim

, the pellet plant of origin and any relevant batch-specific data 
(considered here as inform

ation listed in the feedstock table of the SAR e.g. feedstock type, country of origin, and 
any connected inform

ation e.g. GHG intensity) should be passed on, w
ith this inform

ation m
aintained w

ithin a 
single m

ass balance register. A critical com
ponent of this, is that the provision of batch-specific data by a CH 

should never be voluntary on a trade-by-trade basis, else it risks disrupting the overall m
ass balance. Either 

additional batch-specific data should be provided to all custom
ers of a CH, or to none. An exception to this is 

w
here the CH adopts the transfer system

, such that inform
ation is passed on exactly as it is received. For 

organisations not intending to m
eet REDII requirem

ents, should there be different credit accounting requirem
ents 

than 3.2.7.5? It is reasonable that the Standard allow
s different m

ass balance approaches, provided that CHs 
adopt a single, consistent approach to m

ass balancing. Im
portantly, CHs should not have m

ultiple system
s in 

place, one for passing on REDII claim
s and one for supplying other m

arkets. It is equally critical than under the 
operation of any system

, passing on of any additional batch-specific ‘dynam
ic’ data is either provided w

ith all 
trades m

ade by a BP, or on no trades. I.e., the organisation either adopts a proportionate m
ass balance approach 

to batch data (e.g., no dynam
ic data, w

hereby all custom
ers determ

ine batch-specific data via the SAR by 
proportional allocation against all feedstock groups) or non-proportionate approach (dynam

ic data). These 
different approaches should be described in the Standard or accom

panying guidance. For so long as provision of 
certain data on trades rem

ains optional (e.g., feedstock category, country etc.), it creates an inconsistent m
ass 

balance, on the basis that custom
ers of sales m

ade w
ithout the optional data w

ill have to m
ake assum

ptions on 
sustainability inform

ation relating to the trade and w
ill fail to account for that inform

ation passed on w
ith the 

additional data. For instance, a BP sources biom
ass from

 Latvia and Estonia. The BP sells a REDII-com
pliant claim

, 
for all m

aterial from
 Estonia. The rem

aining biom
ass is then sold w

ithout a RED
-II com

pliant claim
. The custom

er 
of the latter trade now

 needs to m
ake an assum

ption on w
hich country the m

aterial originates. W
ithout access to 

the BPs other trades, they w
ill likely m

ake the assum
ption the biom

ass is a m
ix of Latvian and Estonian biom

ass, 
based on the best available inform

ation in the relevant SARs for the biom
ass. Key com

ponents of the m
ass 

balance approach adopted by SBP: A m
ass-balancing ‘dynam

ic data’ system
 should be fit for purpose in all end 

m
arkets, and not tailored to any one m

arket in particular (e.g. current ID5D rules are targeted tow
ards the Dutch 

m
arket by keeping credit accounts for ‘categories’ of feedstock, w

here definitions align to Dutch requirem
ents) 

The m
ass balance system

 should be kept flexible, allow
ing the BP to aggregate feedstock groups and other batch-

specific data in a w
ay that m

eets the needs of their custom
ers. How

ever, at a m
inim

um
, separate credit accounts 

should be kept for: -Pellet plant of origin -Prim
ary m

aterial and secondary/tertiary m
aterial -M

aterial certified 
through a supply base report, m

aterial certified through FM
 certification These accounts m

ust be com
bined, 

ensuring all characteristics rem
ain attached, and should not be operated in parallel (i.e., one account for pellet 

plant, one account for feedstock etc.) Credit accounts should be identified using unique identifiers, providing 
m

utual exclusivity across accounts. Ideally, these w
ould be integrated w

ith current batch codes (acting as 
identifiers of the credit/m

ass balance account) to form
 a single m

ass balance process. Ideally, this m
ass balance 

w
ould be controlled via the DTS, w

ith unique batch codes used to identify and transfer all pertinent sustainability 
data, as aggregated by the BP e.g., not just pellet plant of origin, reporting year and distribution route (as is 
currently identified in the batch code) but also e.g., feedstock type, country of origin. The m

ost logical approach 
w

ould be to connect feedstock groups in the SAR to batch codes, w
hile allow

ing m
ultiple feedstock groups to 

carry the sam
e batch code, as aggregated in a w

ay the BP sees fit but m
eeting the m

inim
um

 requirem
ents 

outlined above. E.g., all saw
m

ill residue lines in the feedstock table could be aggregated to a single batch, and all 
prim

ary m
aterial another batch. The Standard should also describe how

 credit accounts should be operated on 
the basis this is now

 a stand-alone Standard and no longer reliant on other CoC standards.  
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S4 
General feedback 

The draft revised docum
ents and the suggested applicability and associated claim

s retain the flaw
s of the present 

standards, in that they refer to SBP providing assurance related to biom
ass production, but not the econom

ically, 
environm

entally and socially responsible biom
ass use that SBP states as its purpose. As such any errors of detail in 

the present standard or revised draft are dw
arfed by errors of om

ission related to applicability to end users, 
certification of biom

ass use, and claim
s that certified end users m

ight m
ake.  

W
orking Group B/C does not agree w

ith this statem
ent. Standard 1 sets 

requirem
ents for social, environm

ental and econom
ic responsibility, targeting 

Biom
ass Producers and the supply bases they source feedstock from

. Standard 4 
sets requirem

ents for operators in the supply chain of the certified biom
ass, 

including the end users.  

S4 
General feedback 

Things in a standard need to be clear and not lead to discussions! 
W

orking Group B/C agrees. The editing and text revision of the Standards aim
 to 

ensure clarity and consistency of the requirem
ents. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.6. 
Stakeholder 
engagem

ent: 
feedback 

This is a significant change that has not been thoroughly considered by participants in the revision process. The 
stakeholder consultation requirem

ent currently exists in association w
ith Standard 1 and the SBE. It is surprising 

to see it included in the chain-of-custody standard. W
ill this be in addition to the stakeholder consultation 

requirem
ent associated w

ith the SBE? There are several issues w
ith this approach. First, by placing it in Standard 4 

it infers those end-users and trader w
ill be obligated to try to engage regional stakeholders from

 their respective 
supply areas to w

hom
 they are not fam

iliar w
ith. It seem

s highly unrealistic that this m
ethod w

ould effectively 
identify, and address concerns associated w

ith biom
ass sourcing. Second, the level of effort and detail that is 

proposed, even for biom
ass producers, is a reach, som

ething SBP has experienced first-hand in the Standard 
revision process. Engaging diverse stakeholders can extrem

ely difficult. To place a requirem
ent that includes audit 

of stakeholder engagem
ent success (i.e., verification of participation records and m

eeting frequency) is 
predisposing certificate holders to non-conform

ances related to stakeholder participation w
hich are not entirely 

w
ithin their control. How

ever, the concept of SBP creating a system
 to collect and share stakeholder concerns is 

valid and m
ay be helpful. It is possible for biom

ass producers to engage w
ith industry peers, experts, 

professionals, and N
GO

s, outside of a form
al stakeholder engagem

ent process, to develop robust sourcing 
protocols. This is occurring and is docum

ented and audited through the Standard 1 and through third-party Forest 
M

anagem
ent certifications. O

verem
phasis on stakeholder engagem

ent has the potential to im
pose unnecessary 

burden on the certificate holders w
ithout producing tangible sustainability benefits. Suggestion is to not include 

the current approach in Standard and to open this topic up for w
ider discussion prior to finalizing SBPs approach 

to stakeholder engagem
ent.  

W
orking Group B/C discussed and concluded that stakeholder engagem

ent 
requirem

ents w
ould be kept in Standard 4. Significant details on the Stakeholder 

Engagem
ent Plan and its scope w

ere added. A link to Standard 2 has been added, 
allow

ing O
rganisations applying Standard 2 to refer to the requirem

ents in that 
Standard. Good practice exam

ples of further certification schem
es considered, such 

as FSC 40-004. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.6. 
Stakeholder 
engagem

ent: 
feedback 

This is totally unacceptable. W
hy is this needed? The m

ost part of Stakeholders find existing consultations as 
encum

brance, this w
ill be even w

orse. 
See com

m
ent above. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.6. 
Stakeholder 
engagem

ent: 
feedback 

W
hat does this topic have to do w

ith CO
C? This should be placed in Standard 2 because it relates to m

anagem
ent 

system
. 

See com
m

ent above, including link to Standard 2. 



    Response to public consultation on SBP Standards Revision Draft v1 
  

 
 

 
 

 
Page 36  

S4 
Feedstock Sourcing 
Requirem

ents: 
feedback 

W
hile recognising the difficulties in traceability, it is im

perative that to ensure com
pliance w

ith regulations of the 
U

K m
arket, SBP require that tertiary feedstock m

eet the sam
e requirem

ents as secondary and prim
ary feedstocks.  

W
orking Group B/C is still discussing w

ays to consider tertiary feedstock in the 
system

. For ensuring com
pliance w

ith specific regulatory system
s, see com

m
ents 

on REDII. 

S4 
O

rganisational 
requirem

ents / 1.6. 
Stakeholder 
engagem

ent: 
feedback 

Yes, finally this is pragm
atic approach, thx SBP. 

You’re w
elcom

e. 

 Stan
d

ard
 5 R

evision
 D

raft v1: C
on

trib
u

tion
s an

d
 R

esp
on

ses  
 

Section Description 
Com

m
ent 

Response 

S5 
2.1 SBP Data 
Transfer System

 
(DTS): feedback 

Should reference ‘GHG calculations’, not just ‘calculations’ 2.2 W
here should ‘changes’ be recorded? In a reissued 

SAR? ‘Changes’ should be defined clearly, and exam
ples given. E.g., N

orm
al/seasonal fluctuations in energy 

consum
ption should not be considered. How

ever, plant configuration changes (e.g., change in drying technology, 
installation of RTO

) should be noted.  

This is recorded in the SAR.  

S5 
2 SBP Data Transfer 
System

 (DTS): 
feedback 

W
hy w

ould not every chain in the CoC calculate their contribution to the GHG? 
Every link in the chain provides data, and each legal ow

ner m
ay voluntarily 

calculate associated em
issions. Standard 6 now

 m
entions that legal ow

ners m
ay 

use the SBP calculator or other GHG calculators to perform
 GHG calculations, and 

that all legal ow
ners m

ay perform
 interm

ediate GHG calculations and pass their 
calculations on to the next legal ow

ner(s). 
 

S5 
3.2 Product groups 
and batch specific 
data: feedback 

Should also include that w
here an organisation adopts a non-proportionate approach/dynam

ic data, it is also 
required that the organisation shall provide accurate feedstock data pertaining to each batch of biom

ass supplied 
3.3. The standard should m

ake reference to the fact that sustainability characteristics shall not be sw
apped 

betw
een batches due to its im

portance (or at a m
inim

um
 this described w

ithin Standard 4) 

W
orking Group B/C agreed to add text from

 Instruction Docum
ent 5E, section 3.3.3, 

nam
ely: Feedstock shall retain its original characteristics as processed and 

characteristics shall not be transferred betw
een transaction batches. 

S5 
C. Scope and D. How

 
to use this 
docum

ent: feedback 

W
e think it w

ould be easy to have GH
G data ready from

 each chain in the chain of custody including BPs per 
port/location as w

ith for exam
ple GG

L. This w
ould m

ake the GHG calculations clearer for everyone. 
W

orking Group B/C agreed and Standard 6 now
 m

entions that legal ow
ners m

ay 
use the SBP calculator or other GHG calculators to perform

 GHG calculations and 
that all legal ow

ners m
ay perform

 interm
ediate GHG calculations and pass their 

calculations on to the next legal ow
ner(s). 
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S5 
Standard 5 - General 
feedback 

Intro B/6.1/6.2 – should acknow
ledge discussions w

ithin the technical sub-group and w
orking group C around the 

developm
ent of voluntary standard allow

ing the BP to perform
 GHG calculations and pass this through the DTS, 

rather than saying the GHG calculation is the sole responsibility of the end user  

GHG calculation falls w
ithin the scope of Standard 6. 

S5 
Standard 5 - General 
feedback 

The draft revised docum
ents and the suggested applicability and associated claim

s retain the flaw
s of the present 

standards, in that they refer to SBP providing assurance related to biom
ass production, but not the econom

ically, 
environm

entally and socially responsible biom
ass use that SBP states as its purpose. As such any errors of detail in 

the present standard or revised draft are dw
arfed by errors of om

ission related to applicability to end users, 
certification of biom

ass use, and claim
s that certified end users m

ight m
ake.  

W
orking Group B/C has ensured that the objectives and the scope of the Standard 

have been clarified.  

S5 
Standard 5 - General 
feedback 

This is an extrem
ely short standard now

 and adds little value. W
hy not lum

p all GHG requirem
ents into a single 

docum
ent? Provide the regulators w

ith a com
parison table so that they can easily navigate betw

een w
hich SBP 

requirem
ents attend to specific legal requirem

ents. 

For the sake of clarity, W
orking Group B/C decided to keep the original structure, 

w
ith one Standard (Standard 5) dedicated to data collection and one Standard 

(Standard 6) dedicated to GHG em
issions calculations. 

 Stan
d

ard
 6 R

evision
 D

raft v1: C
on

trib
u

tion
s an

d
 R

esp
on

ses  
 

Section Description 
Com

m
ent 

Response 

S6 
2.1 Responsibilities: 
feedback 

Is m
anagem

ent representative not a bit form
al? w

ould a responsible em
ployee not be enough? 

This is typical of quality m
anagem

ent system
 requirem

ents. 

S6 
2.1 Responsibilities: 
feedback 

These are m
anagem

ent system
 requirem

ents. Put in ST 2. 
The intention of Standard 6 is to have a standalone, com

prehensive Standard for 
End-users, so they are only audited against one Standard.  

S6 
2.2 Docum

ented 
procedures: 
feedback 

These are m
anagem

ent system
 requirem

ents. Put in ST 2. 
The intention of standard 6 is to have a stand-along, com

prehensive standard for 
end-users, so they are only audited against one standard.  

S6 
2.2 Training: 
feedback 

These are m
anagem

ent system
 requirem

ents. Put in ST 2. Too m
any training requirem

ents across all standards. 
The SBP system

 is unnecessarily com
plex. 

The intention of standard 6 is to have a stand-along, com
prehensive standard for 

end-users, so they are only audited against one standard. 

S6 
2.4 Record keeping: 
feedback 

These are m
anagem

ent system
 requirem

ents. Put in ST 2. 
The intention of standard 6 is to have a stand-along, com

prehensive standard for 
end-users, so they are only audited against one standard. 

S6 
2.5 Com

plaints: 
feedback 

2.5.2 m
entioned that the com

plaint procedure has to be publicly available? w
hy is this and w

hat does it m
ean? if 

w
e com

ply w
ith the SBP com

plaint procedure w
hy does it need to be public? 

The intention of the procedure being publicly available is so that com
plainants 

know
 there is a process and how

 to follow
 it. It is also good practice to be 

transparent about procedures. 
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S6 
2.6 Com

plaints: 
feedback 

These are m
anagem

ent system
 requirem

ents. Put in ST 2. 
The intention of standard 6 is to have a stand-along, com

prehensive standard for 
end-users, so they are only audited against one standard.  

S6 
3 Inputs: feedback 

If the standard is applied at a facility level - this should consider biom
ass from

 non-SBP certified sources and w
hat 

inform
ation is required (i.e., PBids/SDI codes are not relevant) 

To be certified against Standard 6, O
rganisations need to be certified as a m

inim
um

 
against Standard 4 (Chain of Custody) and Standard 5 (Collection and 
Com

m
unication of data). Com

pliance w
ith Standard 6 alone does not perm

it any 
claim

s to be m
ade on the sustainability of biom

ass used or supplied. 

S6 
3. Inputs: feedback 

Repeat of ST 4. How
 does this add value? Put in ST 4 or alter the sim

ilar ST 4 requirem
ents if there are slight 

differences for end-users. 
The intention of standard 6 is to have a stand-along, com

prehensive standard for 
end-users, so they are only audited against one standard. 

S6 
4 Energy and carbon 
balance calculation: 
feedback 

If the standard is applied at a facility level - this should consider biom
ass from

 non-SBP certified sources and 
ultim

ately w
hat level of auditing is required for actual data used in calculations that has not been audited through 

standard 5. 

To be certified against Standard 6, the O
rganisations need to be certified aa a 

m
inim

um
 against Standard 4 (Chain of Custody) and Standard 5 (Collection and 

Com
m

unication of data). Com
pliance w

ith Standard 6 alone does not perm
it any 

claim
s to be m

ade on the sustainability of biom
ass used or supplied. 

S6 
4 Energy and carbon 
balance calculation: 
feedback 

Seem
s like this relates to ST 5. It could be placed there and m

ade applicable to end-users only. 
The intention of standard 6 is to have a stand-along, com

prehensive standard for 
end-users, so they are only audited against one standard. 

S6 
5 Business integrity, 
social, health and 
safety requirem

ents 
in CoC: feedback 

These are m
anagem

ent system
 requirem

ents. Put in ST 2. It is also m
entioned in the draft of ST 4. Rem

ove the 
departm

ent of redundancy departm
ent. 

The intention of standard 6 is to have a stand-along, com
prehensive standard for 

end-users, so they are only audited against one standard. 

S6 
A. Introduction: 
feedback 

Should acknow
ledge developm

ent of voluntary standard for BP to perform
 GHG calculation rather than saying the 

GHG calculation is the sole responsibility of the end user. Im
portant considerations for im

plem
entation. Does the 

standard apply at a facility level (I.e., covers all biom
ass regardless of w

hether it is from
 SBP-certified sources; end 

users calculate a w
eighted average carbon intensity/GHG saving for all biom

ass sources) or at a supply chain level 
(I.e., covers all SBP-certified sources of biom

ass used by an installation; end users calculate carbon intensity/GHG 
saving for each individual supply chain/consignm

ent)? Does the standard apply retrospectively (I.e., at the end of 
the year the auditor m

akes sure all consignm
ents used/the facility has m

et the requirem
ents) or prospectively 

(I.e., a calculation is m
ade based on one year, and that GH

G value applied for the follow
ing year)? O

n the basis 
that GHG values are unlikely required to be passed on to electricity suppliers (I.e., com

pliance is deem
ed at the 

point of generation), then retrospectively seem
s m

ore appropriate.  

W
orking Groups B/C agreed and Standard 6 now

 m
entions that legal ow

ners m
ay 

use the SBP calculator or other GHG calculators to perform
 GH

G calculations and 
that all legal ow

ners m
ay perform

 interm
ediate GHG calculations and pass their 

calculations on to the next legal ow
ner(s). Instruction Docum

ents w
ill be used to 

assist im
plem

entation of these considerations. 

S6 
General feedback 

I think the new
 standards looks very good and is w

orkable 
Thanks. 

 


