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Overview of pilot testing 
SBP and its governing bodies would like to thank the Certificate Holders (listed below) and their dedicated 
personnel for their time in participating in the SBP pilot testing. The pilots have played a critical part in 
the development of our revised Standards.  

 

The pilot testing was carried out by independent Certification Bodies (see the Terms of Reference in 
Annex 2) and/or the Secretariat in order to maximise the feedback. The pilots were based on the May 
version of the draft Standards and took place at the Certificate Holders’ premises where possible or via 
remote meeting where more appropriate. The intention was to collect the views of operators on the 
proposed draft using their day-to-day experience of biomass production and certification. The feedback 
was framed on an evaluation grid comprising the following criteria: 

o The possible commercial implications of the proposed new indicators;  
o The clarity of the indicators;  
o The ease with which the Certificate Holder was able to generate the data required to 

demonstrate compliance; 
o The clarity and usefulness of the guidance provided; 
o The clarity and usefulness of the impact sections; and 
o The perceived positive impact of the revised indicators.  

 

General findings  

This report provides a written summary of the feedback received during the pilot testing and workshops 
organised by the SBP Secretariat to review the draft SBP Standards in cooperation with SBP Certificate 
Holders and SBP’s accredited Certification Bodies. The detailed report is attached as an annex and 
provides further insight on the comments collected. For the purposes of the pilot testing, feedback was 
received on Standards 1, 2 and 4, and therefore this document only references those Standards.  

 

Certificate Holder Country Month Certification Body 
present 

SBP Representative 
present 

Pinnacle Canada June 2022 CU Yes 

Skeena Canada June 2022 No Yes 

Workshop with multiple 
Certificate Holders 

Canada June 2022 No Yes 

Latgran Jekabpils Latvia June 2022 PbN Yes 

Soliva Spain May 2022 CU Yes 

Enviva USA June 2022 SCS Yes 

Framfuels USA June 2022 No Yes 

HedeDanmark (TOF) Denmark June 2022 No Yes 

Novalis Consultoría y Comercio 
S.L.  

Spain July 2022 PbN No 

Drax UK August 2022 No Yes 
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Ability of Certificate Holders to provide the evidence and data to demonstrate 
compliance 

The general feedback on the draft revised Standards was positive. The Certificate Holders generally 
support the structural, editorial and content changes proposed. It has been noted that some of the 
changes, such as the removal of the “organisation shall have management systems in place” will enable 
Certificate Holders to rely more on external mechanisms (such as legislation) for compliance. However, 
some indicators have been challenged and Certificate Holders have raised concerns on the concepts 
included in Standard 1 Principle 3.  

 

Economic viability of the requirements 

In general, the feedback considering economic viability was positive. The main concerns expressed on 
this topic were in relation to the indicators under Standard 1, Principle 4, specifically those on labour 
conditions and FPIC. One Certificate Holder has requested information on how was compliance with 
various national legal requirements, including the UK, confirmed.  

 

Clarity of the indicators 

In general, the feedback was positive. Most comments related to need for improved clarity were in relation 
to indicators under Standard 1, Principle 3. Additional indicators highlighted as potentially challenging 
were those that include “feedstock harvesting” in the wording. Several Certificate Holders commented 
that in most cases harvesting is not carried out to produce feedstock for biomass production and, as such, 
the term “feedstock harvesting” is difficult to interpret. Feedback also indicated that several aspects in 
SBP Standard 2 will require further work, for example, on defining the place of harvest, recognition of 
forest management certification schemes, and definition of SBP-Controlled biomass.  

 

Auditability of indicators 

The general feedback was positive. Most comments suggesting improvement to the auditability of 
indicators were in relation to Standard 1, Principle 3. In addition, comments were raised on some of the 
indicators under Standard 1, Principle 2 and some Certificate Holders raised questions on the mass 
balance requirements included in Standard 4. 

 

Clarity and usefulness of the guidance, impacts sections 

The guidance is yet to be developed and, therefore, was not available during the pilot testing. One 
Certificate Holder has requested guidance for SBP Standard 1 to facilitate the implementation of the 
requirements. 

 

Evaluation of the perceived positive impacts the revised Standards would bring 

The Certificate Holders and Certification Bodies made positive comments about potential positive 
impacts. More work is required to evaluate the on-the-ground impacts.  
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Trees outside forests 

Two of the pilots considered the Standards in the context of trees outside forests (TOF).. While the 
feedback on the quality of the indicators was positive, both the Certification Body and Certificate Holders 
highlighted that Biomass Producers involved in TOF-based supply chains on agriculture land have very 
limited options to mitigate risks associated. Furthermore, for feedstocks sourced from forestry the 
Certification Body audits forest management in general; the audit is not focused on biomass feedstock 
harvesting. If the same principle was applied for TOF, the Certification Body would be required to audit 
agricultural practices, which might be technically difficult considering aspects such as seasonality.  
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Annex 1 - Findings related to specific Standards 

SBP Standard 1 – Feedstock compliance 

Principle 1 – Biomass sourcing is legal  
This principle received very few comments. Requests have been made to clarify the applicability of the 
indicator that refers to land rights, also some Certificate Holders requested more detailed information on 
what would constitute an illegal activity, for example, would illegal waste disposal by third parties result 
in a non-conformity. The TOF pilots highlighted that in an agricultural setting there might be limited options 
to mitigate illegal activities, such as water extraction without a valid permit.  

Principle 2 – Biomass sourcing does not harm the environment 
For 2.1.1. “Impacts on key species,…” a Certificate Holder asked if the wording on impacts could be more 
precise, for example, impact of what, positive, negative etc. 

A Certificate Holder questioned the applicability of indicators that refer to “maintain or enhance” in case 
of processing residues: “In any indicator where the Organisation is being asked to "maintain or enhance" 
the Standard is asking for internal procedures or controls. If an Organisation is using secondary 
feedstocks with limited connection [beyond] the secondary feedstock supplier, how can they enhance or 
maintain anything [at] the ground level? This was one of the areas addressed by the concept of P5. Based 
on the FSC CW mitigation model of requiring Organisations to engage with the larger wood product 
industry to find ways to connect to on-the-groundwork that improves forest health, habitat, etc. It is an 
auditable approach, FSC does it.” 

In relation to 2.2.1 “Conversion”, one Certificate Holder sees the risk for this indicator to open up 
agricultural reserves <0.5 ha and urban areas as feedstock sources. It was recommended to better define 
“Continuous forested area” because it could mean various things depending on the regional context. 
Clarification in how the land use status is determined (spatial data, tax information, etc) was 
recommended. One Certificate Holder wondered if this makes it impossible to SBP-certify feedstock from 
infrastructural developments.  

On 2.2.2 “Impacts of feedstock harvesting on ecosystems” a contributor asked if: “ 'feedstock harvesting' 
[implied] only the biomass portion of a harvest unit?” and whether “general harvesting (traditional forestry 
/ sawlog harvest) [was] exempt from this indicator?” 

On 2.2.10 “Management of natural processes (fires, pests, etc)” several Certificate Holders felt it was 
worded too vaguely on the one hand, on the other it was difficult to enforce for the entire Supply Base, in 
cases where short-term contracts were place and in cases where the Biomass Producer does not source 
from the forests directly. One contributor questioned the indicator in cases where fire cannot be prevented 
(for example, recent catastrophic fires in British Columbia, Canada). 

A Certification Body suggested renaming “harvesting residues” in indicator 2.2.4 as “tops and branches. 
The contributor recommended that more guidance should be provided for this indicator to help define the 
impacts and the risks that the indicator is aiming to address. 

On 2.2.9 “Feedstock harvesting levels shall be justified” a Certification Body highlighted that for smaller 
Biomass Producers with small Supply Bases, the analysis might show that harvesting exceeds growth 
for the specific small area. Also that levels depend on the growth cycle. The contributor recommended to 
look at this on a landscape level. 

The TOF pilot conducted in Spain highlighted several indicators that would be challenging to mitigate if 
identified as specified risks in an agricultural setting.  

Principle 3 - Biomass sourcing contributes to climate change mitigation  
In relation to 3.1.1, a Certification Body asked for additional “Guidance on methodology for data sources, 
justification, carbon calculations, size of Supply Base (regions to include/exclude). Guidance on 
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auditability [and] the verification process for carbon stock assessments.”.  A Certificate Holder also 
recommended to exclude natural processes (fire, insect, flood, etc.) from the assessment.  

On 3.1.1 “Maintain or enhance forest carbon stocks” and 3.1.2. “Data and justification for the time period” 
and 3.1.3 “Justification for lower-than-average annual growth” several Certificate Holders and a 
Certification Body asked what the determined time period was, who should determine it and if it was 
dependent on country, species, if it shall apply to the Supply Base only, or if it could be at the landscape 
level.  

Several Certificate Holders commented on 3.1.5 “Diversion of wood fibre from long-lived wood products”:  

• “What if biomass pays best?” 
• “If not much wood is available, Biomass Producers will purchase ‘everything’?” 
• “Define saw log” 
• “How is long life defined?” 
• “What if there is no other alternative than to use as biomass?” 
• “How is low quality defined?” 
• “Should ‘low quality wood products’ rather be [expressed as] ‘low quality wood’?” 

Comments on 3.1.6 “Carbon stocks in trees outside forests” were:  

• “Latest data are showing the carbon stocks from LULUCF are decreasing and the sector will 
become emitter. Does it mean that ToF won't be allowed to be used?” 

• “[The] indicator is questionable” 
• “There are situations where removing carbon is justifiable” 
• “How [can it be] proved [that] carbon is maintained or enhanced in TOF?” 

In relation to indicator 3.2, “The Biomass Producer shall not source from Supply Bases where Land Use, 
Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) sector greenhouse gas emissions exceeds greenhouse gas 
removals”, comment received were: 

• “Should SE Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa be excluded?” 
• “Some signatories of the Paris Agreement still exceed their agreed levels” 
• “3.2.1. (LULUCF routes) should be looked at the landscape level to not penalise small Biomass 

Producers. Should be country-specific.” 

A Certificate Holder has raised concern with regards to the changes that were made to the Principle 3 
after the Forest Carbon Working handed over the draft text to the SBP Secretariat. It is pointed out that 
the version of P3 used for the pilot testing is inconsistent with the output of the Forest Carbon Working 
Group and the proposed content represent a dilution of the original text.  The Certificate Holder has also 
questioned the lack of public consultation.  

 
Principle 4 - Biomass benefits people and communities  
A Certificate Holder from the USA highlighted that national legislation enables workers to work as much 
as they desire, and sub-points to 4.1.6 “Working hours shall comply with legal requirements” are not 
guaranteed by law. However, the intent of the indicator may nevertheless be achieved in the USA. Several 
Certificate Holders suggested that the indicator should be less prescriptive. Certificate Holders and 
Certification Bodies also highlighted potential challenges in auditing such a requirement. 

Several Certificate Holders and CBs requested that in 4.1.7 “Workers shall have access to health 
care,….” the word “access” must be better defined. The main issue that requires clarification relates to 
the responsibility of the Certificate Holders in providing these services. Also, the requirements for part-
time workers needs to be clarified. 
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The TOF pilot in Spain highlighted potential challenges related to the employment practices in agriculture: 
“There is labour legislation applicable to the agricultural sector on minimum wage; however, due to the 
existence of unregulated work and the precarious labour situation within the sector the compliance with 
the indicator is not ensured.” and “Very limited options for mitigations measures, even limited options to 
evaluate risk at the farm level.”   
On 4.1.8, “Training shall be provided for all workers”, could be difficult for smaller organisations to comply 
with. A Certification Body suggested moving this indicator to Standard 4. 

On 4.1.9, “Grievances and dispute solving mechanisms”, a Certification Body suggested moving this 
indicator to Standard 4. 

A Certification Body suggested moving 4.1.10 “Appropriate safeguards shall be put in place to protect the 
health and safety of workers” to Standard 4. A Certificate Holder made the following observation: “there 
seems to be a gap: a pellet plant, using little certified feedstock (<5%), with the rest is SBP controlled 
[doesn’t] have Standard 1 as they use FSC certified [feedstock]… strange that [SBP] only requires 
Biomass Producers [with] Standard 1 to have a grievance mechanism and not the rest.” 

On 4.2.1 “Negative social and community impacts shall be avoided…” Some Certificate Holders 
recommended that this indicator should always be rated as a specified risk.  Some found this indicator to 
be formulated too vaguely and asked for more clarification on how negative impacts are defined and 
suggested that examples should be provided.  

On 4.2.2, “Feedstock harvesting and biomass production shall positively contribute…”, a Certification 
Body asked if “feedstock harvesting only [applies] to the Biomass Producer or [if] it includes the rest of 
the Supply Base?”. Further, it was suggested that if it only applies to the Biomass Producer, it should be 
moved to Standard 4. 

On 4.2.6, “Where indigenous people rights or local communities' rights have been relinquished the 
organisation shall demonstrate that the decision was reached through a process of free, prior and 
informed consent. ” and 4.2.7, “Where operations have a negative impact on their rights, lands, resources, 
territories, livelihoods, or food security, indigenous peoples and local communities are compensated” and 
on 4.2.8 “Remediation has been provided through mutually agreed procedures”. A Certificate Holder 
raised the following questions:“how to determine when rights have been relinquished, in this context is it 
for biomass activities, supply chain activities, or planned harvest activities?” 

• “scale of achieving FPIC in the Supply Base (BC) is currently impossible. There are 204 First Nations 
in the province and our suppliers interact with multiple Nations on a cutting permit level, therefore 
confirming individual decisions regarding consent from First Nations is unachievable.” 

It was suggested that:  
• “align with wording from the SFI standard around FPIC” 
• “if SBP is intending [to keep] the term FPIC, then it should read "in the spirit of achieving FPIC" 
• “regionally applicable verifiers (government regulations, supplier sourcing processes, information 

direct from First Nations) that confirm First Nations involvement in Land-Use decision making should 
be applicable in lieu of consent from individual Nations.” 
 

Related to 4.2.9, “All cultural heritage sites in the Supply Base shall be preserved”. A Certificate Holders 
felt this indicator was too strict, the interpretation of “all” would be problematic for large Supply Bases, 
and a definition or guidance for “Cultural Heritage site” was missing. One Certificate Holder pointed out 
that 2.1.1-2.1.3 refers to “key” values, and that 4.2.9 is about “key” values. This should be harmonised. 
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Trees outside forests 

Two of the pilots considered the Standards in the context of trees outside forests (TOF). While the 
feedback on the quality of the indicators was positive, both the Certification Body and Certificate Holders 
highlighted that Biomass Producers involved in TOF-based supply chains on agriculture land have very 
limited options to mitigate risks associated with indicators under Standard 1, Principle 1 (for example, 
illegal water extraction used for irrigation), Principle 2 (for example, unsustainable soil management in 
farming) and Principle 4 (for example, illegally employed labour involved in farming operations).  

Considering the value of the biomass feedstock it is unlikely that Biomass Producers will have adequate 
leverage to enforce the implementation of SBP requirements. The legal requirements around environment 
and biodiversity are also weaker in agriculture and as a result the baseline is lower. Furthermore, forest 
management is generally supported by long term management plans, which is not the case in agriculture.  

The pilots also raised questions related to the scope of the audit conducted by the Certification Body. For 
feedstocks sourced from forestry the Certification Body audits forest management in general; the audit is 
not focused on biomass feedstock harvesting. If the same principle was applied for TOF, the Certification 
Body would be required to audit agricultural practices, which might be technically difficult considering 
aspects such as seasonality.  
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Standard 2 – Feedstock verification 

Principle 1 - Supply Base Definition and Mapping 
In relation to 1.1, “Place of harvesting”, both Certificate Holders and CBs asked more information:  

• “What does place of harvesting, boundaries mean?  
• Is it necessary to provide FMU level data?  
• How shall this be reported in case of different types of feedstock?  
• What if feedstock types (primary, secondary, tertiary) change within the year?  
• All FMUs within a Supply Base, or only those supplying directly?  
• Description of all sub-suppliers or only direct suppliers?” 

Several Certificate Holders and a CB felt that the criterion1.3, “Categorisation of feedstock according 
RRAs”, was not clear, and that categories were missing. (for example, own Risk Assessment, low risk 
broken chain). 

Principle 2 – Traceability to the supply base 
Certificate Holders felt that there were overlaps of criterion 2.3, “Recording of supplier identities”, with 
indicator 1.1.3 or criterion 2.1 of Standard 4.  

In relation to criterion 2.4, “Demonstrate the “not mixing”, a Certificate Holder felt that “this is not possible 
with large scale Biomass Producers. All feedstocks are combined, and mass balanced to the various 
schemes on a credit ledger. SBP should consider re-implementing the concept of SBP-controlled 
feedstocks and stay with the concept of mass balancing - like every other certification scheme or removing 
this indicator.”  

Another contributor stated. “Edit instances in the Standard where it implies mixing SBP-compliant and 
SBP-controlled is not allowed. Specify uncontrolled vs not certified.” 

Overall, there seems to be some confusion about what SBP-Compliant biomass can be mixed with.  

Principle 3 – Supply Base Evaluation (SBE) 
In relation to criterion 3.1,  “Develop an SBE”, a Certificate Holder commented that it is  unclear if all 
Biomass Producers must implement the requirement, or only those sourcing uncertified feedstock? 

In relation to criterion 3.2, “Requirement applicability table”, Certificate Holders indicated that the table is 
not clear. 

In relation to criterion 3.3, “Identify indicators that may conflict with legislation”, Certificate Holders stated 
that this would be difficult to evaluate, and they were not sure what it meant. 

One Certificate Holder asked why the criterion 3.8, “Mixing of compliant/non-compliant”, (a traceability-
related criterion) was included in Standard 2. Certificate Holders requested more clarity on the proposed 
SBP claims and options to mix feedstocks and biomass with covered by various claims.  

Principle 4 – Supply Base Reporting 
A Certification Body asked how the criteria under Principle 4 relates to the Audit Portal and asked for 
clarification on how the Audit Portal and the SBR/SBEs interlink. The Certification Body suggested that 
the addition of references to the Audit Portal would be helpful. 

One Certification Body commented that updating the SBR more often than once a year would not add 
any value. 

Principle 5 – Supply Base Verifiers 
One Certificate Holder commented out that “This section is applicable only in absence of an RRA. For all 
Baltic countries this section won't be applicable.” A Certification Body highlighted that “By definition, 
verifiers are not normative in most certification systems and therefore in and of themselves cannot alter 
the intent of the indicators.” 
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Principle 6 – Risk Assessment (RA) 
A North American Certificate Holders found it confusing that this section requires risk rating, given that 
the risk would have been rated already in section 3. It was felt that the section is redundant given that 
FSC, AHEC, WB already get to a low risk conclusion. They comment that in North America there are 
regulations, but there are more voluntary, quasi-legal mechanisms (industry standards, supporting 
research). 

Principle 7 – Risk management 
Several Certificate Holders required more information about the format of a risk management plan (RMP), 
for example, whether it shall be a separate document, or if it equates to what is known as a description 
of risk management measures (RMMs). 

In relation to criterion 7.7, “Monitoring of the effectiveness of RMP”, one Certificate Holder suggested that 
the outcomes should be included in the SBR. More guidance on how to do it was requested and it was 
felt to be burdensome to undertake it during the internal audit. 

A Certificate Holder indicated that 7.8, “Where RMMs are found to have not been effective”, was unclear 
and too general. 

Related to criterion 7.9, Certificate Holders commented that the term ‘DDS’ (Due Diligence System) had 
not been used before and should be better introduced. 

Principle 8 – Stakeholder Engagement 
Contributors commented that making the SBR available to stakeholders and stakeholder engagement 
should be simple, for example, through sharing it on SBP’s website. It was questioned how stakeholder 
engagement under this principle differed from stakeholder engagement requested in Standard 4 and if 
there was overlap. 

Contributors felt that criteria 8.2 to 8.7 were poorly worded and of little value. Contributors felt that criterion 
8.6 was redundant. 
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Standard 4 – Chain of Custody 

Principle 1 - Management System requirements 
For indicators, 1.10 and 1.11, some Certificate Holders suggested less prescriptive wording. Comments 
received included that a requirement for internal audits to be undertaken for each mill was burdensome 
as it will unnecessarily increase the number of yearly audits. And for small Biomass Producers it will be 
challenging to undertake the internal audit as they may lack the knowledge and capacity. 

For the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) requirements, 1.16, 1.17, 1.18, 1.19, and 1.21, Certificate 
Holders raised questions on the relationship between Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) in Standard 
4 and the stakeholder engagement process related to in the SBEs in Standard 2. It was felt the SEP 
requirements were burdensome and the purpose was questioned. Several contributors questioned the 
requirement for the SEP to be published on a website to be made publicly available. 

For the non-conforming products requirement, 1.23, a Certification Body questioned if non-conforming 
products and non-appropriate documentation really needed to be shared immediately with the auditor 
when they were detected. The Certification Body expressed a preference for them to be shared only 
during the audit. 

For the anti-corruption arrangement requirements, 1.24, 1.25, and 1.26, Certificate Holders felt “effective 
arrangements” were difficult to audit and that it was unclear what measures could be counted as such. 
Also, it was perceived to be strange that an organisation can self-assess its anti-corruption arrangements. 
A Certification Body felt the criterion was an “overkill”. 

For the OHAS measures requirements, 1.27 and 1.28, a Certification Body questioned if 1.27 implies that 
OHAS measures no longer need to be evaluated, in practice, in mills, log yards, and facilities. A Certificate 
Holder wondered if it was necessary to make the OHAS self-assessment available to stakeholders. 

On the outsourcing requirements, 1.29, 1.30 and 1.32, more clarity was requested in terms of which 
activities fall under outsourcing and if it only covered activities related to SBP. 

Principle 2 - Feedstock Sourcing requirements 
No comments were received questioning the content of Principle 2, only requests for clarification. 

Principle 3 – Material handling 
Most comments received were requests for clarification. The only content-related comments were on 
requirement 3.3 that relates to mixing requirements of certified and non-certified feedstocks and 
products”. The contributors felt it was not well explained: [does] “SBP-certified biomass include SBP-
compliant and SBP-controlled? Does it mean the only feedstock that can carry an SBP-controlled claim 
is feedstock from a certified FMU?”. 

Principle 4 – Traceability requirements 
In relation to the output of SBP claims not exceeding input requirement, 4.10, Certificate Holders 
questioned if there were any additives to the biomass, whether there was potential to exceed the input 
feedstock volume received? 

On the product groups requirement, 4.11, Certificate Holders and Certification Bodies felt this needed 
more testing and discussion. 

On the mass balance for each product group requirement, 4.12, it was perceived to be burdensome, and 
unclear how to implement. 

On the fixed balancing period requirement, 4.13, the difference between balancing period and credit 
account was questioned? As was whether the REDII Instruction Document would apply for REDII- 
compliant claims? 

It was questioned whether the mass balance for each physical site requirement, 4.15 was an unnecessary 
duplication of requirement 4.9. 



13 
Pilot Testing of SBP Standards Revision Draft (May 2022): Summary of findings 

On the mass balance for each legal entity requirement, 4.17, a Certificate Holder commented that at a 
port where pellets from different plants are mixed, the physical inventory of pellets from each plant is not 
known at the end of the period, only the total inventory. 

On the minimum information requirement, 4.20, some practical questions arose, including that the 
supplier may not have unique ID numbers and whether the information needed to be on the invoice in the 
DTS. 

On the ID number on any documentation requirement, 4.21, A Certificate Holder indicated that this should 
only apply to documents related to sale as “any” documentation is a very broad term. 

On the physical separation of feedstock with varying sustainability/energy data requirement, 4.8, a 
Certificate Holder commented that clarifications are required to on physical separation..  

On the mass balance account requirement, 4.9, the following observations were made by a Certificate 
Holder:  

• “System of product groups is clear; 
• mass balance method is more restrictive and complex that the credit method 
• mass balance period of three (3) months has negative implications for a Biomass Producer selling 

biomass to a customer based in the Netherlands as they would be unable to deliver a vessel of 
‘Processing residues/SDE+ Category 5“. 
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Annex 2 – Terms of Reference for pilot testing by accredited 
Certification Bodies 

Introduction  

At the request of the SBP Standards Committee, the SBP Secretariat has initiated pilot testing for the 
draft SBP Standards. The pilot testing, which is an important step in the Standards Development Process, 
will be conducted using the draft, revised SBP Standards that were adapted by the SBP Secretariat after 
the review of the SBP Technical Committee. The Certificate Holders to be involved in the pilot testing are 
located in Denmark, Canada, Latvia, Spain, UK and USA.  

The SBP Secretariat is planning to conduct a minimum of four pilot tests. Additional pilots are considered 
depending on the availability of the Certification Bodies and Certificate Holders. The outcome of these 
pilots will be used to further improve the draft SBP Standards by collecting practical experience from a 
representative sample of Certificate Holders. 

 
Objectives 
The main objective of the pilot testing is to gather further practical experience on the opportunities and 
challenges related to the implementation of the draft, revised SBP Standards. The pilot tests will focus 
on the following aspects:  

• Clarity of the indicators; 
• Auditability of indicators; 
• Availability and ability of the Certificate Holders to generate the data required to demonstrate 

compliance with the indicators; 
• Clarity and usefulness of the guidance, impacts sections; and 
• Evaluation of the perceived positive impacts the revised Standards would bring to the Supply Base 

and Biomass Producers 

Any other feedback will be welcomed by the SBP Secretariat.  
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Methodology  
SBP is a sourcing standard that relies heavily on centralised Regional Risk Assessments (RRAs) or risk 
assessments conducted by Certificates Holders. RRAs can conclude to specified, unspecified or low risk 
for the various SBP indicators. If an indicator is rated as an unspecified risk a Supplier Verification 
Programme shall be conducted to conclude if the indicator is low or specified risk. By contrast, the risk 
assessments conducted by companies can only conclude low risk or specified risk for the various SBP 
indicators.  

As opposed to responsible forest management certification schemes such as FSC or PEFC, SBP 
Certificate Holders are required to develop management systems and mitigation measures for the 
indicators that are identified as having a specified risk in the Supply Base. In this context, pilot testing will 
focus on indicators that have been rated as specified risks, on the understanding that this rating will vary 
from region to region (RRAs) or from Certificate Holder to Certificate Holder (where no RRA is available).  

Based on the feedback from the SBP Technical Committee, there is little value in carrying out the pilot 
testing at the production site level, but rather through the use of a workshop format involving the SBP 
Secretariat, the accredited Certification Body and the SBP Certificate Holder. The objective is to collect 
feedback on the points mentioned above rather than verifying implementation of the updated indicators 
at the Supply Base level.  

The following scenarios could be foreseen depending on the status of the SBP indicators:  

 
The focus of the pilots will be on the new indicators only or the indicators that have changed during the 
revision process. Nonetheless, any other feedback will be considered, including feedback on existing 
indicators that have not changed. 



16 
Pilot Testing of SBP Standards Revision Draft (May 2022): Summary of findings 

 

Pre-pilot preparations 
Review of the draft Standards, specifically focusing on the indicators that are new or have changed. The 
SBP Secretariat will provide a list of those indicators. 

Establish the audit team.  

Draft the pilot test plan. 

Communicate with Certificate Holder and third parties involved in the scope of the pilot test. Inform and 
receive approval for SBP Secretariat participation. 

Certificate Holder and the Certification Body to indicate risk status for each indicator and agree on the 
risk rating if there are differing views. 

Pilot 
Explain to the Certificate Holder and the other participants the objective of the pilot test.  

Confirm that all information shared during the pilot testing is confidential and participation in the pilot does 
not affect the certification status of the Certificate Holder.  

The Certification Body will not raise any non-conformities.    

For the indicators that have been identified by both the Certification Body and the Certificate Holder as 
specified risk:  

- The Certificate Holder will propose potential mitigation measures for indicators that are rated as 
specified or unspecified risk (if RRA is in place for the region);  

- The Certification Body will assess and record the suitability of the proposed mitigation measures to 
address those risks;  

- The participants will discuss and record the ability of the Certificate Holder and its suppliers and 
contractors to implement and produce the evidence to confirm compliance; and 

- The participants will discuss, grade (1 being low, 5 being high) and record a summary of the 
discussion, including: 

o The possible commercial implications of the proposed new indicators;  
o The clarity of indicators;  
o The ease with which the Certificate Holder was able to generate the data required to 

demonstrate compliance; 
o The clarity and usefulness of the guidance provided; 
o The clarity and usefulness of the impact sections; and 
o The perceived positive impact of the revised indicators. 

Summarise key findings to the Certificate Holder at the end of the pilot test. 

Post-pilot phase 
Summarise the conclusions as per the reporting template.  

Presentation of the results to the SBP Secretariat.   

Deliverables  
Summary of the pilot test 

• Brief description of Certificate Holder’s operations (scope, supply base, suppliers)  
• Participants (audit team, Certificate Holder and third parties) 
• Timeline of the pilot test  
• Major challenges (if any) 
• Positive comments (if any) 
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• Grading report 
• Report of risk rating, mitigation measures and assessment of suitability and implementation 

challenges 

Pilot test report 

Excel file template provided by the SBP Secretariat.  

 


