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Public consultation on proposed changes to the MSC Chain of Custody (CoC) Program 

You can use this document to draft and discuss feedback you will provide as part of the survey, however, please note you will need to submit all feedback through the online form for it to be considered.

	Section Title
This title relates to the proposed change to the CoC Standard & CoC Certification Requirements (CoC CR)
	Number of questions for this section
	Where is the proposed change: CoC Standard or CoC Certification Requirements (CoC CR)

	Initial Questions: Contact information
	5
	Not applicable

	Stakeholder categories and supply chain participation
	5
	Not applicable 

	One MSC CoC standard document
	6
	CoC Standard

	Eligibility Requirement
	5
	CoC Standard

	Certification Scope
	6
	CoC Certification Requirements

	Internal traceback exercise
	9
	CoC Standard; CoC Certification Requirements

	Traceability - Product and supplier level KDEs
	16
	CoC Standard; CoC Certification Requirements

	Fish Meal Fish Oil (FMFO) Segregation
	6
	CoC Standard

	Removal of Under Assessment Product (UAP) from CoC Program
	2
	CoC Standard

	Internal Management System – Requirement Amendments (Managing incidents, responding to suspensions and withdrawals and record keeping)
	13
	CoC Standard; CoC Certification Requirements

	Internal Management System - group requirement
	4
	CoC Standard

	Risk assessment
	5
	CoC Certification Requirements

	Audit delivery
	7
	CoC Certification Requirements

	Auditor Qualifications
	6
	CoC Certification Requirements

	Audit process changes (interim certification, consecutive audits, audit window)
	6
	CoC Certification Requirements

	Audit process – changes to the non-conformity process
	3
	CoC Certification Requirements

	Open feedback
	3
	CoC Standard: CoC Certification Requirements




Introduction
The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) is reviewing its requirements for supply chain companies handling, processing and packing certified seafood. The review launched in 2023, and is anticipated to be complete in 2027. 

The Standard is reviewed regularly to ensure it remains relevant, credible and accessible, and reflects evolving best practices in supply chain and product integrity. 

The MSC CoC Standard was last updated in 2019 and consists of one Default version along with Group and Consumer Facing Organisation (CFO) versions. Since then, there have been significant changes within our program and across the wider seafood industry. In addition to reflecting these changes, we aim to improve accessibility for supply chain businesses and Conformity Assessment Bodies (CAB). More information on the MSC CoC Standard Review process can be found here.

Changes made to the Standard will be relevant to Conformity Assessment Bodies (CABs), auditors, and Chain of Custody certificate holders which handle MSC certified and/or ASC certified seafood products.  


About this consultation
This consultation is open to all stakeholders for 60 days from 31 March 2026, closing on 30 May 2026 23:59 GMT. 

The MSC have prepared an online survey so that interested stakeholders working with the MSC CoC Standard can provide feedback on the proposed changes to the Standard, and the Certification Requirements.

The feedback received will help the MSC to refine the proposals and ensure that intended outcomes within the Standards are achieved. 


Supporting materials 
We encourage you to review the following documents that have been developed to support your participation. They are available in English, and where possible, we recommend reviewing before answering the questions in the survey. 

· The Summary of Proposed Revisions – we recommend starting with this
· Draft Chain of Custody Standard (Proposed changes highlighted)
· Draft Chain of Custody Certification Requirements (Proposed changes highlighted)

You may also wish to refer to the MSC-MSCI Vocabulary[footnoteRef:2] for terminology definitions.   [2:  The MSC-MSCI Vocabulary document can be found on the MSC website on the “Chain of Custody Program Documents” webpage.] 


Familiarity with the MSC Chain of Custody Standard and CoC Certification Requirements will help you participate effectively in this consultation. 

Additional support: Your local MSC representative will be able to support you with questions and further context on the proposed changes. 


Instructions for this survey 
In this survey you will be asked a series of questions on the proposed changes to the MSC CoC Standard and the CoC Certification Requirements. 

The survey is structured into sections, with each section introducing a proposed revision followed by several targeted questions. Each section of the survey, includes an open-ended question where you can provide additional comments or context, should you wish to do so.

You are welcome to focus on the sections most relevant to your knowledge, experience, or interest. At the start of each section, you will be provided with the option to move through the section to the next without the need to answer questions. If a specific question within a section falls outside of your expertise, you can select “Not applicable”. 

The sections cover the following proposed revisions:
· One MSC CoC standard document
· Eligibility Requirement
· Certification Scope
· Internal traceback exercise
· Traceability - Product and supplier level KDEs
· Fish Meal Fish Oil (FMFO) Segregation
· Removal of Under Assessment Product (UAP) from CoC program
· Internal Management System – Requirement Amendments (Managing incidents, responding to suspensions and withdrawals and record keeping)
· Internal Management System - group requirement
· Risk assessment
· Audit delivery
· Auditor qualifications
· Audit process changes (interim certification, consecutive audits, audit window)
· Audit process – changes to the non-conformity process 

Please note, you will not be able to save your progress and return later, so please be prepared to complete the full survey when you begin. Please ensure you press “submit” when you have completed the survey.

You may wish to download a Microsoft Word copy of the survey in advance. This will allow you to view, share, and discuss questions with colleagues before providing answers. 

All feedback is invaluable – we appreciate the time taken to complete this survey. 

Note: Depending on your level of familiarity with the CoC Standard and the CoC Certification Requirements, and the extent of feedback you wish to provide, the full survey may take 1 – 1.5 hours to complete. However, if you choose to respond only to selected sections, it may take significantly less time. 

If you are unable to complete this survey for any reason, feel that language is a barrier to your participation, or have any other questions, please email us at supplychain@msc.org. We will do our best to accommodate any requests for support. 


GDPR and research ethics
The specific purpose of this consultation is research. 

All feedback will be analysed by the MSC Executive and may be discussed at an aggregate level with the MSC Technical Advisory Board, MSC Stakeholder Advisory Council and MSC Board of Trustees. 

MSC Executive may also use participant's information to evaluate whether the participants collectively constitute a broadly representative sample of key stakeholders for the issue(s) of interest. 

Any project reports and case studies may have the names and organisations of consulted participants redacted, depending on the preference you state below. 

A public summary of feedback which will be developed using the information from this survey will not reference individuals or organisation and will only share information at an aggregate level. 

This survey is entirely optional, and you may exit at any time. 

Based on the above information, would you like to continue: 
(select one)
· I would like to continue and am willing for both myself and my organisation to be named in any project report
· I would like to continue and am willing for only my organisation to be named in any project report
· I would like to continue but do not want to be named in any project report
· I do not want to continue (end survey).



A) Initial Questions: Contact information

1. Full Name
	Free text



2. Company
	Free text



3. Job Title /Role
	Free text



4. Country
	Free text



5. I am responding on behalf of:
(Select one)
· My individual views/ perspective
· My company views/ perspective
· Other & provide info 
	Free text






B) Stakeholder categories and supply chain participation

1. Which MSC Chain of Custody Standard do you work with?
(Select all that apply)
· Not Applicable 
· Default  
· Group
· Consumer Facing Organisation (CFO)

2. How many sites does your organisation currently operate?
· Not Applicable 
· 1
· 2 – 10
· 11 – 20
· 21 – 50
· > 50

3. Which activity best describes you use of the MSC Chain of Custody Standard? (select one)
· I implement the standard
· I am looking to implement the standard
· I am a certifier / auditor (e.g. assurance provider – please select if you work for a Conformity Assessment Body, as a freelance/independent auditor, or with Assurance Services International)
·  I help companies apply the standard (e.g. consultancy. Although please select “I implement the standard” if you are acting as a “Group Manager”)
· Other (please specify)
	Free text



4. What is the size of your organisation? 
(Select one)
· Not Applicable
· 0-5 employees
· 6-25 employees
· 26 – 100 employees 
· 101-250 employees
· 251 – 500 employees
· 501 – 2,000 employees
· More than 2,000 employees 

5. Please select the activity that best represents the operational activities of your organisation
(Please select at least one. If more than one applies, select all that are relevant)
· Not Applicable 
· Warehousing / Distribution (of finished products – box-in, box-out)
· Food service (restaurant, take away, fish counter)
· Harvesting
· Packing or repacking
· Processing
· Retail to consumer
· Trading 
· Transhipment
· Transportation
· Storage
· Wholesale
· Other (please specify)
	If other selected = Free text box





C) One MSC CoC Standard document 
	Proposed Revision: Combine the three existing models of the CoC Standard (Default, Group, and Consumer-Facing Organisation) into a single document with the addition of the MSC Improvement Program and requirements specific to Seaweed. As part of the consolidation process, the content has been reorganised to align more closely with similar standards and ISO guidance, and to improve the overall structure, logic, and clarity for users. 



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 
1. Do you support having a single MSC CoC Standard document outlining the requirements for each model (Default, Group, and Consumer Facing Organisation)?
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support
· No – do not support (please provide more information) 
	Free text 



2. With the single, restructured CoC Standard document, is it clear which requirements relate to each model? If not, how could it be improved? 
· Not applicable  
· Yes – requirements are clear
· Neutral
· No (please provide more information, for example: if specific sections, or requirements) 
	Free text 


 
3. With the single, restructured CoC Standard document, is the order of the contents logical? If not, how could it be improved?
· Not applicable  
· Yes – order is logical
· Neutral 
· No – the order could be improved (please provide more information, for example: if specific sections, or requirements) 
	Free text 


 

4. With the single, restructured CoC Standard document, do you foresee any challenges with implementation of the relevant requirements of the MSC CoC Standard? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information, for example: if specific sections, or requirements) 
	Free text 


 
5. With the single, restructured CoC Standard document, will any requirements be challenging to audit against? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no audit challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information, for example: if specific sections, or requirements) 
	Free text 



6. Do you have any other feedback related to the single, restructured MSC CoC Standard document? 

	Free text 


 
[next page of survey] 


D) Eligibility Requirements 
	Proposed Revision: The Eligibility Requirements determine whether a business can be audited against the Standard, and whether a business can retain certification. The eligibility requirements have been clarified and expanded to ensure all organisations participating in the CoC program are reputable and comply with applicable regulations for all activities within the scope of the certificate.

MSC CoC Eligibility requirements are proposed to be the following (refer to Section 2.0 in the revised CoC Standard):
“Any organisation (including associated site(s) or subcontractor(s)) applying for or maintaining their certification to the MSC CoC Standard shall: 
· meet the MSC Forced Labour and Child Labour Eligibility Requirements;
· not hold a certificate that is suspended, nor have had any certificate suspended within the six months preceding the date of application;
· not have had any certificate withdrawn within the two years preceding the date of application; 
· not have been subject to a criminal conviction or civil penalty within the last 24 months where legal action has been taken against the organisation within the scope of CoC certification, including, but not limited to, cases involving fraud, misrepresentation, and the falsification of documents, and
· not represent a reputational risk to MSC or ASC via association due to doubt about its transparency, impartiality or overall credibility.
Where such involvement has taken place, eligibility for certification may be considered subject to the following conditions:
· After a period of at least 24 months after the conclusion of legal proceedings; 
· The organisation has complied with the terms and conditions of criminal or civil penalties; 
· A root cause analysis has been conducted; and 
· Objective, verifiable evidence demonstrates that effective corrective actions have been implemented by the organisation to prevent recurrence.” 



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you support the proposed amendments to the MSC CoC eligibility requirements?
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support
· No – do no support (please provide more information)
	Free text 



2. Are any of the MSC CoC eligibility requirements unclear?
· Not applicable  
· No – requirements are clear
· Relatively clear  
· Relatively unclear 
· Yes (please provide more information, for example: if specific sections, or requirements) 
	Free text 



3. Do you feel the revised MSC CoC eligibility requirements will impact your company?
· Not Applicable 
· No  
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text 



4. Would any of the MSC CoC eligibility requirements be challenging to audit against? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no audit challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text 



5. Do you have any other feedback related to the revised MSC CoC eligibility requirements? 
	Free text 


 
[next page of survey] 


E) 
Certification Scope 
	Proposed Revision: To define “certification scope” using prescribed information about the organisation (certificate holder) and their activities, including all sites and subcontractors within scope. 

Intention: To provide greater detail and visibility about the entities and activities included within the scope of certification, to better define and manage scope and scope extensions and to strengthen program oversight by CABs and the MSC.

Certification scope is defined as the following proposed elements:
1. the standard(s) and/or the model for which the organisation is seeking certification, e.g. “MSC CoC Standard – Default”
2. the product(s) to be certified (species)
3. organisation’s location and CoC contact details: 
a. Company name (trade name and legally registered name) 
b. Location ID for physical location(s)—central office and sites
c. Details for CoC responsible persons at these locations(s)
4. activities e.g. processing, trading, refer to Table 2 of the revised CoC Certification Requirements
5. subcontracted activities (outsourced processes)

A modification to any of these elements represent a change of scope and should be communicated to the CAB by the certificate holder.




Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you support the proposed elements of the MSC CoC certification scope?  
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support
· No – do no support (please provide more information)
	Free text 



2. Are any of the components of the MSC CoC “certification scope” unclear? 
· Not applicable 
· No – requirements are clear
· Relatively clear  
· Relatively unclear 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text 



3. As a certificate holder, do you see any challenges in implementing or managing the certification scope requirements (for example, communicating changes to your organisation general features to the CAB)?
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text 


 
4. Would any elements of the scope be challenging to manage as an auditor / conformity assessment body (CAB)? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text 



5. Would you foresee any technical difficulties / feasibility challenges if the MSC required CABs to list the certification scope on the CoC certificate? This would include standard model, activities, species, sites and subcontractors. For sites, a list or website link can be on the certificate or within a schedule attached. 
· Not applicable
· No
· Unsure 
· Yes (please provide more information)
	Free Text



6. Do you have any other feedback related to the proposed elements of the MSC CoC certification scope?
	Free text 





F) Internal Traceback Exercise 
	Proposed Revision: To introduce a requirement for certificate holders to complete one internal traceback exercise for an MSC-certified product or ingredient of their choice between third-party audits. The traceability information collected during this exercise—called Key Data Elements (KDEs)—must be based on the relevant Critical Tracking Events (CTEs) for the selected product or ingredient and must align with the certificate holder’s scope of certification.

This requirement does not replace any existing traceability or audit obligations. However, during the audit, the auditor will verify that the internal traceback exercise has been:
a) completed before the audit;
b) conducted using a product or ingredient different from that used in the previous exercise, where applicable; and
c) carried out using the MSC traceback template.

Intention: To support and build the capacity of certificate holders to respond to evolving traceability requirements as defined by regulatory import controls (e.g. US-FSMA 204; EU control regulations/IUU) and industry best practice (Global Dialogue on Seafood Traceability (GDST)), and to improve the speed of traceability data retrieval. 

It is recommended that you review the CTE/KDE matrix document to help you understand the critical tracking events (CTEs) and the data points (KDEs) which will be required as part of the internal traceback exercise.  



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you support the proposed requirement for an organisation (“certificate holder”) to conduct an internal traceback exercise between each external MSC third-party audit, using a mandatory template provided by MSC? 
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



2. As a company certified or wishing to be certified to the MSC CoC Standard, do you already complete regular internal traceback exercises within your operations? 
· Not applicable 
· Yes – on seafood products
· Yes – on different products (currently not on seafood products)
· No
Survey Monkey Question Logic for those answered “Yes – on seafood products” OR “Yes – on different products (currently not on seafood products)”, the next question on template / data points will appear

3. For the traceback exercise already conducted within your operations, do you have a defined template to use or a defined set of data points that need to be reviewed/collected during the exercise? Please select all that apply
· Not applicable
· Yes – a defined template is used
· Yes – a list of data points is defined for the exercise 
· Yes – the data points are to be collected/documented during the exercise
· None of the above
· Other – (please provide more information) 

4. Do you agree that requiring certificate holders to conduct an internal traceback exercise will strengthen confidence in the integrity of the MSC Chain-of-Custody program and the integrity of the claim? 
· Not applicable 
· Strongly agree
· Agree
· Neutral
· Disagree 
· Strongly disagree (please provide more information)
	Free text



5. After reviewing the CTE/KDE matrix associated with the internal traceback exercise, is it clear which critical tracking events (CTEs) your organisation would need to apply when completing the internal traceback exercise?
· Not applicable
· Yes – all clear 
· Relatively clear
· Relatively unclear 
· No (please provide more information)
	Free text



6. After reviewing the CTE/KDE matrix associated with the internal traceback exercise, how confident are you that your organisation can access the specific KDEs (key data points / traceability data) required to complete the internal traceback exercise? 
· Not applicable
· Completely confident
· Mostly confident
· Somewhat confident
· Not confident
· Other (please provide more information)
	Free text



7. From the options below, what do you think would be the biggest challenge to completing the internal traceback exercise effectively? 
· Not applicable 
· Access to KDEs
· Accuracy of KDEs
· Correct interpretation of KDEs / CTEs
· Time and resource constraints
· Consistent interpretation by auditors 
· Supply chain complexity
· Other (please specify) 
	Free text



8. Do you think the proposed requirement to conduct an internal traceback exercise using a defined template will help identify gaps in your traceability processes and make future operational activities, such as recalls or withdrawals, more efficient? 
· Not Applicable 
· Yes
· Unsure
· No 
· Other (please specify)
	Free text



9. Do you have any other feedback related to the proposal? 
	Free text 






G) Traceability - Product and Supplier Level KDEs 
	Proposed Revision: To introduce requirements for CoC certificate holders to demonstrate they can access specified traceability data (Key Data Elements – KDEs) linked to the certified product(s) and the critical tracking events (CTEs) within their scope of certification. During the audit, the CoC auditor will request the organisation to demonstrate that they can access relevant KDEs.

MSC is seeking feedback to assess the feasibility of this proposal and to support further refinement. In particular, we are seeking feedback on the preferred option for the specified KDEs (traceability data) related to fishery, transhipment and landing events (CTEs) outlined below in Proposals 1 and 2. 

When reviewing this section, we recommend that you refer to the CTE/KDE matrix document. This document explains the critical tracking events (CTEs) and the data points (KDEs) that organisations will need to demonstrate access to.  

Intention: to strengthen traceability across MSC programs, support the collection and tracking of traceability information back to origin (certified fishery/farm) and improve the quality and availability of fishery and product-level information for all CoC certificate holders.

Product & Supplier KDEs
The proposal introduces requirements for CoC certificate holders to demonstrate that they can access a specified set of KDEs relating to their direct suppliers (one step back) and products in their scope of certification. Our research indicates that the specified (KDE) information is often already collected by certificate holders and can be found in documents such as sales records, invoices, and receipts. The proposal, therefore, focuses on aligning this traceability information to improve the quality and consistency of data across the CoC supply chain.

The proposed Internal traceback exercise (section F) requires organisations to test their traceability system and therefore verify they can access the “product and supplier KDEs” relevant to the CTEs within their scope of certification. 

Product & Supplier level KDEs (Traceability information) (processing/ receiving(buying)/ shipping(selling)/ storage events)
· Product level information (for certified product received/sold:
 Product form & ID;
 Quantity per species; 
· Supplier level information:
Entity ID: Buyer/importer ID or Seller/supplier/exporter ID (Name & Location ID); Licence/permit number;
Facility ID: Name of processing/storage/shipping facility & Location ID; Operating/registration number.

Fishery level & Farm KDEs: MSC is seeking feedback on options below
Proposals 1 & 2 relate to fishery level information; and Proposal 3 relates to farm harvest level information. Each proposal intends to improve the quality and availability of fishery and farm information (KDEs) for the CoC Supply Chain.

Fishery-level KDEs include information relating to fishery, transhipment and landing. We are seeking feedback on the options below which set out how these requirements could apply to first buyers (certificate holders who buy directly from an MSC-fishery) and/or to all CoC certificate holders in the CoC supply chain.  

Fishery -level KDEs (traceability information) (fishery/transhipment/landing event KDEs) including:
· Vessel data: Vessel ID (Name & UVI/IMO/RFMO No), Vessel flag ID (port and registration number)
· Catch information: Fishing licence/permit number; Quantity caught; Catch dates/Catch area.
· Transhipment information (where applicable): Receiving vessel ID; Transhipment authorization; Quantity transhipped; Transhipment dates/Location ID.
· Landing information: Landing authorisation; Quantity landed; Landing dates/Location ID (Port).

Farm level KDEs (traceability information) (harvest event KDEs) including:
· Farm Site: Business/farm licence and location ID; quantity harvested; Harvest dates/location & farm type; 
· ASC Chain of Custody Code
· ASC certified farm site: ASC Farm Certificate number, Unit of Certification (UoC) code

WILD CATCH PROPOSALS 
These proposals introduce requirements for CoC certificate holders to demonstrate they can access fishery level KDEs (traceability data) related to fishery, transhipment and landing events. The aim is to improve visibility and access to fishery-level information across the CoC supply chain.

PROPOSAL 1: ACCESS TO FISHERY LEVEL (TRACEABILITY DATA) - FISHERY/ TRANSHIPMENT/ LANDING EVENT KDEs

The options below introduce requirements that apply either to organisations at the start of the CoC (first buyers/ first point of landing) (1.1) or to all CoC certificate holders (1.2).

1.1 START OF CoC (FIRST POINT OF LANDING/FIRST BUYERS): Organisations at the start of the CoC or buying directly from the MSC certified fishery shall be able to access fishery level KDEs (traceability data) for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received. 
1.2 ALL CoC CHs: All organisations buying from another CoC CH shall be able to access fishery level KDEs (traceability data) for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received.

Potential Sources for fishery level KDEs:
· Most fishery-level KDEs (for fishery, transhipment, and landing events) can be obtained from catch records and related documents, such as catch certificates, electronic logbooks, and customs records.
· Additional KDEs may be obtained from sources such as vessel records, vessel licences or permits, transhipment or landing declarations or authorisations, sales records and invoices, and food safety certificates.
PROPOSAL 2: ACCESS TO FISHERY LEVEL KDEs (TRACEABILITY DATA) + MSC FISHERY REFERENCE CODES 
This proposal introduces a requirement (additional to proposal 1) for certificate holders to also demonstrate they can access MSC Fishery program reference codes, specifically the MSC Fishery Certificate number and/or the MSC Fishery Unit of Certification code. Information included in the MSC fishery certificates can be used to validate or cross-check fishery level KDEs, such as catch area. 

The options below introduce requirements that apply either to organisations at the start of the CoC (first buyers/ first point of landing) (2.1) or to all CoC certificate holders (2.2).

2.1 START OF CoC (FIRST POINT OF LANDING/FIRST BUYERS): Organisations at the start of the CoC and/or buying directly from the MSC certified fishery shall be able to access fishery level information (as described in proposal 1.1) and MSC Fishery Codes (MSC Fishery Certificate number and/or MSC Fishery Unit of Certification (UoC) code) for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received. 
2.2 ALL CoC CHs: All organisations buying from another CoC Certificate Holder shall be able to demonstrate access to fishery level information (as proposed in proposal 1.2) and MSC Fishery Codes (MSC Fishery Certificate number and/or MSC Fishery Unit of Certification (UoC) Code) for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received.

MSC FISHERY CERTIFICATE:
· MSC Fishery Certificate number: relevant information includes the unit of certification and the entity IDs for organisations covered by the certificate 
· MSC Fishery Unit of Certification Code: relevant information includes species (stock and geographical location) and vessel data (fishing fleet or group of vessels and gear type).

AQUACULTURE PROPOSALS
PROPOSAL 3: ACCESS TO FARM & PRODUCT LEVEL KDEs BY CERTIFICATE HOLDERS 
3.1 START OF CoC (FIRST BUYERS): Organisations buying directly from the farm shall be able to demonstrate that they can access farm level KDEs (traceability information - farm site & harvest information) for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received.
3.2 ALL CoC CHs: ALL organisations purchasing and handling ASC certified product from another CoC certificate holder shall be able to demonstrate they can access to the ASC certification ID for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received.


	



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Would you categorise yourself as / Are you an organisation that is at the “Start of the Chain of Custody (first buyer/first point of landing)”? (an organisation that purchases products directly from a certified fishery or an entity covered under a fishery certificate i.e. not from a certified organisation with a CoC certification code). 
· Not applicable
· Yes – I purchase from a certified fishery or an entity covered under a fishery certificate or a certified farm (with an MSC fishery certification code or an ASC farm certification code)
· No – I purchase from a certified organisation with a CoC certificate code


2. To meet MSC’s intention of improving product traceability in the CoC supply chain, for wild catch (MSC certified products), which proposal relating to access to Fishery level KDEs (traceability data) do you believe is sufficient? 
· Proposal 1: Access to Fishery Level KDEs 
· Proposal 2: Access to Fishery Level KDEs and MSC Fishery Reference codes (MSC Fishery Certificate number and/or MSC Fishery Unit of Certification (UoC) code)
· Neither proposal (if you select this option, a free text box will appear for you to expand on this response).


Survey monkey logic – where selected “Neither proposal”:
A. Please explain why you have selected “Neither proposal” and propose alternative or provide further feedback. 
	Free text




3. How confident are you that your organisation can access the specific fishery level KDEs (key data points/traceability data) for fishing events below, for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received? Please select one confidence level rating for each traceability data / key data element (KDE):
Fishery event
	Traceability data/ key data element (KDE)
	Completely confident
	Mostly confident
	Somewhat confident
	Not confident
	Not applicable – I don’t purchase wild catch

	Vessel ID - Name + UVI/IMO/RFMO
	
	
	
	
	

	 Vessel flag
	
	
	
	
	

	Fishing licence/permit no
	
	
	
	
	

	Catch dates/catch area 
	
	
	
	
	

	Gear type
	
	
	
	
	

	Quantity species caught
	
	
	
	
	




4. Do you have any additional feedback relating to the Fishery KDEs, e.g. ability to access the data?
	Free text


Survey monkey logic – not mandatory


5. How confident are you that your organisation can access the specific KDEs (key data points / traceability data) for transhipment events below - for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received. Please select one confidence level rating for each traceability data / key data element (KDE):
Transhipment events
	Traceability data/ key data element (KDE)
	Completely confident
	Mostly confident
	Somewhat confident
	Not confident
	Not applicable – I don’t purchase wild catch

	Receiving Vessel ID - Name + UVI/IMO/RFMO
	
	
	
	
	

	Receiving Vessel flag
	
	
	
	
	

	Transhipment Authorization 
	
	
	
	
	

	Transhipment dates/area 
	
	
	
	
	

	Quantity species transhipped
	
	
	
	
	




6. Do you have any additional feedback relating to the Transhipment KDEs e.g. ability to access the data?
	Free text


Survey monkey logic – not mandatory









7. How confident are you that your organisation can access the specific KDEs (key data points / traceability data) for landing events below - for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received. Please select one confidence level rating for each traceability data / key data element (KDE):
Landing event
	Traceability data/ key data element (KDE)
	Completely confident
	Mostly confident
	Somewhat confident
	Not confident
	Not applicable – I don’t purchase wild catch

	Landing authorization no.
	
	
	
	
	

	Port of landing ID
	
	
	
	
	

	Date(s) of landing per species
	
	
	
	
	

	Quantity species landed
	
	
	
	
	



8. Do you have any additional feedback relating to the landing KDEs e.g. ability to access the data?
	Free text


Survey monkey logic – not mandatory

9. How confident are you that your organisation can access the specific KDEs (key data points/traceability data) for harvest events below, for each batch/lot/consignment of certified product received? Please select one confidence level rating for each traceability data / key data element (KDE)
Harvest Event KDEs
	Traceability data/ key data element (KDE)
	Completely confident
	Mostly confident
	Somewhat confident
	Not confident
	Not applicable – I don’t purchase farmed seafood

	Farm site ID/location ID;
	
	
	
	
	

	Harvest site location ID & type (pond, cage etc.) 
	
	
	
	
	

	Business/Farm licence
	
	
	
	
	

	Date(s) species harvested
	
	
	
	
	

	Quantity species harvested
	
	
	
	
	



10. Do you have any additional feedback relating to the Harvest KDEs e.g. ability to access the data?
	Free text


Survey monkey logic – not mandatory


11. Which of the following are you able to / would you be able to access if requested by CABs, MSC? Please select all that apply
· Not applicable 
· MSC Fishery Certificate number e.g. MSC-F-xxxxx
· MSC Fishery Unit of Certification (UoC) code e.g. UoC-xxxx
· ASC Chain of Custody Code e.g. ASC-C xxxxx
· ASC Farm Certificate number
· ASC Farm Unit of Certification (UoC) code e.g. UoC-xxxxx
· None of the above


12. If Proposal 1 – Access to Fishery Level KDEs – becomes a requirement within the revised CoC Standard, which category of organisations should it apply to?
· Organisations at the start of CoC (first buyers/first point of landing) only
· All CoC Certificate Holders (includes organisations at the start of the CoC)
· Unsure


13. If Proposal 2 – Access to Fishery Level KDEs AND MSC Fishery Reference codes – becomes a requirement within the revised CoC Standard, which category of organisations should it apply to?
· Organisations at the start of CoC (first buyers/first point of landing) only
· All CoC Certificate Holders (includes organisations at the start of the CoC)
· Unsure


14. If proposal 1 or proposal 2 (fishery level) and proposal 3 (farm level) become requirements within the revised CoC Standard, would exemptions or amendments be required to support implementation (e.g. exemptions for organisations purchasing from specific types or groups of certified fisheries or farms such as small-scale or artisanal fisheries)? 
	Free text




15. Do you foresee any implementation challenges with a 6-month transition period to the revised CoC Standard once released?
	Free text





16. Do you have any other feedback relating to the proposal? 
	Free text






H) Fish Meal Fish Oil (FMFO) Segregation– Reducing likelihood of cross-contamination between certified and non-certified product
	Proposed Revision: To introduce a new requirement in the CoC Standard that directly addresses the need to demonstrate how cross-contamination between certified and non-certified fish meal and fish oil products is reduced.

We have developed two proposals and are seeking input on a preferred approach, both options are outlined below. Option 1 prescribes a process of flushing with certified product; and Option 2 allows flexibility in the method used to reduce cross-contamination risks. 

For organisations processing MSC-certified fish oil and/or fish meal:
· Option 1 (PROCESS BASED) …the organisation shall use an appropriate volume of certified product to flush non-certified product from the system. The volume used to flush the system shall be appropriate to the organisation’s operations. 
· Option 2 (OUTCOME BASED): …the organisation shall have a process in place to reduce the potential for cross-contamination with non-certified product at the batch level. For option 2, organisations will need to include rationale for the process used and provide evidence of reduced contamination. 




Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you believe the current requirements in Principle 3 of the CoC Standard – Default (v5.1), Group (v2.1), CFO (v2.1) are explicit enough for organisations processing fish meal and/or fish oil to effectively segregate certified products and minimise risks of cross-contamination? 
· Not applicable 
· Yes – it is not necessary for a new requirement
· No (please provide more information)
	Free text



2. Do you prefer Option 1 or Option 2? 
· Not applicable
· Option 1 
· Option 2 
· Neither 


3. Based on your preference selected in the previous question, please provide more information 
	Free text



4. Would proposed Option 1 be challenging to audit against? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text




5. Would proposed Option 2 be challenging to audit against?
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text





6. Do you have any other feedback related to the proposed changes to the CoC Standard to reduce the likelihood of cross-contamination between certified and non-certified fish meal/fish oil (FMFO) product? 

	Free text







I) Removal of Under Assessment Product (UAP) from CoC program
	Proposed Revision: To remove the option of allowing Under Assessment Products (UAPs) to enter the CoC Program from MSC Fisheries which are under assessment. The proposal will also reverse a previous interpretation that allowed subcontractors to process and trade UAPs, to now restrict their activities to storage and transport only. UAPs will remain as a temporary status category in the MSC Fisheries Program and under the management of the certified fishery. 

To minimise any unintended consequences resulting from the removal of UAPs from the CoC program; CoC variation requests will remain available.

Intention: To reduce the risk of substitution in the MSC Chains of Custody, where CoC auditors have limited opportunity to verify that UAPs are properly separated and managed, for example due to seasonal operations or the use of short-term subcontractors



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you foresee any challenges with the removal of Under Assessment Product (UAP) from the CoC Program? Please note, UAP remains a temporary status within the MSC Fishery Program and will remain under the responsibility of the fishery certificate. 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text



2. Do you have any other feedback related to the removal of Under Assessment Product (UAP) from the CoC Program? 
	Free text




J) Internal Management System – Requirement Amendments (Managing incidents, responding to suspensions and withdrawals and Record Keeping)
	Proposed Revision: To include new/modified requirements for three key elements of certificate holders’ internal management systems: incident management, response to suspension and withdrawal, and record-keeping. An Incident is defined in the MSC-MSCI Vocabulary.

Intention: To improve alignment between the General Certification Requirements (GCR), CoC Standard and CoC Certification Requirements by introducing new/modified requirements that clarify what each party must do to manage incidents clearly and consistently, with the aim to strengthen the integrity of the MSC CoC Program. 

The proposed modifications will be reflected in the CoC Standard and the CoC Certification Requirement (CoC CR) documents: 
1. Incident management –Organisations are required to have a procedure in place to report and effectively manage any incident related to certified products and keep relevant records. Any incident identified by the organisation is to be reported to the CAB within 5 working days of identification. 

2. Response to Suspensions and Withdrawal –in the case of suspension or withdrawal of an organisation’s certificate, the organisation should have a system to stop making claims and using the certification logo. Records shall be kept to show the system is effective. 

3. Record keeping –the duration has been modified to meet assurance and verification needs. The proposed modification is for organisations to maintain records that demonstrate compliance to the CoC Standard for the “current and the previous cycle of certification, one year after the products' expiry date, or as per legal requirements, whichever is longer”.




Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 


MANAGING INCIDENTS
1. Managing Incidents: Do you support the proposed new requirement to the CoC Standard for an organisation to have an effective incident management system in place? 
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



2. Managing Incidents: Do you foresee any challenges with the implementation of the requirements relating to the incident management system?
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text


 
3. Managing Incidents: Would the incident management system CoC Standard requirements be challenging to audit against? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text



4. Managing Incidents: Do you have any other feedback? 
	Free Text



RESPONDING TO SUSPENSIONS AND WITHDRAWAL
5. Suspension/ Withdrawal: Do you support the proposed new requirement to the CoC Standard in the case of certificate suspension/withdrawal? 
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



6. Suspension/ Withdrawal: Do you see any challenges with the implementation of the requirements in the case of certificate suspension/withdrawal?
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text


 
7. Suspension/ Withdrawal: Would the proposed requirements be challenging to audit against? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text



8. Suspension/ Withdrawal: Currently the certification process requirements relating to suspension and withdrawal are divided between the General Certification Requirements (GCR) and the CoC Certification Requirements (CoC CR) documents. Do you believe it would be beneficial to consolidate these requirements into a single section of the GCR?
· Not applicable
· Yes – consolidate requirements into the GCR
· Unsure 
· No (please provide more information) 
	Free Text: please explain your answer



9. Suspension/ Withdrawal: Do you have any other feedback? 
	Free Text 



RECORD KEEPING
10. Record Keeping: Do you support the proposed modifications to the record keeping CoC Standard requirement? 
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



11. Record Keeping: Do you foresee any challenges with maintaining records for the newly proposed time period as outlined in the section introduction? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text



12. Record Keeping: Would the proposed modifications to the record keeping CoC Standard requirements be challenging to audit against? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text



13. Record Keeping: Do you have any other feedback? 
	Free Text






K) Internal Management System – Group requirements
	Proposed Revision: To revise requirements related to the internal management system of the Group model of the CoC Standard, including formalised site agreements, clearly defined roles, and stronger oversight. This includes assigning a designated party with the responsibility for ensuring conformity with the relevant requirements across all sites. 

Intention: To remove existing ambiguity and clarify responsibilities at a group and site level to strengthen the internal management system.

Proposed modifications to the CoC Standard, are the following:
· Mandatory site register with controls on group expansion
· Clearer site-level obligations, 
· A more structured and risk-based internal audit programme with defined corrective action timeframes.




Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.   

1. Do you support the proposed modifications to the internal management system for organisations implementing the group model of the CoC Standard? 
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free text



2. Do the proposed responsibilities at the group and site level feel appropriately allocated?
· Not applicable
· Yes – appropriately allocated
· Somewhat 
· No – not appropriately allocated (please provide more information)
	Free text



3. Would the any of the proposed modifications be challenging to audit against?
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text



4. Do you have any other feedback related to the proposed changes? 
	Free text






L) Risk Assessment 
	Proposed Revision: An MSC-defined risk assessment is completed by auditors in the audit planning phase. The MSC proposes to revise the risk assessment questions and create one standardised risk assessment, which is completed for all organisations (Default, Group, and CFO). 

The revised risk assessment will assign organisations to one of three risk categories — low, medium, or high. For Group and CFO models, this category will determine the number of sites to be sampled for audit by the CAB. It will also help prioritise assurance activities for all organisations, such as unannounced audits and DNA testing.

Intention: Strengthen program integrity by ensuring the risk assessment reflects best practice and all recognised risk factors are accounted for. Removing unnecessary complications and inefficiencies from two independent risk assessments (one for Group, one for CFO) with the aim to improve consistency. 

It is recommended that you review the MSC CoC program risk assessment to support with understanding the proposed changes. 

These questions are mainly intended for auditors /Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) stakeholders. A “not applicable” response option is provided for each question where it is not relevant, or you do not want to answer.




Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you support the proposed modification to the risk assessment (completed by auditors in the audit planning phase)?
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free text



2. Do you foresee any challenges with accessing the information required to respond to the risk factors/ questions proposed in the risk assessment? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text


 
3. Would any of the risk factors in the proposed risk assessment be challenging to audit against? 
· Not applicable  
· No – no challenges
· Relatively easy 
· Relatively difficult 
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text



4. Do you have any concerns relating to the proposed changes made to the risk assessment?
· Not applicable 
· No
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text



5. Do you have any other feedback related to the proposed changes to the risk assessment process? 
	Free text




M) Audit delivery 
	Proposed Revision: Expand audit delivery options by introducing a “hybrid audit” format and allowing remote audits to also be performed in the following situations: 
1. Surveillance audits for organisations that handle only sealed certified seafood (seafood that is received and dispatched without any changes to its tamper-evident packaging. also known as ‘box in box out’).
2.  audits of central office functions for Group and CFO (multisite) organisations.

Use of these audit formats is conditional on the completion of a feasibility assessment and confirmation that no significant integrity risks are identified. The feasibility assessment is conducted by the Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) during the audit planning stage. 

These questions are mainly intended for auditors and Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) stakeholders, with some also relevant to organisations using the Standard. A “not applicable” response option is provided for each question where it is not relevant.



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you support the proposed modifications to audit delivery options within the MSC CoC program?
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



2. Hybrid audits: As an auditor, are you able to confidently determine which parts of the hybrid audit process should be conducted onsite, and which should be conducted with the use of ICT (Information Communication Technology) e.g. stable internet connection? 
· Not applicable 
· Yes – all clear
· Unsure 
· No – more guidance is required from MSC (please provide more information)  
	Free Text



3. Do you agree/believe that audit integrity can be maintained with the application of remote auditing to: a) organisations only handling sealed certified seafood (CRTTP) b) central office function audits for Group and CFO (multi-site) organisations?
· Not applicable
· Yes
· Somewhat agree
· Somewhat disagree
· No (please provide more information)
	Free Text



4. Do you believe that remote options could be extended to other sites/operations? If yes, please provide examples of situations where you think they should or should not apply, and why. 
· Not applicable
· No
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free Text



6. Do you foresee any challenges with the new audit delivery options (when being audited as an organisation, or as an auditor implementing the remote/hybrid audit)?
· Not applicable
· No – no challenges
· Unsure
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text



7. Do you have any other feedback related to the expansion of audit delivery formats (hybrid / remote)?
	Free text




N) Auditor Qualifications
	Proposed Revision: The CoC auditor and CAB decision maker qualification requirements have been reviewed to increase the robustness and credibility of the CoC program and to address and respond to known barriers/accessibility challenges. 

The proposed modifications to the CoC auditor and decision-making qualifications are:
1. Consolidate and restructure all MSC CoC auditor and CAB decision-maker qualification requirements into one unified table in one document. 
2. Training providers for CoC auditors no longer need to be formally recognised by CQI/IRCA, Exemplar Global. Instead, CABs must verify the competence of the provider to deliver the auditing course based on ISO 19011.
3. Strengthen technical expertise and competency requirements for CoC auditors by adding specific specialised requirements (traceability, supply chains, group audits and CFO training). 

The questions in this section are aimed at auditor / Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) stakeholders. There is the response of “not applicable” for each question.



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  

1. Do you support the proposed modifications to the CoC auditor / CAB decision-maker qualifications??
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



2. Do you foresee any challenges with the proposed modifications to the CoC auditor / CAB decision-maker qualifications? 
· Not Applicable
· No – no challenges
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text



3. Do you agree/believe that CoC program integrity is maintained with the proposed changes? 
· Not applicable
· Yes
· Somewhat agree
· No (please provide more information)
	Free Text



4. For CABs, with training providers no longer needing to be recognised by CQI/IRCA or Exemplar Global, do you feel comfortable/ confident in assessing the quality of the training provider? 
· Not applicable
· Yes
· Unsure 
· No (please provide more information)
	Free Text



5. For CABs, how you would assess the quality of the training provider, e.g. what parameters would you consider, would you have a list of accepted providers? 
· Not applicable 
· Unsure 
· We would assess the quality by (please provide more information)
	Free Text



6. Do you have any other feedback related to the proposed modifications to the CoC auditor / decision-maker qualifications?
	Free text





O) Audit process changes (interim certification, consecutive audits, audit window)
	Proposed Revision:  Modifications to address inconsistencies in the current CoC Standard and CoC Certification Requirements and to strengthen program integrity.  Three modifications are proposed which will be reflected in the CoC Certification Requirements (CoC CR) documents, are the following: 

1) Interim Certification – The provision of a temporary “interim certification” has been removed from the CoC program. This means organisations will no longer be able to sell products as certified before an on-site audit takes place. The removal of interim certification from the CoC program adds integrity to the program and ensures compliance to ISO 17065.
2) Consecutive Audits – Under CoC CR v3.2, a CoC auditor may audit the same client for up to six consecutive years. MSC proposes reducing this to a maximum of four consecutive audits (rather than years). The count is applicable to initial audits, surveillance audits and recertification audits only.
This change is intended to strengthen auditor impartiality.
3) Recertification audit window – The recertification audit must be completed before the CoC certificate expiry date. Under the current requirements, the audit can take place within a six-month window (three months before or three months after the expiry date). The MSC proposes that the audit may take place up to 120 days (four months) before the expiry date. This change retains some flexibility, improves consistency and ensures that organisations cannot sell certified products after their certificate has expired.

The questions in this section are aimed at auditor / Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) stakeholders. There is the response of “not applicable” for each question.

In addition to the three proposed modifications, the MSC is seeking feedback on technical feasibility if the MSC were to require changes connected to the CoC certificate issuance.  



Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.  – 

1. Do you support the removal of interim certification from the CoC Program?
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



2. Do you support the changes to the number of audits that can be conducted consecutively by an auditor at an individual organisation (“certificate holder”)? 
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



3. Do you support the changes to the recertification audit window?
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free Text



· Do you have any other feedback related to the three proposed modifications to the CoC Program (outlined in the CoC Certification Requirements document)? 
	Free text



4. Would you foresee any technical difficulties / feasibility challenges if the MSC required CABs to issue signed, electronic CoC certificates, in a tamper-proof digital format (e.g., digitally signed PDF or other secure electronic document)?
· Not applicable
· No
· Unsure 
· Yes (please provide more information)
	Free Text



5. Would you foresee any technical difficulties / feasibility challenges if the MSC required CABs to manage CoC certificates within an online verification system to confirm the authenticity of the certificate? This system should not require registration or specialist software. 
· Not applicable
· No
· Unsure 
· Yes (please provide more information)
	Free Text




P) Audit process – changes to the non-conformity process
	Proposed Revision: To simplify and strengthen the non-conformity (NC) process. These changes will support consistent and credible application and improve alignment across the CoC program models (Default, Group, and CFO). The requirements are set out in the revised CoC Certification Requirements document (see Section 20.2).

Summary of key changes:
· Establish a single framework for grading and managing non-conformities across all models (Default, Group, and CFO). Non-conformities will be graded only as major or minor. The category of critical non-conformities has been removed.
· (Group and CFO models only) Introduce clear escalation thresholds (previously called “reject numbers” in the CoC Certification Requirements). These thresholds replace the use of/need for “systemic” non-conformities.
· Require all non-conformities to be raised against the central office, rather than against the central office or individual sites. This will improve consistency and make the central office responsible for correcting and closing non-conformities.
· Remove mandatory follow-up audits for organisations using the CFO model after a major non-conformity is raised. Instead, the non-conformity must be corrected and closed before the certificate is issued. If the issue is isolated and affects only one site, the central office may suspend that site while the problem is resolved, without affecting the certification of other sites. Follow-up audits may still be conducted if the Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) considers them necessary to confirm resolution; however, they are no longer mandatory for the CFO model.




Q. After reading an overview of the proposed change, would you like to provide feedback? 
· Yes – I would like to provide feedback 
· No – I would like to move onto the next section
Survey Monkey Logic - If yes, show questions, if no, move to the next section.   

1. Do you support the proposed changes to the non-conformity audit process (as outlined in the CoC Certification Requirement document)?
· Not applicable
· Yes – strongly support
· Somewhat support 
· No - do not support (please provide more information)
	Free text



2. Do you foresee any challenges with the proposed modifications to the non-conformity process as part of the CoC Certification Requirements? 
· Not applicable  
· Unsure
· No – no challenges
· Yes (please provide more information) 
	Free text



3. Do you have any other feedback related to the proposed modifications to the non-conformity process as part of the CoC Certification Requirements)?
	Free text




Q) Open Feedback

1. What level of operational impact do you expect from the proposed changes overall?
· Minimal (largely aligns with current practice)
· Moderate (new processes but manageable)
· Significant (requires major system or staffing changes)
·  Unsure
 
1. Are there any proposed changes that you believe could weaken chain of custody integrity or confidence?
·  No
·  Yes (please explain)
	Free Text




1. Do you have any additional comments or feedback you would like to share on the proposed modifications or the MSC CoC Review process?
	Free Text





R) End of Survey
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey as part of the MSC Chain of Custody Standard Review. 
All information shared will be treated as confidential. A summary of the results of this survey will be made available once the MSC has internally reviewed and summarised at an aggregate level. Please watch the MSC website for future updates. 

Any questions, please contact your local MSC representative or supplychain@msc.org
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