BCS SCHEME RULES V.5 CONSULTATION RESPONSES - SEPTEMBER 2018

Clause, page,
REAL
e, Page, Comment | ge) Accepted / Refected
Scheme Rules v4
Th th f certificai
REAL wil need to clarify whether the intended scope of the accreditation isjust for digested materials produced to PAS 110 or to PAS 110 plus the QP. It i recommended that UKAS should only accredit the scheme for ere are now three scopes of certification so
Clause 4.0/4.2 we would like accreditation for one /a Accepted
PASL10.and the QP along with the REAL Scheme Rules
certification scheme with allthree scopes.
Clause 43 the o accreditation 11998’ s incorrect, s the correct accreditation standard is now BS EN ISO/IEC 17065:2012. Undate accordingl Acceoted
How does REAL intend to ensure ,and that managed processes? ILs for Certification bodies to manage these
Clause 5.1 No comment Remove Accepted
situations as far as audit and certification
Clause amended to carfty that
Depending upon the effectiveness of each certification body’s accredited performance, the frequency of assessment by UKAS may need to be greater than once per year. The scheme-owner requirements of ‘annual’ lause amended to clarify thaf
Clause 5.2 No comment annual auditing i a minimum Accepted
assessment should be clarified as a minimum. e
There are now three appointed certification
bodies (OF&G, NSF, and ACL). Only th
Clause 5.3 There are two appointed certifcation bodies listed on the REAL website, Organic Farmers & Growers (OFG) and NSF Certfication. Will OFG (Scotland) be involved in any way for certfication in Scotland? If so, how? odies (OF&G, NSF, and ACL). Only these /a Accepted
three certification bodies will be applying for
Remove reference to indidual
members and invite UKAS to
Clause 5.4 There is no mention of any UKAS input or participation, nominated or invited, i the Oversight Panel. No comment attend an Oversight Panel Accepted
meeting and join as a Panel
member
Fow does REAL intend to Tvest: a What types of complaints may be involved, which may fall outside of the CB's commitments under their own accredited management
systems This section i not deemed necessary for the Remove section on BCS
Clause 5.6 5 Accepted
scheme rules administrator’
How does REAL intend to prove that no commercialinterest has influenced the certifcation process? How might this b from for certification bodi potential
influences uinder acrreditation rules?
We don't produce hard capies of the scheme
Clause5.7.4 {in the lst of charges made by REAL, there is no mention of hard copy of the scheme rules. Is this ntentional or an omission? rules but electronic copies are freely avallable /a Accepted
to download from our website
Criteria for ‘approved laboratories' detalled in | Added reference o laboratory
fause at are the criteria for an ‘appointed laboratory'? ccepte
Clause 58 What are the critera for an ‘appeinted laboratory the sboratory T&Cs Tacs Accepted
There are now three scopes of certfication so
Clause 7.1/7.2.2 scheme for PAS110 and the QP along with the REAL Scheme Rules. we would like accreditation for one /a Rejected
certification scheme with allthree scopes.
4 that th Fihis o T
Itis not clear what is meant by the last sentence on Page 17: ‘The Certifying Body reserves the right to withhold payment for any pre-audit assessments and associated administration for which they must provide an Agreed that the meaning of this clause is nof
Clause 7.2.2 3 clear but this is not deemed necessary to Remove clause Accepted
itemised bill
include in the scheme rules
Definition of ‘Standards'is provided in the
Clause 7.3 Para 1 | Reference to compliance with ‘the Standards' is not clear. Does this mean PAS 110, plus Quality Protocol, plus Scheme Rules? definitions section. I refers to PAS 110, the /a Accepted
Quality Protocol, and the Scheme Rules.
Obtained average audit duration
Refers to audit duration. Experience will provide evidence to support typical audit duration time. Audit day should be no longer than 8 hours and it would be anticipated that no audit would be less than 1 man-day times from certification bodies
Clause 7.3 Para 7 No comment Accepted
duration. and requirement added to clause
based on UKAS comment
This refers to the requirements of the scheme
Clause 7.3 Para 8 |Similarly to Para 1, ‘all relevant Scheme requirements'. documents (PAS 110, the Scheme Rules, QP, /a Accepted
o SEPA's Regulatory Position Statement)
The auditors check this 353 Move section to technical
Clause 7.3 Para 8 | The auditor must be in a position to verify that pasteurisation has taken place. Without this, how can it be verified that the standard requirements have been met? e au Accepted
This is not deemed necessary for the BCS
Clause 7.6 Reference to ‘Compliance review and certification willbe carried out as per 7.3 above’ should be 7. e v Remove Accepted
Cause
e ia thatallof the accreditat metin the certfication body's response to appeals and complaints, in addition to scheme-specific requirements by REAL. Yes this willbe the case: /a Accepted
How are these © y can have an Impact on the certified product (digestate]? It should be noted that i
Clavse 12.1 tsde of the certifc control have been removed. M Accepted
Clause 14.0 There are now three scopes of certfication so
scheme for PAS110 and the QP along with the BCS Scheme Rules we would like accreditation for one /a Rejected
10 certification scheme with allthree scopes.
Ciiteria for certification bodies
Clouse 141 Certication bodies determine competency of | Lte"® Br cértfication bod
ause o information has been provided by the scheme owner to define the competence crteria for CB certfication personnel (. contract reviewer, technical reviewer) involved i the scheme. For certifier see below. ersonnel but REAL wilset the basis for willbe added to contracts n place ccepte
e e No information has been provided by the sch to define the competence criteria for CB certfication p I (. contract , technical ) involved in the scheme. For certifer see bel percnnel bt REAL il et the bass e o e Accepted
appointmen aLond
The ‘one or more’ 0 “Someone’ on Committee s required, s considered forthe Tt would appear that a person with | This section on the certification committee i
Clause 14.1 experience in food quality assurance (which might be restricted, for example, to food factory work) may meet the letter of this stated requirement, but this would not be sufficient to demonstrate technical knowledge in [ not deemed necessary for the BCS Scheme Remove Accepted
AD it Rules
They are PAS 110 standard requirements but
" I ostandardrequiements St | Update technicalguidance
ause ese are our interpretations of the standar
The detals of be included in by the CB. document and re-issue as ke Accepted
151/15.2/153 v requirements, which should be met by A, e P
requireme scheme documen
They are PAS 110 standard requirements but
Clause The detals of be included in by the CB. d this occasion. It is fihe standard | PAe techmicalguidance —
16.1/16.2/16.3 only 10and the g with the REAL Scheme Rules. requirements, which should be met by A, ; v P!
requireme scheme documen
The researh Tee s coupleawin e Clouse revsed so hatthe
General Consider not introducing Research Fee for applicants e e o e e | research fee willonly be charged Accepted
scheme, all operators will contribute to the.
scheme, ol ifthe applicant is successful
Clause added to consultation
d t e
General Auditors observe the sampling procedure at annual audit Would like to consult on this jocument as 3 requlrement for Accepted
inspectors to witness sampling
during the annual audit
Clause with timefi
General Consider specifying maximum time for certification bodies to with prior No comment auise with masmum tmeframe Accepted
added to consultation document
This was discussed and considered not to
bring any benefit because all ites would still
need to be audited. It would only bring a
General Consider multisite / head office audits for BCS AD sites reduction in costs if the auditor could travel in n/a Rejected
2 small geographical region to different stes
operated by the same organisation and no
BCS member fulis this criteria.
The Scheme Rules cannot undermine the PAS
this would have to be taken int
General Consider specifying maximum number of samples for very large AD plants e edoration s the et e n/a Rejected
of PAS 110
Draft Scheme Rules vs
Formatting changed and
Page be checked as it from page 34 of 34 to page 43 of 34 No comment ormatting changed an Accepted
General Comment about the BCS: With the draftScheme Rules revision & proposas, REAL seem to ing that thereis a big p when the feedback is
! This comment i assuring and has been taken
2 The Scheme sl rtal using di practices and be penalised - this is on top of the tighter lmits for physical
General into consideration during the final revision of fa Accepted
/Quality e industry is regulated and majority of with integrity and want to do the best they can in the current climate - financial A
pressures/faling gate fees, withdrawl of s & input materils qualty / ammount of packnging. Scheme ules should ot be oo perscrptive and overly restrictive
Definition of Satistac:
Definitions Satisfactory evidence' - does this need to be amended to describe the 3 different ‘marks of conformity' described later in the document? Agree yefinition of Satisfactory Accepted
evidence' amended
419 REAL's Biofertiiser Certfication Scheme is aizned Alizned with what? What does this actually mean” haree Removed ' alizned and’ Acceoted
a23saga, |8 cpertors anchoos o appy o the Bferliser orfcaton cheme under tree iferentcopes of crtfcaton: ) Bfertliser erfcton Sheme Qualy Assrance (66 0A): We supporttissndgves |, Allreferences changed back to Accepted
238424 Producers of quatty dig o operated to a qualty is a strange term - surely we are an AD operator and a Digestate producer? ator' P
Text added to the relevant cause
Certification options: Digestate producers can choose to apply to the Biofertiiser Certifcation Scheme under three different scopes of certfication. We support the adition of ‘Biofertiiser Certfication Scheme Quality in the Scheme Rules to state this
423 Assurance’ (BCS A) as it However we feel t should mad clear that material produced wil retain waste status under this option, both in | Good and further information will be Accepted
ihe name of the opton inthe scheme rulks, o the certficae and nany oniin sting ofoperatos. Mostl o avold any confusion withtiscptin. considered for the CCS website
This quality assurance 'scope of certfication’
o afect th existing cerfcation bt il
We would question the benefitof yet more certification. As an operator, we believe th is more than adequate and of afurth bureaucracy and for other operators to
423 fa Rejected
cost. oin the CCSif they do not want to achieve
end of waste status. Provided further
clrification directly to operator.
23t02s emal S we The difference between BCS QA and BCS EoW. We suggest that it would have o distribute Ttation with an o rgren " PR~
this item to orevent oueries,
More information should have been provided
with the consultation document about the
Certifiedcontractors - We areunsure t whatcerticatonscheme for conraors s apples and do ot ave nough nfomaton sbout th robusines ftheseschemest determinef his would be benefil or NAAC contractors assurance scheme but al of
workable for digestate producers. Would this really make a difference to best igestate? Our I that making this - Inmanycasesthe digestte these points are vald. Confirmed name of the | Moved the recommendation into
producer suplies material to farmers who may spread it th d this is beyond the digestate producer. When digestate is supplied to an in that| the
4214 place includes use of the digestate but it would be difficultto impose on customers who they must use to spread their digestate. Additionally, the text does not state which f submitted response. with reference to COGAP and a Accepted
nor instead does it scope of certification but not when the digestate producer spreads his/her digestate? Contractors requirement for a declaration
do ot require to be certfied for spreading artificial fertlser or even i ahigher isk product and damage the hard estabilished market. For | We take on board these comments but form in place.
these reasons we do not support this clause. We are very concerned that proposal 1a would hold back producer certification when a third party contractor doesn't have a uitable certification recommend that operators contract with an
assuredcertfied/approved company when
supplying directly to a thrd-party contractor.
This clause only applies to producers
supplying directly to third-party spreading
contractors. More information should have
been provided with th Iati
Needs to be clear who this i applies to & is required exampls of the this refers to s needed. I digestate goes to the end user such as  farmer and they [ 1% PrOYERE T B8 SOnS A0 Moved the recommendation into
1214 (Praposal | POY 3 oNractor t spread,then the AD operator ca'tbe expected tocheck tis/beresponile for - here needs tobe acut of ointfor the AD operators resporsibilty for how the productis used (sn'thisthe | (90T T IAICSEITACES | the techmical sicnce document
oy #9521 | purpose of the Contract of Supply?).Is proposal 1a & 2a ntended for arge contractor companies who take digestate from a number of sources and distribute it to a number of end users, or it also for individualend [ **1 P with reference to COGAP and a Accepted
users? already be followed. Need clarification on what independently certified" evidence is required for audits, how widely the requirement will be requirement for a declaration
lied (for each 2). Crucially, thi h rmin
applied (for eac ). Crucially, this be open to by the Auditor. e take on board these comments but formin place.
recommend that operators contract with an
assured|certfied/approved company when
supplying directly to a third-party contractor.
T e EVEnT CONMTAEIors Pave To B TWouaBe e Vs PTG T Spread The proauct e
for other farm operations. The inability to do so would devalue the product due to the cost involved in spreading and management of such.
The farmers currenty sign the COS which advises of the requirement to spread the product n line with the PEPFFAA Code and the Codes of Practice. As farmers purchase (rather than given FOC) the fertlser they have Moved the recommendation into
respect, as they would for artificial fertier, to ensure it s ullised to its maximum benefit thereby applied to crop requirement, n a timely fashion to maximise benefit, and by an experienced contractor. As EEL we audit | We take on board these comments but e e oo
4.2.14 (Proposal |the contractors to ensure the equipment and employees are fit for purpose. recommend that operators contract with an &
with reference to COGAP and a Accepted
1a) Farmers are advised of the agricultural value of the product and a lication rate the itis used to maximum benefit. assured/certified/approved company when | "7/ 1 i ente 10 F A S
From experience, farmers who spread themsel f the high d ek beyond the f the CoP's. supplyin directy to 3 thirc-party contractor, | *TCeM 1072 4
Contractors are no requlred o b cetifefor spreading articil et o even waste products toland whichreqre a SEPA exemplion rom WL so woulddisinguish dgestate a  higherrisk productandlely to ?
damage the hard established market.
We take on board these comments but Moved the recommendation into
We believe the proposed certification scheme s totally unnecessary and risks ad i tothe process of I We would resist thi strongly. The processes in place at the moment work well | recommend that operators contract with an | "¢ techical 8uidance document
4214and 42,15 prop eats jstotally " P h 8l Thep P P ! with reference to COGAP and a Accepted

and there is no need at all to introduce further bureaucracy and cost.

P
supplying directly to a third-party contractor.

requirement for a declaration
form in niae




4.214and 4.2.15

We would prefer option 4.2.15 stating recommends rather than requires as we do not know which certified schemes this refers to.

Moved the recommendation into

with the consultation document about the
NAAC contractors assurance scheme.

[t
with reference to COGAP and a
requirement for a declaration
form in nlar

Accepted

4.214and 4.2.15

What d a contractor ho spread their need to be certif on this would be useful.

This clause only applies to producers
supplying directly o third-party spreading
contractors. have

Moved the recommendation into
the

been provided with the consultation
document about the NAAC contractors
assurance scheme but al of these points are
ot

with reference to COGAP and a
requirement for a declaration
formin place.

Accepted

4.214and4.2.15
(Proposal 12/2a)

We do not support either of the Proposals for the following reasons:
1. Both proposals explicily state that 'The spreading or use of (certified?) digestate is not covered or audited by this scheme. If this is true, how can the scheme rules implement a clause that will not be audited? If an
operator doesn't comply with members of body, what would be the corrective action if they are not audited on such. Fundamentally, why is the
scheme looking to make rules about an area which is not covered by the scheme.
Please note thereis

whyis BCS product?

The use of digestate could not be audited but
the auditor could check whether contracts are
in place with certified contractors. There is
concern over the lack of controls for
spreading the number

Moved the recommendation into
the technical guidance document

of incidents reported to the Agency has
increased. We could introduce further
controls i third-party spreading contractors
are certified. The spreading of waste digestate
is regulated but product digestate is not.

with 0GAPand a
requirement for a declaration
formin place.

Accepted

4.214and 4.2.15
(Proposal 1a/2a)

2.Clarification i reauired on who i considered the ‘hird-party contractor - f an AD plant supplies mutple farmers as customers or ts digestate, does the farmer o the farmer' contractor who willactually spread the
digestate, form the third-party contractor? It very unclear. Equally, if an AD plant contracts out toa contractor, is it ho is required to be a member of the certification body or
the numerous contractors who then they might supply to distribute the digestate?

This clause only applies to producers
supplying directly to third-party spreading
contractors. More information should have
been provided with the consultation
document about the NAAC contractors

Note - We, as an operator, do not directly sub-contract any spreading and, in these circumstances, it needs to be clarified if BCS are still proposing to make the end user . We would not
oppose contractors geting certicaton i thy felt suis their business needs but we oppose theprinciletha thisfs being sought witin the scope of the 6CSscheme, which should slely focus onthe assessment and

producers of q ‘The pursuit of thi the Scheme's position as an impartial and unbiased scheme operator. We are not aware of any other regulatory body (HSE,
EA, Defra or RPA) that requires agricultural contractors to attain any form of certification for land spreading operations. This relates back to the comment above - such is not required for waste deployments, so why is it
proposed for certified digestate?

butall of these points are
valid.

We take on board these comments but
recommend that operators contract with an
assuredcertified/approved company when

supplying directly to a third-party contractor.

Moved the recommendation into
the technical guidance document
with reference to COGAP and a
requirement for a declaration
form in place.

Accepted

4.214and4.2.15
(Proposal 1a/2a)

3.Which ‘independent certification body' s proposed? The National Association of Agricultural Contractors has been discussed but does this confer competence on an individual or a business? If a business s certified’, I
st & and prevent an ncident. We have looked at the NAAC website and it appears that membership of the scheme merely requires an
individual/organisation to sign up to their Code of C afee). There ppear to be any

continue. Itisa

NAAC have appointed an independent
certification body to assess against the
it |agricultural contractors standard.

We take on board but

only and as such does not confer any guarantee of performance.

recommend that operators contract with an
assuredcertfied/approved company when
supplying directly to a third-party contractor.

Moved the recommendation into
the technical guidance document
with reference to COGAP and a
requirement for a declaration
formin place.

Accepted

4.214and4.2.15
(Proposal 1a/2a)

not members of bod
of digestate

5. If many of a plants'
proposal is made a requirement, it could

burden on those contractors - making digestate a ess attractive proposition. If this

places an
d to avoid . alimited landbank

issues.

This is a fair point and has been taken into
consideration

Moved the recommendation into
the technical guidance document
with reference to COGAP and a
requirement for a declaration

femin nlaca

Accepted

4.214and4.2.15
(Proposal 1a/2a)

Note: Proposal 1 refers to ‘certified digestate’ and Proposal 2a refers only to digestate’ Surely prop certified portion of digestate.

This should have also been written in as
‘certified digestate’

n/a

Accepted

4.2.15 (Proposal
1b)

Is this an either or with Proposal 1a? Or s t that it is requirement for Certified digestate and a Recommendeation of digestate that is not certified? If it an either or, then would prefer Proposal 1b until the requirements
are clear and the point at which AD operators duty or care / responsibilty ends is clearly stated. e.g. The AD operator/digestate producer is not be liable if the digestate is not stored, manufactured, transported and used
according to Terms and Conditions in the Contract of Supply.

Yesitis either or and should have also been
written in as 'certified digestate'

Section added to technical
guidance on dispatch information
including Contract of Supply

Accepted

4215

athird p:
s included

directly and not wh customer choses to use a third party

Of the two options, ORG prefer option 2a with Iy when the digestate pr
i We feel this might be better suited

we don' i details and justification have been provided to fully

Moved the recommendation info

document (that can be updated more easily) and as a recommendation then should not be included in scheme rules.

the
with reference to COGAP and a
adeclaration

Accepted

4215

Proposal 2a preferred

No comment

femin nlaca
Moved the recommendation info
the technical guidance document
with reference to COGAP and a
requirement for a declaration

Accepted

The 6CS requires Members/ADDhcan(s to send samples of digested materials, for which certification has been applied, for analysis only at appointed laboratories - This clause now does not make sense. Surely the
on an annroved lst

Criteria for ‘approved laboratories’ detailed in
the Iahoratory TRCs

femin nlaca
"Added reference to laboratory
TRCS

Accepted

We totally question the benefit of this and would resist it strongly. The costs to the industry are already high and we do not believe there will be any significant benefit in establishing a research hub.

We consider that the Research Hub is vital for
industry growth and the development of the
scheme. We will outline the benefits and
share potential projects in our
newsletter/comms with all operators.

Rejected

We support the idea of the Research Hub but are concerned at how much this would cost us with multiple sites

The Research Hub Governance Committee
considered the comments very carefully.
Following a full discussion it was resolved that
the fee structure proposed in the consultation
is adopted. The research fee is coupled with
the certification fee so operators are charged
per process as a participant of the scheme
with the research projects benefiting each
composting process. However, in light of
these comments, the fees and charging
mechanisms for the scheme may be reviewed
next year. We will explore additional funding
options to contribute to the Hub.

No change

Accepted

Research hub fees - our membersar very supportiv of the esearch hb i princile and can s the benefits and e fo thi project However, i practice many AD sitesar leady operating at very tght marinsand

be able to pass on an tothe waste tolong. ). They feel they would be

unfarly penalise by th fees proposed being based on a tonnage per process basis.For example one operator with 5 ites, processing a ttalof 56000 tonnes (1. group V,2xgroup IV, 2 x group ) would pay £4000

charged p 1500 if charged business. The being processed rather than that the

curment cetflaton eesare bise pr process and ightl ot cover udlingcoss) We urge REAL o consider this proposalof charging total tonnage for a
b

research hub fees. For some

The Research Hub Governance Committee
considered the comments very carefully.
Following a full discussion it was resolved that
the fee structure proposed in the consultation
is adopted. The research fee is coupled with
the certification fee so operators are charged
per process as a participant of the scheme
with the research projects benefiting cach

members, certification is for their operational We h

should be contributing to the Research hub and urge REAL to explure other additional funding options. We would be happy to support REAL in looking for alternative funding options.

posting However, in light of

these comments, the fees and charging

mechanisms for the scheme may be reviewed

next year. We will explore additional funding
ions to contribute to the Hub.

No change

Accepted

5.7.2 (Proposal
1a)

Applicant - too vague for contractural reasons. Shouldn't be the applicant, it should be the AD operator company who's name appears on the BCS certificate / CB records. O the definition of applicant needs to be more
defined.

Agree

Clause revised so that the
research fee will only be charged
if the applicant is successful

Accepted

The Research Hub Governance Committee
considered the comments very carefully.
Following a fulldiscussion it was resolved that
the fee structure proposed in the consultation
is adopted. The research fee is coupled with

The pricing
Research Hub could

tobe Is it p

productionof a ceran produc)r p P )? The cost
d up having a s Scheme coss i they opera of h

d with a comp: I

g
total production.

ee s0 operat charged
per process as a participant of the scheme
with the research projects benefiting each
composting process. However, in light of
these comments, the fees and charging
mechanisms for the scheme may be reviewed
next year. We will explore additional funding
options to contribute to the Hub.

No change

Accepted

5.7.2 (Proposal
1b)

The Research Hub Governance Committee
considered the comments very carefully.
Following a fulldiscussion it was resolved that
the fee structure proposed in the consultation
fsadopted. The reearch fee s coupled with.

How would the Research hub be funded otherwise - e there other options / sources of funding from research councils for example? Could this Research Hub become a vector fi
then be funded as CASE projects or receive funding from BBSRC / EPSRC with further here are people in university with expertises in getting. pm,emundmg tisshould be looked at as partof
Knowledge transfer between academia and industry.

e 0 operat
per process as a participant of the scheme
with the research projects benefiting each
composting process. However, in light of
these comments, the fees and charging
mechanisms for the scheme may be reviewed
next year. We will explore additional funding
options to contribute to the Hub.

No change

Accepted

Proposal 2b preferred

Acceoted

¥m slightly concerned that the fees look relatively high and that it's a ot to expect a business to pay when there doesn't seem to be a clear process and decision making mechanism in place for the types of research that
will be undertaken, some clarification on this would be good.

The Research Hub Governance Committee
considered the comments very carefully.
Following a full discussion it was resolved that
the fee structure proposed i the consultation
is adopted. The research fee is coupled with
the certification fee so operators are charged
per process as a participant of the scheme
with the research projects benefiting each
composting process. However, in light of
these comments, the fees and charging
mechanisms for the scheme may be reviewed
next year. We will explore additional funding
options to contribute to the Hub.

No change

Accepted

5.7.2 (Proposal
1)

e would suppart thecharging o il esearh fes s cutlined n the diona Resesreh Hub'document it the folowing comments
1 I f spend to ensure that their fees benefit the development of their industry and business, i

the total f

We value these comments and the Research
b that

d compost
t spentin raugmy t those industries.

2. The research spend should mostly be on items which have a net benefit to the operators, . research is required detailing the use of digestate in it established market sectors (eg, forestry) and/or developing new
markets, whereby the research can inf the designated market in the ADQP. There should whereby BCS state propose to research and

the funds are managed transparently and
openly. The mechanisms for contributing to

g

operators to either approve or reject.
It appears more detail is required on the operation of the Research Hub to ensure its spend and aims benefit operators, although we agree in principle with its development.

research project willbe
communicated with all operators in the
accompanying emailto this review document.

Accepted

6116

Pre-requisites Tupo | s nesdstochengs to 'AD o iogss she'

Clause corrected

Acceoted

6.1.1b)

Clause references a

Clause corrected

Acceoted

625

The CB should be required to send the documentation on e T prior to the audit. Too often the auditor has come to the site audit
thev have. thev haven't read them) and we h: it for them to read the d not a eood use of thy

ithout
udit ti

the CB (or if

opies of the QMS or lab. i

This is useful feedback and we will follow up
odies

n/a

Accepted

We are not adverse to sample witnessing but wonder if the sample will be sent off for testing. Batches are not always ready for sampling on audit day so the sampling process could be witnessed but the resulting sample
would not be from an appropriate batch for testing.

We have considered the comments carefully
and do not consider that witnessing of
sampling at annual audit should be required in
the Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose

to request sampling if considered necessary

Proposal for sample witnessing
removed

Accepted




TRat s correct - the proposal
require sample testing but only witness of
sampling and assessment of sampling
procedure. We have considered the

T ot

Does this just e p taken procedure, or i t o witnessed sampling and then for the samples tto go for testing? Is the auditor qualified to know that the sampling Proposal for sample witnessing
7.1.1 propsal 1c comments carefully and do not consider that Accepted
procedure s correct / gives a o & costs need dy take all day (even on asite with just a few minor N/Cs). removed
witnessing of sampling at annual audit should
be required in the Scheme Rules but
inspectors can choose to request sampling if
TRt correct- the proposaTWoud ot
‘Sample witnessing during audit - Quite a few of our members were unsure i this clause also required the sample to be sent off for analysis on the day of the audit. We have not interpreted this clause to mean that the | require sample testing but only witness of Clause on the potentialfor the
sample would need to be tested, but that the auditor would be assessing the sampling procedure only. For clarity - we do not support the requirement for the sample to be analysed (mostly due d timing sampling emector o ma:e o deciion to
difficulties). Most of our members are content to demonstrate competency in taking a sample according to sampling guidance but there have been some concerns raised about the additional time that this can take and | procedure. We have considered the w:’mess e e cloapar
711 the impac t could have on the audit a5 a whole. Some members report that audits can already take up to 7 hours and samle taking can be a enghty process. n addition for companies operating multple processes or | comments carefully and do not consider that | 1+ 0¢°" remol;eu o sl Accepted
sites, with one person responsible for sample taking, it seems a waste of time for the auditor to witness +t multipl hrought the year. ORG support a modified proposal 1c where | witnessing of sampling at annual audit should ""amm Pt ping
the inspector can rathr than must) witness a sample bing taken (.e.proposal ).t could bethattisis something done every 2 s, rather thaat every auditdepending on taf for exampl).Trinng records be required in the Scheme Rules but oot
ring sampling p also be taken into account when deciding if 2 witnessed sample s required. inspectors can choose to request sampling If pment.
711 Probosal 1c oreferred No comment n/a Acceoted
711 Clause states 'whether the faciity s operate” needs re-writine Asree Clause corrected Acceoted
We have considered the comments carefully
d do not consider that witnessing of
7.1.1 (Proposal | We would be content for the witnessing of a sample being taken to be included in the scheme rules with the comment that the auditor would need to make this upon schedul and do not consider that witnessing o Proposal for sample witnessing
sampling at annual audit should be required in Accepted
10) astaff member trained in sampling s present. removed
the Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose
to request sampling if considered necessary
711 (Proposal | No charge for what? Inspectors time for wit Te collection o for testing (I th ired). s abov tsneed iready take all o
(Proposal | No charge for what? Inspectors time for witnessing sample collection or for testing (I this s required). As above, Costs neet allday oroposal 2 s o change’ a ccepted
20 that has few N/Cs)
Th Twould not T
7.1.1 (Proposal |lf testing s required, what tests are required, and what happens if the compost product is not ready for testing i.e. older than the minimum process time or itis too late in the week to send it to the lab. The same question | P b ooy w01 8 1Ot FEQUITe sample
testing but only witness of sampling and nfa Accepted
20) applies to unannounced spot checks e e o samo
‘Agree and we are
to the database but the auditors don't have
1 There seems to have been issues with auditors accessing the database to download lab reports (for both compost and digestate). It may be teething problems sothere is b [access itis ’ Accented
reports and mismatching of reports with operators - it needs to be a secure robust database and system of data recording. officer's responsibilty to download and P
provide all necessary test reports to the
auditer
Tt should be clear what data s held o the database. If there is personal data recored then this needs to consent of the company/AD operator or Individual oerpators e g person collecting the sample may not be aware | Clause removed and we wil follow up with
7.12 that their detais are being kept on the this. 1 don't feel the ab test requrest form should be held on the database. PR code & lab report/ref number  |Iaboratories to remove personal data from Clause removed Accepted
chould iust be on the database case of renoring / data inout errors. test renorts
A le of thi i t
Clause states ‘The certification body’s inspector may refuse to carry out an assessment in the presence of a third party who the digestate operator believes will intentionally or otherwise, influence its outcome in an i example of this scenario Is if an inspector
carries out an assessment in the presence of a
e inappropriate manner. consultant who is suspected of influencing the e Accepted
Can some further detail be provided on what is meant by this clause as it i unclear? Is this a third party that the assessor would attend with? P €
outcome of the assessment
We have considered the comments carefully
Witness of sampling - does this need to be done by the person who would normally collect the samples or can t be by the site manager / PAS110 responsible person or trainer (following the site's documented sampling [ and do not consider that witnessing of proposal it
718 procedures / training docs/Work instruction). The person who nor & on annual leave ig this is the AD plants | provide sampling at annual audit should be required in P P! " & Accepted
technical support to. the Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose
to request sampling if considered necessary
718 insoection visit - Composter's Qualty e nesds (o be chansed o Gesteoroduces WS, Clause corrected Acceoted
of the CO 1o a pai Y "is ot a good one as an Using to explain exactly meetthe This should be reworded
7.1.10 e o ngree Sentence removed Accepted
Proposal put forward by Environment Agency
a1 Operators shallrecord waste recovery returns data. This would include tonnage of 4 and rejected by the separator? Why is this information required |and we agree that this data wil provide a ’ Accented
during the inspection and why would it be needed by the CBs / REAL for certification? fuller picture of waste recovery at certified P!
cites
Clause on collecting data on
Once in Scheme Rules it will it on inspection
7.22 Could be a question on the Inspection checklist or in Renewal Form, maybe latter i better? i P compostable packaging/products Accepted
checks! has been included
Risk-based spot checks are being introduced
s We prefer risk based spot checks is fairer and ask that 24 -48hr notice be given to ensure the Manager can be available and other site activities may have to be NS e ’ Accented
o o v instead of annual unannounced spot checks n/a cceptet
postponed for Hes with 2 24-48 hour notice period
The proposal vias for each producer so there
would be two inspections each year. The
Removed this proposal and
u . spot checks - Nol What i the purpose of this? In effect,are there going to be 2 routine Ci ear, d one What s the benefit of an be for the the
7.3 (Proposal 1e) gong v added requirements for isk- Accepted
Impractical and unreasonable. scheme and confidence in conformance with et
the scheme requirements throughout the P
This spot check would be announced 24/48 Removed this proposal and
7.3 (Proposal 1e) | How unannounced is unannounced - will the site receive any notification, be notified the morning of the spot check o at the beginning of the week? It needs to work practically. hours before and would take place to assess | added requirements for isk- Accepted
sct ouality any. based soat checks
The spot check will just be a visual check of
Willthe auditor/inspector have a clear scope and checklist to complete at How much of /ams pection cover, will it just be a visual check of be the andany
7.3 (Proposal 1e) nfa Accepted
(Proposale) i pact of the outcome of the spot check? identified by visual assessment will need to be g P
ddroscod
The spot check wil just be a visual check of
Ifits just avisual inspection fo the product quality, then it s a waste of everyone's time. It would be better for dgestate quality tobe included i the Permit a5 a management plan (this would cover PAS certifed and non- | 11" Pt Sneek /L) .
7.3 broposa 1] [PAS dgestote. I Pt reurement b SE% s clear scopeof e Diestate management pln was provied o e oprator . Records of heauatycheck are Kept b the oeraoran thesear checked by e |7120UCL3UaIy andanynon-coformances wa accepted
local SEPA officer during the site inspections, as well s at the BCS audit and at the IS0 9001 audits. y times does needto ey
ifthi  for all producers then I Removed th Tand
Cost of the spot check kept a low as possible is a meaningless comment. The cost should be transparent and how itis charged should be made clear by the CB. Would it be easier to have the cost included in one annual 1s was reauired for ol procucers then | emaved this proposal an
733 ’ o would be appropriate to include costin one | added requirements for risk- Accepted
assessment fee? What happens if the the spot check doesn't take place each year, will the operator then be penalised at the ‘official' annual inspection? ) e
The spot check would only take place f the
733 1f the AD operator / PAS responsible person s not available / on site for the unannounced spot check, will the cancellation charge apply? operator was available with 24/48 hours n/a Accepted
notice
The spot check would only take place T the
733 Ifthere isn't a digestate product on ste at the time of the unannounced spot check, willt need to be repeated and AD operator charged twice? producer was available with 24/48 hours n/a Accepted
notice
Risk-based spot checks are being introduced
tead of annual d spot check
733 This is all going to be a huge increase i BCS costs for the operator (hub costs and unannounce spot checks etc)? e O Sl narr o mced spol checke n/a Accepted
5o there will only be additional cost for those
considered high risk.
Whistwe do not oppose the principle of this, we again question The BC tightly regulated, sampling is witnessed annually in any event, and we monitor qualt
73and7.4 PP princip e again d el regulated, sampling inany event, Y No comment /a Accepted
with a continuous basis
Risk-based spot checks are being introduced
Spot checks: Our members much prefer proposal 2e for Risk Based spot checks. We feel this option i reasonable and fair.If  producer is having failures throughout the year or complaints then there should be more [ instead of annual unannounced spot checks |~ Removed proposal for annual
i e observations from the certification body. Members have raised the issue of notice for spot check and ask that consideration can be given to other site actvities, health and safety and staffing levels. There were questions ~[so there willonly be additional cost for those | unannounced spot checks and Accented
raised about the fees for the spot checks and what happens if the digestate producer i not available o if there is no digestate on site. We do not support proposal 1e and feel this is over the top, unsustainable and considered high risk. The spot check would | retained requirements for risk- ®
without real benefits. only take place if the producer was available based spot checks
with 24/48 hours notice.
We donot suppartaither ofth Proposl o the fallowing resson:
No other the accreditation period. If an operator i clear of non-compliances then we don't see any reason for any spot checks, especially when the cost of these | Risk-based spot checks are being introduced | Removed proposalfor annual
73a0d7.4 will be in addition to our annual membership renewal fee. If an operator does have known non-compliances or non-conformities, they will be subect to the given process i the BCS scheme rules anyway, obviatingthe |instead of annual unannounced spot checks | unannounced spot checks and Accented
(Proposal 1e/2e) | need for additional spot checks; 50 there will only be additional cost for those | retained requirements for risk- P
Ther i et directv throughout the proposedscheme rules o define th cost of every intercton wih thecperaorand fr th apertor o bear thtcost. 15 BC ooking o ncrese s revenue an s, uhy? considered high risk. based spot checks
make the scheme Further, there is iht be, which makes their potential cost open-ended. Greater detail required.
Could a AD operator really end up Raving 3 separate Inspections by the CB auditor In a single year - annual inspection, unannounced spot check and a isk-based spot check? Le. cost of renewal assessment + 2 x 5ot [P —— Removed proposal for annual
checks. Is this reasonable? Surely the purpose of the annual audit and routine testing i to check and verify product quality - so why the need for spot checks? If there is a serious / substantiated complaint of product - o " unannounced spot checks and
7.41 , unannounced spot check OR annual Accepted
quality o the CB from the customer or the regulator, then fair enough, this should result in an additional / pection, t be amatter of routine. It gives the impression that their retained requirements for risk-
i inspection +risk-based spot check.
ournnce i tn catch the oneratar aut / off euard haced cnat cherks
742 Prooosal 2e oreferred n/a ‘Acceoted
Non-compliances could have been rissed at
audit and identified by the CO later or vice | Clause removed but timeframes
751 Isit jtor h further p  the audit s finished and the complian rths rties?
s audito with further after the and the compliance report has been signed by both parties verss the CO might ramove nom-comlances st o Accepted
tater
Non-compliances could have been rissed at
dit and identified by the CO later or vi a 4 but timefram
751 Is it acceptable that the auditor does not expalin the non-compliances at the end of the auit and the AD operator only received the compliance report later in the week? 2uditand identified by the €O later or vice fause removed but tmeframes Accepted
versa, the CO might remove non-compliances for certfication added
tater
Non-compliances could have been missed at
s Audit report - Our members feel that it is not acceptable for an auditor to come back with further non-compliances after an audit s finised and the compliance report has been signed by both parties. This should be audit and identified by the CO later or vice | Clause removed but timeframes Accepted
e completed during the inspection day. versa, the CO might remove non-compliances for certification added ®
It
c d but timef
7.5.5/6 This s too rigid, as if a report comes into the office 5 days after inspection and the CO is on away or has several reports to do with earlier expiry dates then a more pragmatic approach is required. Discussed further with certification bodies o o e Accepted
Iftest results are not available at the time, the
s Amember has highlighed that 45 days i tight if after the report is reviewed by the CB Officer they determine that a further sample is required, then a batch needs to be completed and ready for | certifcation bodies will ot consider this a non e Accented
- sampling, the sample sent and all results back which can be 5 weeks. We suggest 60 days as long as it s before the certificate expires. conformance and the certficate will not be P
withheld on this basis
757 Clause states ‘exolaining what needs e-wriing 0 imorove s meaning Aaree ‘Clause reohrased ‘Acceoted
758 Atroo n hs dausereferine o' : d to digestate oroducer” Clause corrected Acceoted
758 Clause references a Clause corrected Acceoted
We have considered the comments carefully
7511 (Proposal 2nd do not consider that witnessing of Proposal for sample witnessin
1oy F7oPo% | sample witnessing wil ake place during inspection to veriy the corect samping procedures ar followe. i this nlyat the annual assessment or could the aperator berequired o do this at the spot checks? sampling at annual auditshould be required n | P01 TPIG € Accepted
the Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose
to request sampling if considered necessary
We have considered the comments carefully
i nd do not consider that witnessing of
s p 8- the fist part of this cl d prefer to leave sampl ga the inspector. We do support the he person resp e | ot anmue vt ahoutt be equired in | PToPO%1 o sample witnessing Accepted
taking to be trained. removed
the Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose
to request sampling if considered necessary
We have considered the comments carefully
Inspector akes around 7 hours (and last year we had no non-conformances i.e. very straightforward) 'm concerned that this adds another time consuming element to the process, [and do not consider that witnessing of proposal for sample witnessin
7511 150 would this sample require aboratory testing? Because if there are issues ith the sample technique one of the ways to identify them would be to anayse the sample? I there were issues with the sampling technique_|sampling at annua audit should be required in | " °P0%71 " *9mPle & Accepted
then it would be recorded as a non-conformance requiring corrective action. Which would mean another cost to the business. Again, some more detail would be good. the Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose
to request sampling if considered necessary
We have considered the comments carefully
nd do not consider that witnessing of
Proposal 1d: We are content with this proposal, as we already hold training records for s of our QMS. An have to be provided for this requirement to ensure we have apas |21 40 1Ot consider that witnessing o Proposal for sample witnessing
7511 T o e sampling at annual audit should be required in g Accepted
Pl sp ® the Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose
to request sampling if considered necessary
7512 (Proposal
712 roPosal o charge - why would ther itnessing during Proposal 2 i "no change’ nfa Accepted
We have considered the comments carefully
Witness of sampling at the audit - does this need to be done by the person who would normally collect the samples or can it be by the site manager / PAS110 responsible person or trainer (following the site' d ted ftnessing of oGt | e itnessin
7512 instruction). The p the samples may not be available e.5. on annual leave or they work the nightshift - this is the case on one of the AD plants | nnuot st hould b reauired nthe g & Accepted
provide technical support to. Scheme Rules but inspectors can choose to
request sampling if considered necessary
7512 Sample witnessing - W supbort oroposal 20 w7 Acceoted
7512 Prooosal 2d oreferred n/a Acceoted
91280913 [These clauses til refer to BCS logo -reolace Iozo with conformity mark for consistency Aaree Conformity mark added Acceoted
014 Is there to be a PAS100 Scotland 'mark'? Yes PAS 100 Product Scotland ew marks wil be fsued with Accepted

transition period




Conformity marks - there is some inconsistency if the image s referred to as a logo’ or ‘conformity marks' These should the proposal s to have image is to change, then we ask

New marks will be issued with

919293 that stes who have ore-rinted information be allowed to continue to use them. faree transition period Accepted
521 Conformity mark No comment n/a Acceted
Removal of 5| Removal of Independent samplers is welcomed No comment n/a ccepted
tificate ‘susbension’ need to be defined in Chapter 37 Ves Definition added Acceoted
45 days s consdered a suf
amount of time to address all non-
conformances and iftest results are not
1021 Renewals - As for 7.5.7. we feel 60 days is more practical available at the time, the certification bodies No change Rejected
il not consider this a non-conformance and
the certficate will not be withheld on this
hacie
The term ‘random’ removed as
dependent sampling no i
during  Spot Checks Vit s a result of random or targeted selection,- why should ste be selected at random? Spot checks should be based o f there is numberous/on-going test ailures or substanitated customer / independent sampling no longer
1022 gree required and requirements for Accepted
regulator complaints etc. There should a basis for a spot check.
risk-based spot checks added to
Scheme Rules
The wording of thi clause isn't clear - shouldn't Certficate expiry and withdrawal be n quotation marks? Would a ‘Certificate suspended mark be more appropriate?
1023 This clause has b ded Accepted
Also. when a certificate i re-instated. surely the BCS lst willbe uodated to reflect this and not marked ' and withdrawal, faree 15 clause has been amende coepte
We have discussed and agreed with the
ulators that they willbe updated
10.28/102.11  |Doesit necessarily follow that the environmentl regulator be informed if an AD pracess is withdrawn from the scheme? regulators that they will be updated on a /a Accepted
monthly basis with any changes to
certification statuses
10210 Renewals - Tvoo, need to chanze ‘composter's bavment. to digestate operator's bavment’ No comment Clause corrected Acceted
Clause removed and we wil folow up with
115 Data protection regulations complied with? laboratories to remove personal data from Clause removed Accepted
test reports
Clause removed and we wil folow up with
1116 Personaldata recored on the sample analyss request form should not be included on the database. The AD operaotr may not be aware that their name is being recorded on a database. Iaboratories to remove personal data from Clause removed Accepted
test renorts
Clause removed and we wil folow up with
11.172) Are there any confidentiality / data protection issues created by this? Iaboratories to remove personal data from Clause removed Accepted
test renorts
This termis sultable in the context of
1119 Is the term sham recovery’ really going to be used in a the scheme rules? Seems inappropriate for such a document, More tabloid than professional e Clause removed Accepted
This termis suitable in the context of
1119 Whatis a ‘sham recovery'? - more explanation of this clause required. Clause removed Accepted
v ® i composting but not AD P
217 " make sense_ needs re-writing Clause has been amended Acceoted
12199 The last clause (d) i italics ref not digestate Clause has been amended Acceoted
This clause refates to product complaints
Vil whether a Spot Checks Visitor a Spot sampling Visit are necessary. Now we have a Spot sampling visit? s this different from a Spot checks viit? Surely a Spot check vist could include sampling if requried? Do we 1s clause relates to praduct compaints
12110 where spot sampling visits may stil be fa Accepted
need another Spot thing to grapple with? Over-complicated here s
This clause refates to product complaints
12110 Investigations - 'vii. whether a Spot Checks Visit or a Spot Sampling Visit are necessary'. Remove Spot sampling visit as this section has been removed from the Rules where spot sampling visits may stilbe nfa Accepted
required
This clause refates to product complaints
12113 Also refers to Spot sampling visit - Where does this it into the p v pot checks and risk-based spot checks? s it one of these or a new/different spot check? where spot sampling visits may stil be nfa Accepted
required
This clause refates to product complaints
12113 Spot checks visit - assume this s the unannounce spot check, which includes a visual inspection of the product this clause refers to a physicalinspection - what i this? where spot sampling visits may stil be nfa Accepted
required
This clause refates to product complaints
12113 Investigations - Spot checks vist - assume this i the unannounced spot check, which includes a visual inspection of the product this lause refers to a physical inspection - whatis this? where spot sampling visits may stil be nfa Accepted
required
This clause relates to product complaints
12113 Investigations - Also refers to Spot sampling visit - Where does thisft into the previously described unannounced spot checks and risk-based spot checks? Is it one of these or a new/different spot check? where spot sampling visits may stil be nfa Accepted
required
This clause refates to product complaints
12115 Also refers to Spot sampling visit - Where does this it into the p v pot checks and risk-based spot checks? I it one of these or a new/different spot check? where spot sampling visits may stil be nfa Accepted
required
This clause refates to product complaints
12115 Investigations - Also refers to Spot sampling visit - Where does thisft into the previously described unannounce spot checks and risk-based spot checks? s it one of these or a new/different spot check? where spot sampling visits may stil be nfa Accepted
required
This clause refates to product complaints
12117 Also refers to Spot sampling visit - Where does this it into the p v pot checks and risk-based spot checks? s it one of these or a new/different spot check? where spot sampling visits may stil be nfa Accepted
required
This clause relates to product complaints
the AD operator and certification body will agree between them how the costs will be settled - why should the AD operator be finanically penalised if the comlaint is not upheld? They have already be penalised by time | 11> C o "€12tes 0 Product compaints
12117 where spot sampling visits may stil be fa Accepted
and effort in responding to the complaint & investigation here s
This clause relates to product complaints
12117 Investigations - Also refers to Spot sampling visit - Where does thisft into the previously described unannounce spot checks and risk-based spot checks? s it one of these or a new/different spot check? where spot sampling visits may stil be n/a Accepted
required
We will fol ith certification bod
Investigations - We feel itis unrealistc for the compost producer and certification body to agree between them how the costs will be settled. Fees for this sort of situations should be outlined by the CBin their Fee il follow up with certifcation bodies
12117 following publication of new version of Clause removed Accepted
schedule. In the event of claim not being upheld, there should be no additional osts for the digestate producer. gl
We will fol th certification bod
Why must the operator pay a fee to both the CB and the laboratory f the complaint is not upheld? If the operator can demonstrate their continued adherence to I o o o voles
12117 following publication of new version of Clause removed Accepted
is not upheld, why is any further fee payable by the operator. This seems wholly unreasonable. g
We will ollow up with certfication bodies
1222 B complaint procedure - the CB to provide the AD operator with their compliant procedure & response timescales following publication of new version of fa Accepted
Scheme Rules
M Ve ks been ctded andamendedto | oL eTevea i adged o
cheme Removed section - We understand this going to be included in the along with REALS the Rules? Members o y industry and new P Accepted
clarifications e vooao1s with guidance on actions to take
in the event of 2 flure
Annex removed and added to
< Removed section - is this going to be included in the along with REALS the Rules? really useful and needs to be included somewhere in this document or another [Yes it has been included and amended to Anexremoved an °
cheme also the regard to 1o ensure they do not penalise the ops industry and new P Accepted
charification with guidance on actions to take
consequence) clauses in PAS 100:2019 gudance onactions o
Citerta for certfication bodies wil be added
to contracts in p REAL and Scheme
Annex 1 Refers to HACCP training - should we be mindful of the HACCP Plan potentially becoming a Safety and Quality Scheme f the PAS110 i reivsed. e e o b Accepted
Annex removed from Scheme
Additional Scheme Rules for Scotland no Rules and reference to SEPA's
ANNEXA Change to Annex 27 The ink to SEPA regulatory position is no longer current - needs to be updated Accepted

longer required for BCS Scheme Rules

Regulatory Position Statement
undated in the Rules




