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Executive Summary 

This report describes the outcome of a Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural 

Development (DG AGRI) audit carried out from 24 June 2024 to 5 July 2024 to evaluate the 

organic production standard and control measures applied by a control body in Türkiye. 

The audit comprised a part carried out remotely by video meetings (11-13 June 2024; 3-5 July 

2024) with the CB headquarters (HQ) located in Türkiye, and a part carried out on-site at 

operators certified by the CB in Türkiye (24-29 June 2024). 

The report concludes that the production rules applied by the CB as regards the product 

categories listed in Annex II of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/2325 are 

those for which the CB has been recognised by the European Commission (hereafter ‘the 

Commission’) for the purpose of equivalence under Article 33(3) of Regulation (EC) No 

834/2007.  

However, significant shortcomings in the robustness of controls at operators and in particular 

at groups of operators mean that the control measures, recognised by the Commission as 

having equivalent effectiveness to those of the EU cannot be considered to have been 

permanently and effectively applied and control measures are not applied in a manner that 

would allow for an effective detection of non-compliances at operators and groups of 

operators.  

In addition, although the CB has procedures in place for the follow-up of non-compliances 

found at operators, including those signalled in OFIS, the investigations are not based on a 

robust methodology and not sufficiently inquisitive to ensure that the root causes of the 

contaminations are determined in a timely manner. 

In conclusion, the CB applies the production rules for which it was recognised by the 

Commission for the purpose of equivalence. However, the control measures recognised by the 

Commission as having equivalent effectiveness to that of the EU are not effectively applied by 

the control body in Türkiye. This reduces the guarantees provided by the control body’s export 

certification. 

The report makes recommendations to the control body aimed at rectifying the shortcomings 

identified and enhancing the effectiveness of the application of control measures. 
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ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS USED IN THIS REPORT 

Abbreviation Explanation 

AB Accreditation Body 

CB(s) Control Body(ies) 

CEO Chief executive officer 

CoI(s) Certificate(s) of Inspection for export to the EU 

DG AGRI Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development 

EC European Commission 

EU European Union 

HQ Headquarters 

NC Non-compliance 

OFIS Organic Farming Information System 

OSP Organic System Plan 

PPP(s) Plant Protection Products 

TC 
Transaction Certificate - a document issued by a CB certifying the organic status 

of a consignment traded in Türkiye and required by national legislation 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The audit took place from 24 June 2024 to 5 July 2024 to evaluate the application of the organic 

production standard and control measures by a control body (CB). The CB was selected for the 

audit by DG AGRI, based on a risk assessment. The audit formed part of the planned audit 

programme. 

The audit comprised: 

- a part carried out remotely by video meetings (11-13 June; 3-5 July 2024) with the CB 

headquarters (HQ) located in Türkiye. 

- a part carried out on-site at operators certified by the CB in Türkiye (24 June-29 June 

2024) 

An opening meeting was held remotely on 11 June 2024 with the HQ. The objectives of, and 

itinerary for the audit were confirmed by DG AGRI’s team of auditors (hereafter ‘the audit 

team’) and the control system was described by the CB.  

The audit will provide input for the supervision of the recognition of the CB under Article 33(3) 

of Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007. 

2 OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE 

The CB is recognised by the Commission as competent to certify operators in third countries 

against the production rules that are equivalent to those in Titles III and IV of Regulation (EC) 

No 834/2007 and to carry out controls by applying control measures having equivalent 

effectiveness to those in Title V of the same Regulation. 

The CB’s certification and controls system must therefore give assurances that organic 

products exported to the EU have been produced in accordance with the CB's organic 

production standard and subject to effective control measures. 

The objectives of the audit were: 

• to verify that the production rules applied by the CB as regards the product categories 

listed in Annex II to Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/2325, are those 

for which the CB has been recognised by the Commission as competent to carry out 

controls and issue certificates in Türkiye for the purpose of the EU equivalence import 

regime.  

• to verify that the control measures with equivalent effectiveness to those referred to in 

Title V of Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 have been permanently and effectively applied 

by the CB in Türkiye.  

The following sites were visited in pursuit of these objectives: 

Visits/meetings Days Comments 

Control Body 

Remote meetings 6 Opening meeting, office audit and closing meeting 

On-Site-Visits of inspections of operators performed by the CB’s inspectors 

Visit 1 1 Operator, who is an exporter  

Visit 2 1 Operator carrying our processing activities 
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Visit 3 2 Group of operators 1 

Visit 4 2 Group of operators 2 

 

In terms of scope, the audit focused on the organisation and performance of the CB. In 

particular, the audit team focused on the effective application of the organic production 

standard and the permanent and effective application of the CB’s control measures, covering 

the whole production, preparation and distribution chain of organic products intended for 

export to the EU. 

3 LEGAL BASIS 

The audit was carried out in accordance with Article 2, paragraphs 4-5, of Commission 

Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/1342.1 

4 BACKGROUND 

The CB is recognised for the purpose of equivalence under Article 33(3) of Regulation (EC) 

No 834/2007 and included in the list set out in Annex II to Commission Implementing 

Regulation (EU) 2021/2325.  

Pursuant to Article 57(1) of Regulation (EU) 2018/848 of the European Parliament and of the 

Council, the recognition of control authorities and CBs under Article 33(3) of Regulation (EC) 

No 834/2007 for imports of organic products into the Union (equivalence import scheme) will 

expire by 31 December 2024 at the latest. 

When placed on the Union market until the end of the above-mentioned transitional period, 

organic products imported into the Union according to Article 33(3) of Regulation (EC) No 

834/2007 have to be produced in accordance with the production rules and subject to control 

arrangements equivalent to those laid down in Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 as well as with 

the associated implementing rules laid down in Commission Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 

and, where appropriate, Commission Regulation (EC) No 1235/2008. 

The audit focused on the CB’s activities in Türkiye. This CB had been subject to a previous 

audit conducted in 2020 but that audit was performed fully remotely due to the COVID19.  

5 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 ORGANIC PRODUCTION RULES AND CONTROL MEASURES 

Legal requirements 

- Article 33(3) of Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 (see Article 57 of Regulation (EU) 

2018/848) 

- Article 2(2) of Regulation (EU) 2021/1342 

- Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2306  

- Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/2307 

-  

 
1 Full references to all EU legal acts referred to in this report are provided in Annex 1 to this report. All references 

to EU legal acts are to be understood as references to the last amended version, unless explicitly stated otherwise. 
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Findings 

1. The audited CB maintains production standards and control measures, based on 

Regulation (EC) 834/2007 and Regulation (EC) 889/2008. In its control and 

certification operations, the CB currently applies version 07 (03/01/2022) of its 

production standards (hereafter referred to as ‘the CB standard’), which has been 

approved by its accreditation body. This latest version was already notified to the 

Commission with the 2023 annual report (activities 2022). The above CB standard is 

also made publicly available on the CB’s website. 

2. The audit team verified that the CB notified its operators in 2022 when the latest version 

(03/01/2022) of its production standards had been updated. 

3. The audit team verified that the CB took into consideration the letters2 sent out to all 

control authorities and control bodies listed in Annex II of Regulation (EU) 2021/2325 

regarding additional controls on products originating from certain third countries in 

2023 and 2024. 

4. The production standard incorporated in its annexes the latest amendment of the 

Commission Regulation 889/2008, i.e., Regulation (EU) 2021/181. 

5. In its control and certification operations, the CB currently applies version 03 

(19/04/2023)3 of its control measures, referred to by the CB as ‘inspection and 

certification procedure’. This latest version, also approved by its accreditation body, 

was notified to the Commission with the 2023 annual report (activities 2022). The audit 

team noted that the CB also sent to the Commission its 2024 annual report in due time. 

6. A number of manuals, procedures, guidance documents and working instructions are 

also in place, describing further the production rules and how to apply control measures 

and harmonising the steps to be taken in the performance of control and certification 

tasks. 

7. The audit team reviewed a number of procedures and working instructions during the 

audit and noted that overall, they are equivalent to the relevant EU rules. Moreover, the 

CB has already started preparing its transition to operating under the EU compliance 

import scheme as this CB submitted, in accordance with Article 46(4) of Regulation 

(EU) 2018/848, a request for recognition under the compliance scheme. The CB is 

currently adapting its procedures to incorporate the requirements of Regulation 

2018/848 and its delegated and implementing acts. At the time of drafting this report, 

the CB is not yet recognised under the compliance regime. 

8. The CB’s procedures contain the possibility to perform remote inspections under 

certain conditions. However, the audit team noted that Regulation (EU) 2020/9774 

providing, in its Article 1, paragraphs 1 and 2, certain derogations to Regulation (EC) 

 
2 Ares(2022)8853324 and Ares(2023)8135116 
3 p-01 inspection and certification procedure-rev03.pdf 
4 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/977 of 7 July 2020 derogating from Regulations (EC) No 

889/2008 and (EC) No 1235/2008 as regards controls on the production of organic products due to the COVID-

19 pandemic, OJ L 217, 8.7.2020, p. 1. 
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889/2008 concerning inspections due to the COVID-19 pandemic, is not in force as of 

end 2021. Therefore, the CB’s procedures should foresee only physical inspections of 

all operators at least once a year. 

9. The audit team noted that the total number of additional inspections and unannounced 

inspections are exceeding, by far, the requirements set out in the CB’s standard and 

Regulation (EC) 889/2008. 

Conclusions on organic production rules and control measures  

10. The CB fulfils its obligation to send to the Commission an annual report updating the 

information of the technical dossier, including any updates of the control measures 

applied, which is in line with Article 2(2) of Regulation (EU) 2021/1342. 

11. The CB’s procedures grant the possibility to perform remote inspections under certain 

conditions. However, the CB’s standard should require a physical inspection of all 

operators at least once a year. 

12. The total number of additional inspections and unannounced inspections are exceeding, 

by far, the requirements set out in the CB’s standard and Regulation (EC) 889/2008.  

5.2 ACCREDITATION - SURVEILLANCE AND REASSESSMENT 

Legal requirements 

- Article 33(3) of Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 and Article 2(2), point (f), of Regulation 

(EU) 2021/1342 

Findings 

13. The CB is accredited to the International Organisation for Standardization 

(ISO)/International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) 17065.  

14. The CB-HQ is subjected to regular surveillance by an internationally recognised AB, 

which is signatory of a multilateral recognition arrangement under the auspices of the 

International Accreditation Forum. 

15. The CB is currently accredited under the equivalence regime for product categories A 

and D, for which it is recognised by the Commission (Annex II to Regulation (EU) 

2021/2325). The accreditation certificate is valid until 2026.  

16. From 22 to 24 May 2023, the AB conducted an office audit at the CB-HQ. Only minor 

NCs were raised, all of which have already been addressed. To be noted that the 

corresponding assessment report was also covering an evaluation of the compliance of 

the CB for the purpose of operating under the forthcoming EU compliance import 

regime. 

17. In addition, the AB conducted witness audits in Türkiye for product category A (on 

05/06/2023 and 12/06/2023) and for product category D (07/06/2023). No NCs were 

raised by the AB in the reports on these witness audits. The CB informed the audit team 

that another office audit and witness audit for product category D (for the purpose of 

both equivalence/compliance import regimes) are planned by the AB during 2024. 
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Conclusions on surveillance and re-assessment  

18. The CB is subject to regular evaluation of its activities by an internationally recognised 

AB and has had no recent problems maintaining its accreditation. 

19. The CB is currently accredited for the purpose of its operations under the EU 

equivalence import regime for product categories A and D, for which it is recognised 

by the Commission (Annex II to Regulation (EU) 2021/2325). The accreditation 

certificate is valid until 2026.  

5.3 STRUCTURE AND ORGANISATION OF THE CONTROL SYSTEM 

Legal requirements 

- Regulation (EC) 834/2007  

- Commission Regulation (EC) No 889/2008  

- Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2306  

- Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/2307  

- Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/1342 

5.3.1 Organisation and planning of controls  

 

Findings 

Organisation of the CB 

 

20. The CB has only one office in Türkiye (HQ), which is the office that issue certificates. 

The CB has currently a total of 11 full time permanent staff. It is organised in three 

departments: Quality, Certification and Inspection. The Certification department has 

3 certification officers and one certifier assistant.  

21. The Inspection department counts 5 active inspectors. All inspectors have been working 

at the control body for at least 5 years. The Quality department has one compliance 

manager/technical expert and one quality management representative.  

22. The CB has developed very well-structured IT tools that allow the monitoring in real 

time of all activities conducted or planned. This IT management system gives the 

possibility for the managers and CEO to have a clear overview of the certifiers and 

inspectors’ activities as well as to have quick access to any file. Some access to the IT 

server is restricted to some staff members, while other information is available to all 

staff through SharePoint. The employees may have access to certain sections of the IT 

system, depending on their roles. 

23. Supervision of the activities of inspection and certification is conducted by the CB 

through several actions, among others, via regular trainings and annual internal audits5. 

Such supervision of internal audits is organised by the Quality Department of the CB. 

The audit team verified that the internal auditors followed the CB’s procedure and, 

among others, did not inspect their own work. The audit team verified that the non-

conformities identified in the internal audits have been addressed by the CB and that 

the inspectors have implemented effective corrective actions. The audit team checked 

 
5  p-11 internal audit procedure-rev08.pdf 
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randomly a non-conformity which was raised in the last 2023 internal audit, and which 

required that the following corrective action: ‘product name information will be added 

to the Land Sampling Points Form, and the forms will be uploaded to the common 

folder. Training will be provided on filling out the Land Sampling Points Form’. The 

audit team verified that a specific training was conducted in time to remind inspectors 

having conducted field samples, to report in the drawing sampling form appropriate 

information on the surrounding environment, including the name of conventional crop. 

However, the audit team noted that such instructions had not been incorporated in the 

CB’s procedures. 

24. The CB has a procedure to guarantee independence, impartiality and integrity of its 

staff and it is applied on the staff profiles assessed by the audit team during the audit. 

25. Certifiers are in charge of reviewing the OSPs of operators. Before an inspection of an 

operator, a face-to-face meeting (or call) is organised between the certifier responsible 

for the review of that operator and the inspector who will conduct the inspection. When 

relevant, the certifier also introduces his/her comments in the IT system and shares them 

with the relevant inspector. However, the CB’s procedures do not require any time 

schedule ahead of the inspection for such a meeting, neither any deadline i) for the 

operator to send an updated version of OSP before the start of the inspection, nor any 

deadline ii) for the certifier to review it.  

26. The audit team verified that the certifiers had been in contact with, and reviewed the 

OSPs, of all targeted operators before the inspections took place during our audit, 

However, during the inspections of operators which the audit team visited on-site, all 

inspectors took a lot of time checking the content of OSPs, highlighting on many 

occasions, the insufficient quality of the OSPs leading the inspectors to ask the 

inspected operators for further information. This insufficient review of the OSPs prior 

to the start of the inspections had a negative impact on the quality of the inspections 

conducted by the inspectors, because the time spent on the review of the OSPs was to 

the detriment of other critical control points. 

 

Recruitment, training and evaluation of CB inspectors and senior inspectors 

27. There are detailed procedures that describe initial recruitment, training, and 

qualification, monitoring and annual training programs for inspectors, certifiers, and 

assistants, among others. 

28. The recruitment of staff is undertaken according to CB’s ‘Quality Manual (KEK)’ and 

details are also provided through the ‘inspector and certifier authorisation instructions.’ 

According to these instructions, the candidate inspectors must have worked for at least 

6 months as ‘trainee inspectors’, must have participated in 30 days of controls of 

organic operators and must have received several days of trainings in relation to the 

CB’s internal control procedures (e.g. sanction catalogue, sampling procedures, use of 

off-farm inputs, rules for the use of plant reproductive materials in organic agriculture, 

inspection of the Internal Control System, traceability check and mass balance 

calculation, labelling rules).  
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29. In addition, the candidates shall demonstrate at least one year of knowledge and 

experience in organic agriculture. At the end of the trainings, the candidate inspectors 

are subject to an on-site evaluation by a senior inspector with knowledge and experience 

in the relevant field. The senior inspector (2 years’ experience) must fill-in a checklist 

with the assessment of the performance of the candidate inspector.  

30. The audit team was informed that the CB does not require systematically, during the 

on-site evaluation of the candidate inspector, a ‘sampling’ exercise.  

31.  According to the above procedures, the candidate inspectors must be graduated from 

one of the faculties of agriculture, veterinary, fisheries and food engineering or from 

the faculty of marine sciences, fisheries technology engineering. The audit team 

verified that all inspectors fulfilled these requirements. 

32. At the time of the audit, no inspector was recently recruited by the CB.  

33. The staff responsible for inspections are all full time, payroll employees of the CB. All 

CB inspectors must fill-in a declaration of absence of conflict of interest. The audit 

team checked for the recent years and confirmed that such forms had been filled-in and 

signed for the last three years by each inspector. These forms are stored by the Quality 

department. 

34. The CB’s procedures also foresee annual monitoring of all inspectors. The audit team 

verified for the last two years that records of such monitoring were available for all 

inspectors, detailed, containing a number of ‘performance indicators.’ Such evaluation 

is conducted and monitored by the chief inspector, twice a year, by filling in the 

monitoring sheet. However, the audit team noted that the monitoring sheet was not 

signed by the chief inspector. 

35. The procedure of the CB also foresees field evaluation in the form of shadow audits to 

be repeated each year. The audit team verified that such shadow audits had been 

conducted annually for all inspectors, both at a producer (or sometimes at a group of 

operators) and processor, as appropriate, depending on the scope of qualification of the 

inspectors. Relevant ‘evaluation forms’ were filled-in for 2022 and 2023. As regard 

2024, at the time of drafting this audit report, a number of field evaluations have already 

been completed for 3 inspectors (out of 5). All these shadow audits can be conducted 

by a senior inspector. In practice, almost all shadow audits had been conducted by the 

chief inspector. According to the procedures, a re-qualification is required if need for 

improvements is identified by the evaluator for more than 10 items contained in the 

above evaluation form. However, in practice, all inspectors passed the evaluation tests 

in the recent years. The audit team noted that no scoring system is assigned to the 

evaluation. 

36. The CB’s procedures also request internal trainings to be conducted regularly. The audit 

team checked for the recent years and verified that trainings have been conducted for 

inspectors and certifiers. In March 2023 and March 2024, a full week training took 

place, where all inspectors and certifiers attended. These trainings were delivered by 

head of departments, inspectors, or certifiers, on various important topics (e.g., new EU 

legislation on organic production, group of operators, mass balance and sampling 
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policy, check list and reporting, traceability). The effectiveness of these trainings was 

then monitored by those who organised the training sessions through evaluations of the 

knowledge acquired by the attendees. 

37. The CB staff responsible for certification, are all full time, payroll employees of the 

CB.  

38. The CB’s procedures require the staff involved in the certification process to meet a 

number of qualification criteria (e.g., at least 6 months as trainee certifier, one year of 

experience in the sector of organics, for the relevant product category , etc). The audit 

team verified that these criteria were fulfilled for the recent recruitment of a new 

certifier.  

39. According to the CB’s procedures, all CB certifiers must fill-in a declaration of absence 

of conflict of interest. The audit team checked for the recent years and confirmed that 

such forms had been filled-in, at the beginning of each year, and they were signed by 

each certifier/assistant certifier.  

Risk assessment, planning of controls and timing of inspections 

40. The CB has elaborated detailed procedures to determine the risk profiles of operators. 

The scoring for each operator is based on a wide number of ‘control points’.  

41. The audit team noticed that one of the ‘control points’ is related to the existence of 

‘direct or indirect OFIS notification’. In such a case, this automatically triggers some 

enforcement actions by the CB, i.e., to conduct an additional inspection as well as 

physical checks of the consignments ready for export.  

42. The audit team also noticed that the ‘control points’ take into account the inherent risk 

linked to the ‘products’ that are grown by the operator. For that purpose, the crops 

targeted annually by DG AGRI working documents on additional official controls on 

products originating from certain third countries, requesting additional control 

measures, are indeed considered and automatically flagged as ‘high risk products.’  

43. The operator’s risk profile is regularly updated (with revised version) during the year, 

considering, among others, when irregularities popped up. As a knock-on effect, this 

may then lead to organise, during the year, additional inspections, and samplings at 

some operators. However, the audit team noted that the different versions of the risk 

profiles do not mention the date of their issuances. 

44. According to the CB’s procedures, the inspection unit chief is in charge of preparing 

the inspection plan to cover the whole year. The audit team verified that such inspection 

plan was correctly implemented. The audit team verified, with few examples, that 

inspectors do not inspect the same operator more than 3 years in a row, as indicated in 

the CB’s procedures. 

45. The draft inspection report is prepared by the inspector within 15 days and then 

transmitted to the certifier. Then the certifier has 30 days to approve the inspection 

report. The audit team verified that the different time schedules have been correctly 

implemented by the CB. To be noted that, in case the inspector raised any NCs, he/she 

must transmit these NCs to the certifier within 2 days after the date of the inspection.  
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46. The CB’s procedures require the CB ‘to inspect[s] all operators at least once a year 

and makes at least 10% of inspection visits unannounced.’ The specific requirements 

related to 10% unannounced visits are not in line with Article 92c(2), points (b) and (c) 

of Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 according to which the minimum of 10% of 

unannounced inspections are not calculated only on the basis of the total number of 

operators but, on the sum of ‘total number of all operators’ +  ‘10% additional random 

control visits’.  

New operators previously certified by other CBs 

47. In 2023, 10 operators have been transferred to the CB from other CBs. All of them 

requested certification for product category A (mainly grapes), and most of them were 

earlier members of group of operators. According to the CB, none of them had 

previously any open non-compliance. The CB has developed detailed procedures on 

this matter, requesting a large amount of information from the transferred operator’s 

previous CB (e.g., producer lists, inspection report, operator/master certificate, 

certification decision, last non-compliance notifications (open and closed), analysis 

reports, organic product stock records, proof of fulfilment of corrective actions and 

other necessary information and documents notified by the previous CB).  

48. The audit team chose randomly some dossiers of transferred operators and verified that 

effective / efficient assessments were performed by the CB on the basis, among others, 

of the above elements transmitted by the previous CB for the purpose of the transfer. 

The audit team cross-checked, in particular, the time schedules, the content and the 

outcome of the physical inspections conducted by the CB and verified that the 

inspections took place before the decisions granting certification were taken by the CB. 

The audit team noted that in one case, an unannounced inspection took place just after 

the issuance of the documentary evidence.  

Conclusions 

49. The CB has developed very well-structured IT tools that allow the monitoring in real 

time of all activities of inspections and certification of organic operators conducted or 

planned.  

50. Although the certifiers who are in charge of the review of the OSP introduce, where 

need be, their comments in the IT system, the audit team noted that the procedures do 

not provide detailed deadlines for the operators to send the updated version of their 

OSPs before the start of the inspection, nor any deadline for the certifiers to review 

them. During the audit, all inspectors spent a lot of time to review the OSPs which were 

out of date. The insufficient review of the OSPs prior to the start of the inspections had 

a negative impact on the quality of the inspections conducted by the inspectors, because 

the time spent on the review of the OSPs was done to the detriment on other critical 

control points. 

51. The audit team was informed that the CB does not require, during the on-site evaluation 

of the candidate inspector, any ‘sampling’ exercise. As appropriate procedures have 

been set up by the CB in relation to the methodology of  ‘sampling’, and bearing in 

mind that sampling is an important tool at the disposal of the CB during its inspections 
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to verify the respect of organic production rules, it is important to check that candidate 

inspector is fully aware of the correct implementation of these procedures.  

52. The 10% unannounced inspections as defined in the CB’s procedures are not in line 

with Article 92c(2), points (b) and (c) of Regulation (EC) No 889/2008. However, the 

audit team noted that, in practice, the total number of additional inspections and 

unannounced inspections are exceeding, by far, the requirements set out in the 

Regulation (EC) 889/2008. 

53. The CB has elaborated detailed procedures to determine the risk profiles of its operators 

and the scoring of each operator is based on a wide number of ‘control points’, some of 

them leading to additional enforcement actions. The audit team also noted that the 

operators’ profiles are regularly updated. 

54. The audit team also verified the correct implementation of the CB’s procedures, on 

several examples, according to which inspectors do not inspect the same operator more 

than 3 years in a row. 

 

5.3.2 Off-farm input verification system 

Findings 

55. As regards the off-farm input verification system, the CB has set up detailed procedures, 

mirroring the authorised list of fertilisers and plant protection products (PPP) laid down 

in Annexes I and II to Regulation (EC) No 889/2008.  

56. The operators visited by the audit team made little use of off-farm inputs. During the 

audit, the audit team noted that inspectors, in general, were correctly cross-checking 

whether the fertilisers / PPP or quantity of nitrogen from manure used by the operators 

were compliant with the CB’s standards. Only inputs listed in CB’s standards and 

referring to Annexes I and II to Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 may be used. 

57. The audit team reviewed records of inspections and noted that the use of off-farm inputs 

was systematically checked and recorded in the CB checklist used during inspections. 

 

Conclusions 

58. The CB correctly applies its procedures on off-farm inputs in order to ensure that 

operators use only those that are allowed for organic production. 

 

5.3.3 Handling of derogations and exemptions 

Findings 

59. Only few derogations have been granted by the CB during the year 2023. As regard the 

granting of derogation to use conventional seeds, the CB has set up detailed procedures. 

In particular, the audit team verified that the authorisation was not granted before the 

sowing took place, and  physical inspections took place before the authorisation was 

granted.  

60. However, the audit team noted that one condition to grant a derogation to the operator 

to use conventional seeds, as indicated in the CB’ procedures, was not fully 
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implemented. According to CB’s procedures, the application form must be 

accompanied by a ‘letter from the 3 supplier companies that grow the said seed or 

vegetative propagation material in Turkey, stating that they do not have organic 

quality’. Such letters were not provided. 

 

Conclusions 

61. The CB has procedures in place for the handling of derogations and exceptions and 

these are generally correctly implemented.  

62. However, in the case of derogations to authorise the use of conventional seeds, the audit 

team noted that the CB’s procedures were not implemented correctly, as an application 

form to use conventional seeds shall be accompanied with a ‘letter from the 3 supplier 

companies that grow the said seed or vegetative propagation material in Turkey, stating 

that they do not have organic quality’. Such letters were not completed according to the 

CB’s procedures, since only a single blank paper was provided to the audit team, with 

only the stamps and the names of three supplying companies and no clear statement 

attesting the unavailability of organic seeds.  

 

5.3.4 Sampling 

Findings 

63. It should be noted that the CB largely exceeded the sampling requirement (minimum 

5% of total number of operators) contained in the CB’s procedures. A risk-based annual 

sampling strategy is prepared by the certifiers, together with instructions introduced in 

the IT database as regard specific crops / scope of non-authorised substances to be 

targeted, including, where relevant, those instructions set out in the recent DG AGRI 

working documents on additional official controls on products originating from certain 

third countries. Then, the chief inspector coordinates the implementation. The audit 

team noted that these instructions were correctly implemented by the inspectors. 

64. Samplings were conducted appropriately and according to the CB’s procedures, except 

that the CB’s sampling instructions to maintain the sample ‘cool’ were not strictly 

followed (at least during their transport, the samples of perishable products and plant 

parts taken at group of operators were not kept in cool boxes). 

65. The CB has contracts with nine accredited laboratories. The scope of analysis for plant 

protection products undertaken by the laboratories is wide. The CB usually requests 

screening methods for the detection of a large scale of PPPs but may also request the 

laboratories to test substances that can only be detected via single-residue methods (e.g. 

glyphosate). The audit team took several examples where the CB was requesting 

analysis requiring a single method (glyphosate) and verified that the laboratories were 

also accredited for such a method. 

66. In addition, the CB’s procedures also provide instructions, for high-risk products, to 

check the presence of some specific targeted non authorised substances. The audit team 

verified that these instructions were correctly followed by inspectors.  

67. In general, the actions for sample collection were correctly performed by the inspectors 
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(e.g., selection, hygienic measures, homogenization of the sample, minimum number 

of crates from which samples were taken, total quantity of sampling material, label for 

identification and sealing, tools provided by the CB, records of information, including 

through drawings). The samples were split into three bags - one for the operator, one 

for the laboratory and another one for the CB. At one group of operators, the inspector 

collected samples from fresh figs and leaves as well as another sampling from soil to 

check, inter alia, the eventual presence of Bromide residues in the soil and in the figs. 

68. All inspectors properly filled field sampling sheets which were accompanied with 

detailed sketches, containing information about the methodology followed during the 

sampling exercise (e.g., ‘Z’ shape), as well as information related to the surrounding 

environment (name of neighbours, type and status of the surrounding crop). This was a 

recommendation that had been made in the last internal audit. 

69. During an inspection at a processing unit, the inspector took a sample on a specific lot 

of figs (raw material) stored in a cold room, explaining that an analysis performed on a 

final lot of a processed fig paste, deriving from the same lot of raw material fig, was 

contaminated with non-authorised substances. However, the inspector initially missed 

the opportunity to report on the sampling form the reason for taking a sampling on that 

specific lot and to connect it with the positive results found in a processed fig paste lot 

deriving from the same lot of raw material and to specify the specific non-authorised 

substances which had been detected. 

70. The audit team noted that most of the samples are taken during announced inspections. 

This raises questions concerning the effectiveness of the sampling as operators know 

some weeks in advance the exact timing when the inspections will take place. An 

operator willing to use an unauthorised substance may adapt the timing of use 

accordingly, thus reducing the likelihood of detection by the CB. 

 

Conclusions 

71. The requirement to sample at least 5% of operators is achieved and is based on a risk 

analysis. 

72. The CB has appropriate sampling procedures in place taking appropriately into account 

the results of risk assessment. Many samples are taken by the CB for the detection of 

unauthorised products. However, the fact that samples are taken mainly during the 

announced inspections limits the effectiveness of the sampling. 

73. The CB systematically requests the laboratories to perform analysis on a broad range 

of pesticides. The audit team reviewed several files and verified that the laboratories 

selected were accredited for the methods used for the analysis of the targeted non-

authorised substances. 

74. The recommendation that had been made in the last internal audit concerning the 

information to accompany the sampling form is correctly implemented by the 

inspectors. However, these recommendations are not mirrored in the CB’s procedures. 

This may lead to not all the inspectors following the same procedure.  

75. Perishable products and plant parts taken at group of operators were not kept ‘cool’ to 
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guarantee the reliability of laboratory results. 

5.4 LIST OF ORGANIC OPERATORS 

Legal Requirements 

- Article 2(2), point (g), of Regulation 2021/1342 

Findings 

76. The CB maintains 2 lists of operators on its website. Firstly, there is a list of operators 

certified organic, recently updated (11 June 2024). It contains detailed information, 

including those required under Article 2(2), point(g), of Regulation (EU) 2021/1342, 

e.g., the names of the certified operators, their certification status, the product category, 

and products concerned. Secondly, the CB also maintains on its website another list for 

operators that have been suspended or withdrawn. This list provides also some 

additional useful information (e.g., certificate number, rejection of certification, 

transfer of file to another CB). 

Conclusions 

77. The CB publishes on its internet website an updated list of operators subject to the 

control system. 

5.5 CONTROLS OF ORGANIC PRODUCTION 

Legal Requirements 

- CB’s control measures recognised as providing equivalent guarantees of effectiveness 

to those referred to in Title V of Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 and Title III of 

Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 

Findings 

5.5.1 Controls of operators  

78. The audit team observed on-site inspections conducted by 5 inspectors of the CB in 

Türkiye at the following operators: 2 groups of operators, 1 exporter, and 1 processor. 

As regards the controls of  groups of operators, the CB’s procedures foresee the 

inspection of 100% of the members and the keeping of the records of the control 

activities conducted at them all. 

79. Although some findings have been raised by the audit team showing variations in the 

competence of inspectors, the inspectors were overall knowledgeable, experienced and 

familiar with the CB’s procedures. The inspections covered most of the requirements 

of the CB standards. The inspectors checked a representative number of documents, to 

confirm the accuracy of the records kept by operators.  

80. The inspectors use a comprehensive report template which also serves as a checklist. In 

addition to the inspection report, inspectors may attach several supporting documents 

(e.g., purchase list, producer receipts, label sample, locations of traps, explanation of 

the traceability and mass balance exercises). This enables certifiers to take decisions 

based on objective evidence and not only on the assessment made by inspectors during 

the inspection.  

81. In one case, the inspector also completed the maps provided by the ICS on the parcels 

visited, in particular to include missing information related to the parcels owned by 
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other farmers. This allows the certifiers to verify and evaluate the quality of the 

activities conducted by the inspectors, when visiting the farms. This is a good approach. 

82. In general, the inspectors were cross-checking the reliability of information contained 

in the CB’s monitoring table and updated it, where relevant, as regard parcels areas, 

crops, owners of the parcels, yields… provided by the Turkish authorities or via other 

sources (e.g., OSP, invoices, etc).  

83. In general, the inspectors verified the correct updated number of parcels allocated as 

organic for the farmers introduced in the CB monitoring table. In case of group of 

operators, the inspectors calculated the yield estimates (both for organic and in 

conversion parcels) during their annual inspections. All inspectors were using an app 

available from the Ministry of Agriculture where they could geolocate their positions, 

identify parcels, including the borders.  

84. According to the CB’s procedures, unannounced inspections must be conducted 

without prior notice. The audit team got confirmation from the visited operator that they 

were not informed before the start of earlier unannounced inspections, except in one 

case. 

85. However, the inspections and interview techniques were generally not very inquisitive, 

often relying on the statements made by operators. Very few internal inspection reports 

were reviewed in detail, and the communication techniques used by the inspectors were 

sometimes questionable (e.g., often closed questions were addressed to farmers). For 

instance, some operators argued that the risk of commingling of organic products with 

‘in conversion’ or ‘conventional’ products was limited due to the different dates of 

harvest or different dates of arrival/handling of the products at the processing unit. In 

another case, the operator stated that the fumigation of conventional products was not 

occurring on the same dates of the unloading / handling of organic products. However, 

the inspectors did not carefully verify such statements. 

86. During the audit, none of the inspectors requested a yearly summary of analysis 

sampling report kept by the different inspected operators. This would have given the 

CB the opportunity to verify whether operators fulfilled their duty to notify its CB in 

due time in case of positive results, and to assess the efficiency/effectiveness of 

corrective actions taken by the operators. 

87. In particular, the audit team noted that the investigations/follow-up controls conducted 

by some inspectors were superficial to identify root causes of previous irregularities 

and to cross-check the effective long-lasting closure of non-compliances (NC) at a 

complex and high-risk operator, flagged up with several irregularities in the recent past. 

88. During the inspections, all inspectors have raised many ‘significant’ NCs (category 3/4) 

– including a number of NCs requesting additional controls (category 4). The 

category 4 is serious as it stipulates that ‘If the nonconformity is not resolved within 

1 month (or during the defined time), the entrepreneur’s current certificate shall be 

immediately suspended’. The issuance of all the above findings, although fully justified, 

pose question on the overall robustness of the controls by the CB, as the inspectors 

raised very few NCs – rarely triggering additional controls - at the visited operators in 
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the previous 2 years, while some of these operators were subject to additional 

inspections due to OFIS cases/notification from another CB, and one of these operators 

was even suspended at the end of the year 2023. 

89. In line with the CB’s procedures, the inspectors audited cross-checked, during their 

inspections, the relevance of information contained in the OSPs, quality manual and 

other internal procedures or instructions set out by the targeted operators. However, as 

all OSPs were found overall inadequate, sometimes out of date or confusing (e.g., 

different or wrong dates mentioned), and incomplete, all inspectors spent a substantial 

part of the time allocated to their annual inspections for such checks. As a result, due 

to the little time left, the inspectors rushed late in the afternoons through some other 

important items (e.g., traceability, mass balance exercises) and overlooked other 

important points (e.g., cross-checking documents with employees on dates/status of 

arrival of organic products/conventional products, dates of fumigations, check of 

annual analysis records, check of internal inspection reports, laboratory check, cross-

checking information received from managers with employees interviews about 

training content, precautionary measures taken to avoid commingling, cross-checking 

that all silos were effectively empty as declared by the operator, retrieving some pallets 

in cold room completely full, to further check what is behind the first row of pallets, 

etc…).  

90. None of the inspectors crossed-checked the original records of incoming raw materials 

since last annual inspection to check names and status of suppliers, the adequacy with 

the information contained in the OSPs, weighing receipts, and information provided by 

the operators. This could have been useful for the inspectors to have an overview of the 

flow of incoming raw material, bearing in mind, in particular, that visited exporter / 

handled both organic and conventional products. In another case, the inspector 

requested the documentary evidence of a supplier to verify that he was certified organic. 

However, the inspector missed the opportunity to verify that the supplier was certified 

during the year where the crop was grown up /harvested and purchased by the operator 

subject to the inspection. 

91. In general, the inspectors cross-checked the source and quantity of fertilizer used by the 

farmers with the information collected from the OSP/ICS manager.  

92. In all inspections, the ICS manager was participating to the inspection and closing 

meeting. This is a good practice.  

93. In general, the inspectors verify the modality of harvesting, drying and storage of 

organic/in-conversion/conventional products. However, only one inspector inspected 

the storeroom where the machinery used for conventional use was kept. 

94. As regard yield estimates, the quality of the cross-checking varies among the inspectors. 

In one case, when the inspector performed its own yield estimate, the farmer was unable 

to give a clear figure on the exact number of trees, and consequently the inspector fully 

relied on the vague estimate given by the farmer. However, in two other cases, the 

inspectors conducted very robust yield estimates. Only one of the inspectors also 

calculated the yield estimate of raisin from the buffer zones to cross check it with the 
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information provided by the operator. On this matter, the audit team noted a lack of 

strict and harmonised approach from the inspectors. 

95. None of the inspectors conducted any shadow audit at the internal inspectors of the 

visited group of operators. 

96. In particular, the audit targeted one high risk and complex operator (group of 

operators/processor) where a series of lots were recently tested positive with non-

authorised substances (OFIS case/notifications from another CB/detections by the CB 

itself). This operator was suspended for a short period at the end of 2023. For this 

operator, two different inspectors were audited, both performing an annual inspection, 

one at the group of operators, the other at the processor. The inspectors observed were 

qualified and had good documentary support for their work. They also covered a 

number of key elements well. However, they were not sufficiently thorough and 

inquisitive, resulting in superficial controls in many aspects.  

97. At the processing unit for instance, the inspector raised several significant non-

compliances (some of them leading to additional controls), among others, an inadequate 

separation between organic and conventional production line, the inadequate markings 

for organic products/conventional products, throughout the entire processing line, an 

inadequate lot number system to guarantee a robust traceability…). Such NC have not 

been raised neither at the previous annual/additional inspections. 

98. In addition, the inspector did not carefully cross-check the conditions under which 

fumigations have been applied since the lifting of the suspension of the operator and if 

precautionary measures had been effectively taken to avoid contamination on organic 

products (no check of fumigation application records together with arrival 

dates/processing of organic products, no exchanges with employees in charge of the 

fumigation, no investigation on possible fumigation of organic products…).  

99. Similarly, at the ICS of the above operator, the inspection conducted by the other 

inspector was also superficial. The inspector did not cross-check the competence of the 

internal inspector during the inspection at the ICS and did not make any observation 

about the absence of the internal inspector during his inspection in the field. 

Consequently, He did not conduct any shadow audit at the internal inspector to evaluate 

the quality of her controls. Although the targeted project subject to the inspection at the 

time of the audit was composed of only 5 farmers, the inspector missed the opportunity 

to conduct a comprehensive check of the content of the farmer’s internal inspection 

reports.  

100. The inspector noted the inadequate traceability of the sales of ‘in-conversion’ products 

or goods harvested from the buffer zone, the insufficient information enshrined in 

farmer maps (i.e., absence of names of neighbours, type, and status of crops…). But He 

did not raise these findings in his previous annual inspection. On the contrary, there is 

even a statement in the 2023 annual inspection according to which there is no ‘in 

conversion’ product processed in the processing facility.  

101. Neither did the inspector spot previously the absence of some important elements 

related to the sanction catalogue in the OSP. Finally, the audit team noticed that the last 
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annual inspection did not implement the CB’s procedures, requesting to spend 1 full 

day of inspection at the ICS for group of operators, composed of up to 200 members. 

102. Then the audit team visited two farmers from the above group of operators and found 

out that for each farmer, one of the parcels visited – in one case several Ha - was 

composed of organic fig trees growing up together with conventional olive trees (in the 

same parcel). There is a clear risk of cross contamination and this presence of perennial 

organic crop growing up together with conventional crop go against a basic principle 

of separation of organic/conventional crops. The CB confirmed that another farmer, to 

be visited the following day was also in the same situation of growing up organic fig 

trees together with conventional olive trees in the same parcels. According to the 

documentary evidence provided to the audit team, ‘olive’ is not falling under the scope 

of the certification of the operator.  

103. The inspector argued that the operator did not treat these ‘conventional’ olive trees with 

non-authorised substances. Therefore, He did not raise an NC on this matter during the 

audit, neither nor during his previous annual inspection/investigation in 2023/2024. The 

2023 annual inspection contains a statement confirming that all parcels had been 

inspected6.  

104. Then, the audit team noticed that the irregularity identified above occurred in a number 

of other parcels. The audit team checked, for two out of three farmers flagged above, 

their respective official registration certificate (CKS)7 delivered by the Turkish 

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, monitoring the size, locations and crops grown 

up for the year 2024. And it found evidence for one farmer, that 13 other parcels – 

around 20 Ha- are also composed of organic fig trees growing up together with 

conventional olive trees. For another farmer, 3 other parcels – around 3,5 Ha – are in 

the same situation. 

105. As regard the controls at group of operators, according to the internal procedures of the 

CB, all members must be inspected annually. Therefore, the inspector should have 

already noticed the presence, in the same parcel, of perennial conventional crops 

growing up together with perennial organic crops, bearing also in mind that both 

farmers were involved with the presence of non-authorised substances, which triggered 

recent investigations conducted by the CB. 

106. Bearing in mind that the CB raised very few NCs in the previous 2 years at the above 

high-risk operator (processing unit / group of operators) which was subject to several 

inspections/investigations, this poses a general question on the overall 

effectiveness/efficiency of the controls previously performed by the CB. 

107. In addition, in the 2023 inspection report stated that ‘Producers use in conversion 

products for their own consumption’. However, during the audit, the operators 

confirmed that ‘in-conversion’ products are sold as conventional, and although full 

traceability of the sales was not possible due to missing delivery /invoices, some 

 
6 ‘all the lands of 5 producers included in the project were visited and samples were taken...//…. All relevant 

records have been reviewed and verified’. 
7 çiftçi kayit sistemi belgesi 



   

 

22 
 

evidence was found that ‘in-conversion’ products were indeed sold at the bazar as 

conventional. 

108. During the inspections, the inspectors did not check whether ‘the internal inspectors 

carry[ied] out at least one annual inspection visit to each individual operator including 

visits to fields and facilities’, as required by the 2008 EU guidelines on imports of 

organic products into the European Union8. 

109. Then, the audit team noted that the above group of operators was composed of 

3 different projects with farmers located in three geographical regions, 2 of them being 

far away from the last one. This is not in line with the 2008 EU ‘guidelines on import 

of organic products into the European Union’ requiring that ‘The farmers of the group 

must apply similar production systems and the farms should be in geographical 

proximity’. 

110. During the inspections conducted at 2 group of operators, 3 inspectors had been audited. 

None of them conducted any shadow audit at the respective internal inspectors. 

111. In addition, the inspectors reviewed very few internal inspection reports, their 

communication techniques (often closed questions addressed to farmers) were 

questionable, and their controls were inadequate to check the content of trainings given 

to internal inspectors/farmers and competence / knowledge acquired by them during the 

trainings. In fact, the inspectors were only checking records and dates of trainings. This 

does not give any assurance to the external inspectors on the quality of the controls 

performed by the ICS. 

5.5.2 Labelling 

112. As there was no stock of the final organic products during the inspection at the operator 

(processing and export), the inspectors could not verify that the CB’s code was affixed 

to the final organic product. However, in general, the inspectors correctly checked 

whether the information on labelling contained in the OSPs were in line with the CB’s 

procedures, and that intermediate products were properly labelled.  

113. In addition, at the processing unit, the inspector correctly cross-checked the labelling 

of an ingredient (organic rice flour) and verified that the information was included in 

the OSP. 

5.5.3 Traceability and mass balance check 

114. Traceability and mass balance checks were conducted by the audited inspectors. The 

inspectors verified the correctness of the data provided by asking for records, such as 

invoices and transaction certificates. However, these exercises were not always 

conducted adequately. In particular, the originals were not systematically cross checked 

by the CB inspectors during the inspections. They did not always accurately check that 

all information in the various documents lined up.  

115. In case of the inspected groups of operators, the farmers did not keep systematically the 

necessary records to allow the inspectors to conduct a full and reliable traceability 

exercise. For instance, some documents/information were sometimes missing. 

 
8 EU Guidelines on imports of organic products into the European Union. 15.12.2008 Rev1 
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Examples are: documents recording the transactions at farm’s level and kept by the 

farmer, reference to the lot numbers in their notebooks (sometimes, the lot number is 

assigned at a final stage by the trader, when a final customer is identified), weighing 

receipts, invoices concerning ‘in-conversion’ products or products harvested from the 

‘buffer zones’. Although the inspectors raised NC on that matter, the audit team is of 

the opinion that such NC should have been raised in previous inspections. This is not 

in line with the CB’s procedures on group of operators, where it is required that the 

farmers ‘can present all application records (amount harvested, quantity sold, 

including the conventional sale, amount of seed separated, remaining amount) for 

traceability together with their respective receipts, and the documents are consistent.’ 

116. In general, the system shows some limitations to trace back the quantities/destinations 

of sales for ‘in-conversion’ products, and products harvested from buffer zones. This 

undermines the effectiveness of the control system and may result in non-organic 

products being sold as organic. 

117. In one case the inspector missed the opportunity to cross check that the calculated ‘loss’ 

was matching with the information contained in the OSP.  

118. In addition, the inspectors missed the opportunity to cross check the data with financial 

documentation such as proof of payments or evidence of bank transfer. In one case, the 

mass balance was incomplete as the inspector did not physically cross-check that the 

quantity of the targeted lot, stored in the cold room, was matching with the amount 

resulting from his calculations.  

Conclusions 

119. Inspectors observed were overall knowledgeable and had good documentary support 

for their work. Inspections at operators covered the key elements. 

120. Nevertheless, there were significant shortcomings in the controls, in particular at one 

group of operators. These shortcomings consisted in inadequate inspection at the ICS, 

incomplete review of OSP prior to the inspections, several farmers having a number of 

parcels/Ha where organic and conventional crops are growing up in the same parcel, 

interview techniques not inquisitive, no shadow audit conducted at any of internal 

inspectors, loose traceability, variations in the quality of the yield estimate calculations. 

This raises a general question about the efficiency of the controls conducted by the CB, 

during the audit. 

121. Although all inspectors raised a substantial number of NCs at the operators inspected, 

such NCs were, in general, not detected in previous inspections. This raises a general 

question about the efficiency of the controls conducted by the CB, before the audit. 

122. The OSPs were not reviewed accurately prior to the start of the inspection. Enforcement 

actions conducted by the inspectors were insufficient to cross-check the quality/update 

of the OSPs before the inspection. CB’s procedures are inadequate to ensure that the 

operator provide, in due time, updated OSPs. 

123. The inspections were superficial in many aspects, and interview techniques were 

generally not very inquisitive, often relying on the statements made by the operators. 

This is not allowing the CB to complete objective and independent inspections to the 
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operators, in order to provide equivalent guarantees of effectiveness to EU rules. 

124. Traceability and mass balance checks are an integral part of the inspections at operators. 

However, occasionally, these exercises were not conducted adequately. 

125. In general, the system shows some limitation to trace back the quantities/destinations 

of sales for ‘in-conversion’ products, and products harvested from buffer zones. The 

traceability system put in place does not allow to trace back the product up to the parcel 

where it originated from, but only to the farm level. 

126. The audit team verified on several occasions that operators had not been informed 

before the start of their previous unannounced inspections, except in one case. 

 

5.6 EXPORT CERTIFICATION SYSTEM 

Legal Requirements 

- Article 33 of Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 (see Article 57 of Regulation (EU) 

2018/848) 

- Articles 3 to 5, 8 and 11 of Regulation (EU) 2021/2306 

- Articles 3 to 7 of Regulation (EU) 2021/2307 

 

Findings 

127. The CB has a detailed procedure describing the tasks for the issuance of CoIs for 

exports of organic products to the EU, mirroring the requirements laid down in EU 

legislation. 

128. The audit team confirmed that the CB verifies the traceability of the product before 

issuing the COI.  

 

Conclusions 

129. The CB has a detailed procedure describing the tasks for the issuance of CoIs for 

exports of organic products to the EU, mirroring the requirements laid down in EU 

legislation. 

130. The CB verifies the traceability of the products before issuing the COIs. 

 

5.7 NON-COMPLIANCES AND FOLLOW-UP TO OFIS NOTIFICATIONS 

Legal Requirements 

- CB's control requirements that provide equivalent guarantees of effectiveness to EU 

rules (see Art 63 of Regulation (EC) No 889/2007) 

- Article 2(6) of Regulation (EC) No 2021/1342 

- Article 10 of Regulation (EU) 2021/2306 

  



   

 

25 
 

Findings 

131. The CB’s procedures have a short section dealing with the handling of non-compliances 

(catalogue of sanctions) divided into minor, significant and major non-compliances. 

There are 9 sanction levels to be used as a follow-up to these NCs, ranging from simple 

warnings to certificate withdrawal. Sanctions can also be combined. 

132. As regards ‘minor’ NC, the documents and information required by the CB must be 

submitted by operators in writing. This does not affect the certification for the current 

year. A deadline is fixed for the closure of the NCs., the evidence of the corrective action 

must be submitted, together with the update of the OSP, for the following year at the 

latest. The audit team is of the view that, without a stricter deadline, a prolonged period 

might elapse before the closure of the NC is checked by the CB. 

133. As regards ‘significant’ NCs, different levels of the sanctions may be applied, including 

additional inspection or even a suspension of certification. In principle, the operator 

must provide evidence of the corrective action within 1 month, in writing. 

134. As regards ‘major’ NCs, various levels of the sanctions may be applied as well, for 

instance, the reduction of the scope of certification, the new conversion of the parcel, 

or a full withdrawal of certification. Unfortunately, the procedures do not contain details 

on the conditions under which such sanctions can be lifted.  

135. In addition, the CB’s procedures also provide comprehensive guidelines to the 

inspectors, through an excel file attached to the ‘inspection report,’ on situations where 

NCs should be issued, together with their seriousness and the appropriate corrective 

measures. The levels of sanctions that have been applied during the audit where in line 

with these guidelines. 

Follow-up of non-compliances, including OFIS notifications 

136. A review of a recent OFIS case was conducted by the audit team, covering products by 

an operator involved in several OFIS notifications. The CB reacted immediately after 

it received the notification and respected the deadline to reply in OFIS (30 days). In 

addition, in this case, the CB conducted rapidly an on-site investigation at the operator 

concerned. The audit team acknowledged that the CB has recently applied additional 

control measures, i.e. imposing systematic physical checks and sampling analysis on 

all processed products ready to export. 

137. Then, the audit team reviewed the investigations conducted by the CB after it received 

a notification on 24 April 2023 from another CB concerning the presence of Bromide 

in dried fig, processed in the processing plant described in finding No 96. The CB 

provided evidence that an unannounced inspection took place rapidly after the 

notification at the processing unit of the operator. However, at that time, the inspector 

did not raise any NCs about the absence of fumigation records for a prolonged period 

(since 2021). Such NCs were raised only six months later, during an additional 

inspection on the 28 November 2023. This also indicates that the controls were weak 

in the past, as the records of fumigation had not been checked since 2021. 
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138. Although the above operator is composed of a processing unit and a group of operators, 

the farmer who supplied the raw material was not physically inspected at an early stage. 

Later, during the summer 2023, an inspection took place at this farmer, and a sample 

was taken. However, Bromide was not tested, and the inspector did not raise any NC 

on the fact that this farmer had grown together  both conventional olive trees and 

organic fig trees in some parcels(as described in finding No 102).  

139. Although the CB found the presence of Bromide at various concentrations, up to 

11 mg/kg, at several farmers or at the processing unit, it accepted the operator’s 

explanation that ‘the active ingredient is derived from the natural content of the 

product’, following an uptake from the soil. Some samples have been taken during the 

audit, on leaves and on soil, to analyse in particular the presence of Bromide. The CB 

explained that samples should be taken both on soil and fruits to be able to conclude on 

a possible uptake of Bromide from the soil. The audit team is of the view that the 

investigations conducted by the CB on this matter were superficial and a robust 

methodology was lacking to confirm, in a timely manner, the root cause of 

contamination.  

140. Finally, the audit team selected a recent OFIS notification related to the contamination 

of dried figs with alphamethrin (alpha-cypermethrin), involving one farmer visited by 

the audit team and described in finding No 102 and the processing unit described in 

finding No 96.  

141. The audit team noted that the processing unit (see finding No 96) was finally suspended 

by the CB, from 21 November 2023 until 28 December 2023, after a subcontracted 

operator notified residues of glyphosate and phosphonic acid in sesame seeds, on 16 

November 2023. 

142. When the CB received the OFIS notification, it immediately notified the operator and 

conducted a desk investigation at the processing unit. It was concluded that the source 

of the contamination was due to an absence of cleaning measures on the only processing 

line used to process, at different time, both organic and conventional products. 

143. Later, on 6 June 2024, another case popped-up at the operator mentioned in finding No 

96. The inspector conducted an additional on the spot inspection (surveillance audit) at 

the processing unit, where samples of other lots had been taken. Unfortunately, the audit 

team did not find any reference in the report following the above inspection  of any 

checks of cleaning records or interviews with employees to verify that 

effective/efficient corrective/precautionary measures had been taken by the operator to 

avoid further contamination of organic products. However, residues of Captan, 

Tetrahydrophthalimide, Folpet and Phthalimide were found in samples of processed 

organic dry figs, taken during the inspection. The CB reported to the audit team the 

notification of such results to the other CB responsible for the certification of the 

supplier of the raw material of figs. No investigation result was received from the 

notified CB. 

144. The audit team communicated to the CB the fact that the inspector missed the 

opportunity to conduct immediately an inspection at the farmer who supplied the raw 
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material. And a field sampling useful for the investigation could have been taken (e.g., 

on leaves). This onsite investigation should have been done especially considering that 

the same operator has many parcels where organic fig trees are grown up together with 

conventional olive trees. The audit team noted that this major NC had not been detected 

by the inspector before the audit. 

145. In particular, as alpha-cypermethrin is authorised in Türkiye to treat conventional olive 

trees9 (MRL 0.05 ppm) and bearing in mind the presence of both fig and olive trees on 

the same parcel, a cross contamination of fig trees, after a spray of alpha-cypermethrin 

on olive trees could not be disregarded. 

146. The CB procedures do not provide detailed instructions on how suspicion of NCs and 

confirmed NCs should be followed up, and on how actually the CB determines that the 

residues are not resulting from illegal use but from spray drift, cross contamination, etc. 

In addition, the audit team observed that the CB’s working instructions on managing 

NCs refer to private standards BNN, EOCC and IFOAM that may deviate from EU 

requirements. 

Conclusions 

147. The CB’s procedures have a short section dealing with the handling of non-compliances 

(catalogue of sanctions). Unfortunately, the procedures do not contain details on the 

conditions under which some sanctions, when major ‘NC’ are raised, can be lifted.  

148. The CB has procedures in place for the follow-up of NCs found at operators. However, 

although some follow-up of NCs is indeed conducted within the required deadline of 

30 days, the investigations are superficial and not inquisitive, in particular at farm level 

of groups of operators, without a robust methodology applied to determine, in a timely 

manner, the root causes of the contaminations.  

6 OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

The control body has a comprehensive management system and very detailed 

procedures to direct and oversee the controls and many parts are implemented well.  

Inspections are planned and generally conducted at suitable times and the required 

frequency.  

The CB has developed very well-structured IT tools that allow the monitoring in real 

time of all activities conducted or planned.  

A good sampling programme is implemented, exceeding significantly the required 

minimum numbers of samples. Inspections and sampling are carried out based on an 

appropriate risk assessment.  

Inspectors observed have good documentary support for their work. They also covered 

a number of key elements well.  

However, the robustness of controls varies among the inspectors. They were, in general, 

not sufficiently thorough nor investigative, not always applying rigorous methods to 

tackle, e.g., yield calculations, traceability verification, often relying on operators’ 

 
9 https://bku.tarimorman.gov.tr/MRLUrunKoduAdBilgileri/Details/94?csrt=16258155687727615374 

https://bku.tarimorman.gov.tr/MRLUrunKoduAdBilgileri/Details/94?csrt=16258155687727615374
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statements without cross-checking with other sources, resulting in superficial controls 

in many aspects. In particular, the audit team identified significant shortcomings in the 

controls of groups of operators. 

In addition, although the CB has procedures in place for the follow-up of non-

compliances found at operators, the investigations are superficial and not inquisitive, in 

particular at farm level, without a robust methodology applied to determine, in a timely 

manner, the root causes of the contaminations notified, for example, through OFIS 

notifications. 

In conclusion, the CB applies the production rules for which it was recognised by the 

European Commission for the purpose of equivalence. However, the control measures 

recognised by the Commission as having equivalent effectiveness to that of the EU are 

not all permanently and effectively applied by the control body in Türkiye. This reduces 

to an extent the guarantees provided by the control body’s export certification and puts 

at stake the capacity and reliability of the control body to perform its certification 

activities. 

7 CLOSING MEETING 

A closing meeting was held remotely on 05 July 2024 with representatives of the CB. 

At this meeting, the DG AGRI presented the main findings and preliminary conclusions 

of the audit.  

The representatives of the CB offered some initial comments and provisionally 

accepted the findings. 

8 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The CB is invited to provide details of the actions taken and planned, including 

deadlines for their completion ('action plan'), aimed at addressing the recommendations 

set out below, within 25 working days of receipt of this audit report. 

 

 

No. Recommendation 

1.  To ensure that the CB’s inspection and certification procedures (P-01) are 

in line with the Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 according to which: 

a) additional random control visits carried out in accordance with 

Article 65(4) of Regulation (EC) 889/2008 are performed of at least 

10 % of operators under contract in accordance with the risk 

category.  

 

b) at least 10 % of all inspections and visits carried out in accordance 

with Article 65(1) and (4) of Regulation (EC) 889/2008 are 

unannounced. 
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c) the control authority or control body shall carry out at least once a 

year a physical inspection of all operators, in accordance with 

Article 65(1) of Regulation (EC) No 889/2008. 

 

Recommendation is based on conclusion No.11, 52 

Associated findings:8, 46  

2.  To ensure competence of the staff, including among other, via trainings and 

reinforced monitoring of knowledge acquired, additional shadow audits, 

stricter qualification programmes. 

Recommendation is based on conclusion No.51, 62, 72, 75, 119, 121, 122, 

123, 124, 125, 126, 147 

Associated findings:34, 35, 60, 64, 70, 85, 86, 87, 88, 90, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 

98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 114, 

115, 116, 117, 118, 137, 138, 139,143, 144, 145 

3.  To ensure: 

a) that the recommendation from last internal audit as regards the 

information to be included in the sampling form is enshrined in the 

CB’s sampling procedures (P-05).  

b) that samples of fresh products are effectively kept in a cool 

condition until they are received by the laboratory, as laid down in 

the relevant CB’s procedures on sampling (P-05). 

c) that sampling strategy takes into account unannounced inspections. 

d) that sampling ‘form’ provides all relevant background information. 

Recommendation is based on conclusion No. 72, 74, 75 

Associated findings:23, 64,70 

4.  To ensure the effective controls at all operators and in particular at groups 

of operators  by ensuring that inspections are thorough and include (but are 

not limited to) all the following elements:  

a) Verification that the land, animals, and products used for, or 

produced by, the organic units separate from those used for, or 

produced by, the non-organic units and keep adequate records to 

show the separation, as required by section 6 of CB’s Organic 

Standard (Rev 7) 

b) A systematic approach of cross-checking declarations made by the 

operators and verification of a representative selection of original 

documents, including appropriate stock and financial records.  

c) Complete verification of the robustness/update of the organic 

systems plan (OSP) in due time prior to the start of the inspection  
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d) Verification of records of incoming raw material, kept by the 

operators  

e) Analysis of sampling results kept by operators  

f) Verification of the selected stock, during the mass balance exercises 

g) Verification of the robustness of controls carried out by ICS and 

competence/impartiality of internal inspectors. 

h) Verification that farmers belonging to a group of operators are 

located in geographical proximity, in accordance with the 2008 EU 

‘guidelines on import of organic products into the European Union’.  

i) Verification of financial records kept by the operators and that the 

accounts demonstrate the balance between the input and the output 

as required by the CB’s Organic Standard (Rev 7)  

j) Verification of cleaning measures and records kept by the operator, 

as required by section 7.5.4 of CB’s Organic Standard (Rev 7). 

k) Verification, prior to an authorisation for the exceptional use of non-

organic seed, of evidence that no supplier is able to deliver the 

organic seed, as required by section 5 of CB’s procedures POL-04 

l) Verification of yield estimates 

Recommendation is based on conclusion No: 50, 62, 120, 121, 122, 123, 

124, 125 

Associated findings: 25, 26, 60, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 93, 94, 95, 96, 

97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 108, 109, 110, 111, 114, 115, 

116, 117 118, 137, 138, 139 

5.  To ensure that operators draw up and maintain:   

a) A full description of the unit and activity to comply with section 

5.2.1 of the CB’s Organic Standard (Rev 7)  

b) Precautionary measures to be taken to reduce the risk of 

contamination (buffer zones)  

c) Stock and financial records in the unit or premises, as required in 

section 10 of the CB’s Organic Standard (Rev 7) and working 

instructions (F-P01.54) for groups of operators. This should also 

include farmer receipts for delivered products and farmer logbooks 

with records of farm operations, such as fertilising, plant protection, 

harvest, and sales, including for ‘in-conversion products’ to comply 

with CB’s production standard (REV7) and working instructions (F-

P01.54) for group of operators. 

d) Sale records of products listed in the scope of the organic 

certification, even if these products are sold as non-organic, to 

comply with section 10 of the CB’s Organic Standard (Rev 7) 

e) Effective separation between organic / non-organic units as required 

by section 6 of CB’s Organic Standard (Rev 7) 
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Recommendation is based on conclusion No.11, 26, 125 

Associated findings: No.89, 98, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 107, 108, 109, 115, 

116, 138, 144 

6.  To ensure effective follow-up of residue cases found either during the CB’s 

own controls or reported in the OFIS system: 

Recommendation is based on conclusion No. 148 

Associated findings:138, 139 142, 143, 144, 145,146 

7.  To review the CB’s procedures in relation to its sanction catalogue 

Recommendation is based on conclusion No. 147 

Associated findings:134 
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ANNEX 1 – LEGAL REFERENCES 

Legal Reference Official Journal Title 

Reg. 834/2007 OJ L 189, 20.7.2007, p. 

1-23 

Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 of 28 June 

2007 on organic production and labelling of organic 

products and repealing Regulation (EEC) No 

2092/91 

Reg. 889/2008 OJ L 250, 18.9.2008, p. 

1-84 

Commission Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 of 5 

September 2008 laying down detailed rules for the 

implementation of Council Regulation (EC) No 

834/2007 on organic production and labelling of 

organic products with regard to organic production, 

labelling and control 

Reg. 2017/625 OJ L 95, 7.4.2017, p. 

1–142 

Regulation (EU) 2017/625 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 15 March 2017 on 

official controls and other official activities 

performed to ensure the application of food and feed 

law, rules on animal health and welfare, plant health 

and plant protection products, amending Regulations 

(EC) No 999/2001, (EC) No 396/2005, (EC) No 

1069/2009, (EC) No 1107/2009, (EU) No 

1151/2012, (EU) No 652/2014, (EU) 2016/429 and 

(EU) 2016/2031 of the European Parliament and of 

the Council, Council Regulations (EC) No 1/2005 

and (EC) No 1099/2009 and Council Directives 

98/58/EC, 1999/74/EC, 007/43/EC, 2008/119/EC 

and 2008/120/EC, and repealing Regulations (EC) 

No 854/2004 and (EC) No 882/2004 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council, Council Directives 

89/608/EEC, 89/662/EEC, 0/425/EEC, 91/496/EEC, 

96/23/EC, 96/93/EC and 97/78/EC and Council 

Decision 92/438/EEC (Official Controls Regulation) 

Reg. 2018/848 OJ L 150, 14.6.2018, p. 

1–92 

Regulation (EU) 2018/848 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2018 on 

organic production and labelling of organic products 

and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 

Reg. 2021/1342 OJ L 292, 16.8.2021, p. 

20–24 

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/1342 

of 27 May 2021 supplementing Regulation (EU) 

2018/848 of the European Parliament and of the 

Council with rules on the information to be sent by 

third countries and by control authorities and control 

bodies for the purpose of supervision of their 

recognition under Article 33(2) and (3) of Council 

Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 for imported organic 

products and the measures to be taken in the exercise 

of that supervision 

Reg. 2021/2306 OJ L 461, 27.12.2021, 

p. 13–29 

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2306 

of 21 October 2021 supplementing Regulation (EU) 

2018/848 of the European Parliament and of the 

http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/834/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2008/889/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2017/625/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2018/848/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2021/1342/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2021/2306/oj
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Council with rules on the official controls in respect 

of consignments of organic products and in-

conversion products intended for import into the 

Union and on the certificate of inspection 

Reg. 2021/2325  OJ L 465, 29.12.2021, 

p. 8–88 

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 

2021/2325 of 16 December 2021 establishing, 

pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2018/848 of the 

European Parliament and of the Council, the list of 

third countries and the list of control authorities and 

control bodies that have been recognised under 

Article 33(2) and (3) of Council Regulation (EC) No 

834/2007 for the purpose of importing organic 

products into the Union 

Reg. 2021/2307 OJ L 461 du 

27.12.2021, p. 30–39 

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 

2021/2307 of 21 October 2021 laying down rules on 

documents and notifications required for organic and 

in-conversion products intended for import into the 

Union  
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