[bookmark: _GoBack]FSC Comment form for the revision of the 
FSC PfA Due Diligence Procedure and the PfA Evaluation Procedure 
Second Public Consultation: 18 January – 3 March 2017
[Note that this is a 45-day consultation]
Please submit all comments to: k.steer@fsc.org no later than 3 March 2017!
THANK YOU for supporting this important process!
FSC Policy for Association Procedures
Due Diligence Evaluation for the Association with FSC (FSC-PRO-10-004)
Procedure for Evaluating Compliance with the FSC Policy for Association (FSC-PRO-01-009)

We encourage all stakeholders to participate in this consultation. All comments will be carefully reviewed and considered by the working group leading this process. To optimize the outcome of this consultation, please provide your perspectives on all elements that you support and that cause concern, as this will help us to understand points of agreement and disagreement. Please also share any new perspectives from those that were provided during the first consultation and considered by the working group in developing this second draft.  
To facilitate your review, a Stakeholder’s Guide to the FSC Policy for Association can be found on the PfA webpage. It includes an overview of both procedures and a cross-walk of changes made in Draft 1 and then from Draft 1 to Draft 2. These are also provided at the end of this form. Thank you!
	Comments provided by:
	

	Name
	 


	Organization
	 


	Email
	 


	Date of submission
	


	Would you like to be contacted for an interview to follow-up on any of the comments provided? 
	




Due Diligence Evaluation for the Association with FSC (FSC-PRO-10-004 V2-0)
	Reference
Part/Clause/Note/DDefinition
	Type of comment
G = general;
T = technical;
E = editorial
	Comment
Justification/rationale for change
	Proposed change
Suggested new workding 
(additions, modifications, eliminations)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	










Procedure for Evaluating Compliance with the FSC Policy for Association (FSC-PRO-01-009 V4-0)

	Reference
Part/Clause/Note/DDefinition
	Type of comment
G = general;
T = technical;
E = editorial
	Comment
Justification/rationale for change
	Proposed change
Suggested new workding 
(additions, modifications, eliminations)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	





Key changes proposed to the PfA Due Diligence Procedure
	Theme
	Key changes: draft 1
	Key changes: draft 2

	Phase in of procedure
	Implementation of the procedure would first be for applicant organizations, and then after a trial period (and any necessary modifications made), the procedure would be extended to existing organizations. One option for this would be at the point of re-association (for certificate holders) and at the GA (for members)
	No substantive change made, though this is better described in the procedure, consistent with other FSC normative documents that have pilot and phase-in periods. 

	Self-reporting
	Expansion of the self declaration to be a more detailed self-assessment, including: disclosure of corporate structure; countries of forest/forest products operations; and that policies/procedures exist, are known and implemented for not engaging in the 6 unacceptable activities
	Added controlling relationships to the disclosure in order to align with scope of accountability in the PfA.
Clarifying revisions made to self-assessment form.

	Risk factors
	Risk-based approach utilized, based on: forest/forest products activities; countries of operation; CPI index
	Added deforestation (proxy for conversion and HCV), and stakeholder input request for technical input.
Clarifying revisions made so that the risk screening is better understood

	Screening mechanisms
	For organizations not automatically screened out as “low risk”, stakeholder crowdsourcing and FSC review used to verify for compliance
	Minor revision made to stakeholder consultation method by adding a stakeholder notification email to the web-based notification.
Risk factors (CPI, deforestation) were removed from the self-assessment because FSC itself will screen for these based on the disclosure of countries of operation provided by the applicant.

	Alignment of PfA Normative Framework
	Multiple revisions so that all docs in the PfA Normative Framework are aligned
	Added declaration of commitment







	
	
	

	Key changes proposed to the PfA Evaluation Procedure

	Theme
	Key changes: draft 1
	Key changes: draft 2

	Principles and general requirements
	No substantive changes made, only clarifying revisions and additional emphasis provided on some principles, for example, alternative dispute resolution
	Further clarification/definitions provided on certain principles, for example, “substantiated evidence’, and for putting qualifiers around alternative dispute resolution. 
Recommendation made that FSC can encourage stakeholders to refrain from public comment and maintain presumption of innocence (i.e., “should” statement), though cannot enforce it (i.e., “shall” statement)

	Initiation of evaluation
	Expansion to enable FSC to proactively evaluate allegations of a PfA violation. This would be an additional step to the existing entry-point, which requires a complaint to be filed to initiate an investigation.  The process and timelines associated with formal complaints was largely been retained, with less definition given to evaluations that are triggered without a formal complaint

	Revised to better meet the intent and without creating a ‘two-tiered’ system for evaluating potential violations. 

	Alternative dispute resolution
	Allowance for FSC to attempt to resolve the situation before initiating a formal evaluation process and at multiple steps in the process
	No substantive changes made beyond qualifiers on time spent on the process. This type of constructive, positive and solution-oriented approach is considered fundamental in the FSC system, and will allow for more efficient handling of cases. 

	Timeframes associated with evaluation process
	No substantive changes made
	No changes made to amount of time affected parties have to provide comments/concerns, though clarification provided that amount of time is in ‘business days’ and not ‘calendar days’. Defendants also given same timeframes in cases where there is no formal complaint.
For other timeframes associated with the process, these will be determined based on the case and defined at the initiation of the evaluation.

	Role of Complaints Panel (Investigators and Evaluation Body)
	Revised from one ad-hoc entity responsible for the whole evaluation process (the Complaints Panel) to two entities, with the Investigator(s) assigned on an ad-hoc basis to investigate the case, and a permanent and chamber-balanced Evaluation Panel responsible for oversight, evaluating the findings of the investigation, and making a recommendation to the FSC Board
	No substantive changes made. 

	Probation
	Expansion of the possible consequences of a PfA violation to include probation in order to allow for corrective and preventive actions from the defendant prior to a potential disassociation. Disassociation would be the consequence if those actions were not met successfully or timely.   

	No substantive changes made to the decision to offer probation.  List of factors and conditions for selecting probation over disassociation was expanded, and other minor revisions made for clarity

	Process for ending disassociation
	Expanded to include more details on readiness to end a disassociation, the roadmap process, etc. 
	No substantive changes made
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