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8'" RSPO JWG MEETING (PART 1)
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RSPO Secretariat

1. Dillon Sarim (DS)
2. Javin Tan (JT)
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1.0 | Opening Remarks
The co-chairs welcomed everyone to the first session of the 8" JWG meeting and informed the WG of the
objectives of the 8" meeting. 8™ JWG meeting objectives:
1. Discuss key issues from the 2" Public Consultation and revise the CSD. Subgroup or volunteers will
help develop text to be inserted in the CSD.
2. Identify issues that goes beyond the group and come up with next step to address the gaps
The JWG agreed on the revised timeline of the JWG workstream for the first two quarter of FY21:
@
9th JWG Meeting 2n week of
SN \® 1. 26— 27t October
August or Endorsement
2. 2nd_3rd from SSC and
September BoG
8t WG Meeting 2 week of November 2020
1. 28 July September Adoption at
2. 4t August CSD tabled to GA17
3. 6t August SSC
2.0 | Public Consultation Process (Update)

DS provided the update on the 2" Public Consultation Process.

6 x Languages: ENG, SPA, IND, BM, FRE, THA

2nd Consultation: 4 months
Fully virtual
6 Webinars — 183 individuals
2 targeted — 28 individuals
30 survey responses
TOTAL: 241

Vg
. ®
\
0®VIaIaysia . .
g .-
h-ﬁ’wmq .
g 0

Asia

Rest of Asia

[

o =
© 2009 www.outline-world-map.com ’,)
@ RSPO JA PILOTS




No

Description

2" Public Consultation {Breakdown by Stakeholder Groups) 2" Consultation: 4 months
Fully virtual

6 Webinars — 183 individuals
2nd Public Consultation Breakdown by 2 targeted — 28 individuals

Stakeholder Groups 30 survey responses
TOTAL: 241
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The WG agreed that the process has been followed and thanked the Secretariat for handling the process
efficiently, despite the Covid-19 pandemic. Co-chairs thanked JWG members who had facilitated the
consultation sessions.

The Co-chairs informed the JWG that some work has been done prior to the 8" JWG meeting to clarify issues
raised during the public consultation process. This includes the restructuring of the CSD to improve clarity of
the document. The JWG is of the opinion that we are ‘70% complete’.

The Co-chairs proceed to go through the restructured CSD, section by section, to address key issues. The WG
agreed that all comments received will be acknowledged, but with regards to the final revision process, only
fundamental comments that will improve the clarity of the CSD will be included as new wordings in the final
draft of the CSD.

The WG also agreed with the Co-chairs suggestion to limit the CSD to 30-pages long and have a separate
document (FAQ) developed to address any additional points.

3.0

Section 1: Introduction to JA

The following are the key issues raised in the second consultation for the ‘Introduction to JA’ section:

1. Aclearer case / explanation for why JA is needed: limits of site-based certification (wildlife
populations, river basins); benefits of dealing with systemic social and policy issues (gap analysis
should highlight); what drives the JA?

2. Benefits of Jurisdictional Certification for all levels, especially for existing RSPO members.

3. Roles of the stakeholders in the Jurisdiction, includes, government (what is ‘government
commitment’; who is government in the whole JC), JE, its members (those who are subjected to the
RSPO standards and requirements, including the FFB collection centers which are not currently
covered in any of the RSPO standards) and other stakeholders (NGOs etc).

4. What are national schemes in the whole JC?

The WG discussed and agreed that guidance should be provided on the following:
1. the roles of each stakeholders within the jurisdictions;

2. the benefits of JA for the industry players within the jurisdictions

RSPO
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And this guidance could be included in the FAQ instead of the CSD, if space is not available.

As for the national schemes, the WG acknowledge the importance of recognizing them in the approach and
requested the Secretariat to propose some wordings to be included in the CSD.

Action Points PIC Status
1. | Tocome up with text on GD Section 1.1 and
1. Aclearer case / explanation for why JA is needed; 1.3 done
2. the benefits of JA for the industry players within
the jurisdictions Section 1.2
pending
Suggestion to make this pictorial instead of texts.
Benefits of JA for each stakeholder may be included in the
FAQ.
p2. | Acknowledgement of National Schemes in the introduction | RSPO Secretariat To be included in
section. the FAQ

4.0

Section 2: Scope

The following are the key issues raised in the second consultation for the ‘Scope’ section:

1. Guidance on multi-stakeholder representation - governance structure including composition &
guidance on how decision is made (e.g.: based on consensus); it’s roles to be specified (i.e. oversight
of JE, hiring of JE personnel)

2. Guidelines for the development and management of JE, including composition requirement of the JE
(i.e.: personnel requirements) and its legality

3. Differences between RISS Group Certification and JA Group and the applicability of the RISS Stepwise
Approach in the JA context

4. Indicators that can be upwardly delegated to the JE

Decision/Action Points PIC Status
1. | Role of multi-stakeholder board, how it functions, and its RN, KC, LSC, and On multi-
composition (especially involvement/roles of government in | RSPO Secretariat. stakeholder
the board) written as section 2.3. Also including point 3 (done)
from the introduction section.
Roles of
3. Roles of the stakeholders in the Jurisdiction, stakeholders

includes, government (what is ‘government pending

commitment’; who is government in the whole JC),

JE, its members (those who are subjected to the

RSPO standards and requirements, including the

FFB collection centers which are not currently

covered in any of the RSPO standards) and other

stakeholders (NGOs etc).
To reference the CSD (on this section) to RSPO existing
documents for multi-stakeholder group process.

2. a) Differences between the SH Group Certification A —pending
and JA Group Certification (including the B — done
applicability of the RISS stepwise approach in the C - pending
JA context)

b) Composition of Jurisdictional Entity,
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c) Legality of JE (suitable legal terms to be used to
explain the legality requirement of the JE
establishment).

3. | To pick up indicators on what can be upward delegated to Y Done
JE
5.0 | Section 3: RSPO Stepwise Approach for Jurisdictional Certification
The following are key issues raised in the second consultation for the ‘RSPO Stepwise Approach for
Jurisdictional Certification’ section:
1. Monitoring element is missing in the stepwise approach for ensuring continual compliance
2.  Guidance for Jurisdictional Work/Development Plan (distinct from Time-Bound-Plan)
3.  Guidance for maximum time-frame for each of the steps of the stepwise approach
4. Guidance on landscape assessment:
a. Current limitations of landscape level methodology and how to address those limitations.
b. Call for the standardization of jurisdictional level mapping efforts, instead of having interim
measures that allow any jurisdictional level mapping efforts - mostly to avoid creating legacy
issues in the long term.
c. Consideration for jurisdictional and site-based assessments (two-tier level assessments) for
jurisdictions (e.g.: HCV-HCS assessment) using risk-based approach
d. Consideration for HCV 1,2,3 at landscape level while HCV 4,5,6 at management unit level —
how will this work?
6. Guidance for what the JWG meant by ‘disqualifying social and environmental elements’
7. Consideration for the ‘legal gap analysis’ to be completed early on in the stepwise approach with
requirements for JE to address the gap
8. At what level of the steps can requirements be audited at the JE level without having to audit

individual management units? This is related to action points for identifying requirements that can be
upwardly delegated to the JE.

Decision points:

1. The stakeholder database requirement to remain as it is.

2. No time-frame will be introduced to each of the steps, however there will be an RSPO WG/SC to
evaluate the performance of the JE (the Standard Setting Committee is proposed)

3. Legal gap analysis initiated in Step 1, completed in Step 2, gaps identified fully addressed in Step 3.
Proposed wordings:

a) Landscape (? System) -Performance Indicator: Step 2, bullet point (vii) — Legal gaps identified
on the differences between RSPO P&C and jurisdiction law and policies, and develop the
necessary regulations or procedure.

b) Landscape (? System) -Performance Indicator: Step 3, bullet point (v) — Enforceable
regulations or procedures are adopted and applied to overcome gaps with RSPO P&C.

Action Points PIC Status
1. | Onjurisdictional-wide monitoring requirement in the RP and RSPO Done
stepwise approach: to write a new section on this (Section | Secretariat
3.3)
2. | On disqualifying criteria: to provide guidance for JEs to SVDE and KC Done
deal with situation where industry players refuse to meet
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the requirements (e.g.: clear areas after Nov 2005, without
an HCV assessment but do not want to compensate)

On jurisdictional workplan requirements: A text to be RSPO Secretariat Done
written and included in the main body on who will
determine whether the workplan is being followed
sufficiently and the body that checks/verify this
(suggestion: SSC).

A paragraph on guidance for jurisdictional-level RSPO Secretariat Done
assessments (HCV, HCS, FPIC) vs site-based assessment,
and what can be accepted as interim measures

6.0

Section 4: RSPO Membership for Jurisdictional Certification

The following are the key issues raised in the second consultation for the ‘RSPO Membership for Jurisdictional
Certification’ section:

1.

w

Consequences to JE and its complying members if one of the members are in non-compliance - what
is the mechanism to ensure that the complying JE members are not affected?

SOP involved in the verification and membership application process

RSPO membership for JE - voting rights, fees, involvement in the RSPO WG/SC/TF etc

Time limit for provisional membership - how long can provisional members keep this membership
status? Should there be a threshold related to ‘no progress’ before expulsion can be considered by
the JE?

Criteria for JE member suspension/termination?

Decision points:

1. The RSPO membership for JE is ‘JE Group as one RSPO member’
2. Individual RSPO members within the jurisdiction do not need to relinquish their membership. ACOP
requirements stay with the individual RSPO members.
3. ACOP reporting (for JE) to be submitted by JE — each stakeholder needs to be distinguished in the
report (RSPO to check if this is possible).
4. RSPO requirements for partial certification to be made applicable in the JA context.
5. Consequences of non-complying members to the overall JE and its members will be discussed further
in the ‘Trade and Claims’ section
6. RSPO will work with the Membership unit on the SOP for the verification and membership application
process (Step 1 and 2), including identifying JE membership category, fees, voting rights and
participation in RSPO WG/TF/SC.
7. The JE membership within the jurisdiction section (Section 4.2) is rewritten, and the JE provisional
membership has been removed.
Action Points PIC Status
1. | Rewrite Section 4.1 to reflect the JWG decision on RSPO RSPO Secretariat Done
membership for jurisdictions.
2. | OnJE membership Table 2: SVDE and RSPO Pending
a) To define what is ‘JA compliant’ Secretariat
b) To revise table 2 to reflect the text from Section
4.2
3. | JE criteria for suspension and termination of JE members Missed, to be Done
discussed at the
next meeting
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7.0

Closing

The Co-chairs thanked the WG members for the meeting. The WG aimed to complete the action points by the
next meeting on 4" August 2020.

The meeting is adjourned.
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1.0 | Opening Remarks
The co-chairs welcomed everyone to the second session of the 8™ JWG meeting. The JWG agreed with the co-
chairs’ suggestion to address the comments in the remaining sections.

2.0 | Section 5: Jurisdictional System Requirements

One of the JE roles is to determine membership eligibility and enforce suspension or termination of non-
compliant members within the jurisdiction. The criteria for suspension and termination by the JE is currently
not clear in the CSD.

After further discussion, the JWG agreed on the following:

1. Non-compliance related to the critical criteria (i.e. upwardly delegated criteria) will lead to the overall
JE certificate suspension or termination. In other words, all JE members will be affected.

2. Individual JE member non-compliance on non-critical criteria (i.e. criteria that are not upwardly
delegated) will not affect the whole group certification. Only the specific JE member will be affected,
in which their trading rights will be suspended/terminated.

3. There is still no conclusion on the acceptable level or threshold of individual JE member non-
compliance within the jurisdiction before the CB can issue a non-compliance to the whole group.

There were no sticky issues related to Element 1: Jurisdictional Entity (JE) Management Requirements and
Element 2: Policy Framework from the public consultation. However, it was raised by the JWG that the current
way of writing of the two elements is confusing and a rearranging of the requirements is needed. The
requirements should be rearranged according to Management (Element 1) and Governance (Element 2).

On Element 3: The Internal Grievances, Complaints and Appeals System, the Secretariat highlighted that there
is a request to provide guidance on best practice for JEs to develop their own Complaints and Appeals
procedure. The basis of the request is to ensure that the procedure developed by the JE will not be too
different from RSPO’s to avoid complicated resolution process at the RSPO level, should the complaint reach to
RSPO Complaints Panel.

The JWG agreed that the CSD should not be too prescriptive, as each Jurisdiction will be different from
another. Therefore, no changes are proposed on the current text regarding the flexibility for JE to develop
their own complaints and appeals mechanism.

In addition, the JWG further discussed that industry participants (e.g.: growers) under the JE membership must
be available to answer to complaints, should they be required. The JWG agreed to have some text developed
regarding industry participants giving consent to accept their responsibility to answer to complaints and
participate in the whole JE activities.

Action Points PIC Status

1. | To provide text on JWG’s decision for the disqualifying SVDE, KC and JW Done
criteria

2. | ldentification of upwardly delegated (continuation from Y Done
the previous action point)

3. | To rearrange the requirements of Element 1 and Element2 | GD Pending
based on ‘Governance’ and ‘Management’.

4. | To provide text on ‘industry participants’ consent to LSC Pending
participate in JE’s activity’ and included in both the
membership and internal grievance section,




3.0

Section 6: Making Claims

The JWG agreed that ‘Stepwise Approach to Making Claims’ is not a suitable title for this section and changed
the title to ‘Making Claims’.
The JWG agreed that this Section needs to be revisited again considering the decisions made by the JWG. The
JWG had agreed on the following to be added into the main text:

1. JE certificate detailing each of the certified JE members (volumes, certified hectarage etc) should be

made publicly available via the RSPO website

On Jurisdictional Entity Financing Mechanism, the JWG agreed that this section will remain in the CSD but will
be relocated into other section. The basis of keeping this in the main body of the CSD instead of the FAQ is
because the trading principle that was decided early on was on the basis of that JE will be able to self-sustain
itself by having various financing mechanisms included in the CSD.

Action Points PIC Status
1. | To revisit Section 6.1 to reflect previous decisions made by RP Pending
the JWG and add information about JE certificate
transparency.
2. | To relocate Section 6.2 to other section of the CSD. GD Pending

4.0 | Section 7: Certification System Requirements
RSPO Secretariat highlighted the CB’s request for the JWG to provide guidance on the audit process for JA.
Checklist has been developed around the Jurisdictional System Requirements and Stepwise Approach by the
CB during the consultation period.
The JWG agreed to look at the checklist developed by the CB and provide feedback and suggest text on
guidance for JA audit process. The checklist could be included as an Annex or as part of the existing RSPQO’s
Certification System Document for P&C.
Action Points PIC Status
1. | Tocirculate the CBs’ checklist to the JWG. RSPO Secretariat Done
JWG to: JWG Pending
1. provide feedback suggest text on the guidance for
JA audit process
2. decide where to include the CB checklist
5.0 | Closing

The Co-chairs thanked the WG members for the meeting. The co-chairs request each JWG to work on the
action points for further discussion at the final 8" JWG session.

The meeting is adjourned to Thursday, 6™ August 2020.
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1.0 | Opening remarks
Co-chairs welcome the JWG members to the 3™ session of the 8™ JWG meeting. The objective of the third
session is to review the proposed wordings and identify further gaps that need to be addressed.
2.0 | Review and additional comments
The group went through the document by section and identified further gaps that need to be addressed:
Section | JWG decision PIC
35 On sticky issue 3: At what level of the steps can requirements be audited at the JE JT and SVDE
level without having to audit individual management unit?
To avoid losing this important issue, a remark will be added at the ‘Upward
Delegated’ section on JWG’s acknowledgement of the issue, and the issue will be
dealt by the JWG once there are more information and experience to learn from.
4.1 On RSPO membership for Jurisdiction: T
1. Aslight revision is required in this section to reflect the latest
membership rule document.
2. The text on the requirement of partial certification will be transferred to
the certification system rules for P&C
4.2 On JE memberships within the Jurisdiction, new text was proposed: N/A
All industry participants within the jurisdiction will be informed that they must
comply with the upwardly delegated Principle and Criteria, however membership
of the JE is voluntary. There may be circumstances which result in actors not
complying to RSPO Standards, who may be subjected to disqualification (refer to
Section 7).
53 Continuation from the earlier pending action point: LSC
To provide text on ‘industry participants’ consent to participate in JE's activity’ and
included in both the membership and internal grievance section,
7 On disqualifying element, point 4: RSPO
Secretariat
1. Check membership requirements for membership restoration process.
2. JE should also apply the same concept for their members
7.1 On SOP audit process: N/A
1. The checklist will go as separate guidance document and together with
the SOP for audit, it will be developed at a later stage.
The co-chairs requested the JWG members to review the CSD, especially the text highlighted in yellow and
provide proposed wordings or comments by 24" June 2020. All pending action points from the first and
second session should also be submitted by the same deadline to allow the co-chairs and RSPO Secretariat
time to digest the comments for the next meeting.
3.0 | Date of next meeting

The RSPO Secretariat will send a doodle poll for 7, 8, 9, 10 of September for the 9™ JWG meeting. To
accommodate JWG members from different time zones, the meeting is currently planned at 0700 MYT.

The meeting is adjourned.
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