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Disclaimer

This briefing does not represent the views of ISO or of the ISO Strategic Advisory Group on Social Responsibility (SAG on SR).  Neither does this briefing represent the full scope of the discussions in the SAG on SR – it is a selection of information that IISD and its partners believe to be most relevant to the international sustainable development policy community.  This briefing and others in this series are distributed on our own initiative, because we believe that the issue of international SR standardization is of sufficient public interest that information on the ongoing discussions should be freely available.  
History

For a detailed overview of the discussions to date in ISO on Social Responsibility, please refer to the previous Update Briefings and other background information available at: http://www.iisd.org/standards/csr_documents.asp
ISO SAG on SR Meeting
12-13 January 2004, Munich, Germany
The ISO Strategic Advisory Group on Social Responsibility (SAG on SR) met from 12-13 January 2004 in Munich, Germany.  A participants list is attached as Annex 1.  The main objectives of the meeting were to:
· Review development of the Working Report

· Part 1: State of the Art Survey on SR;

· Part 2: Issues, Challenges and Opportunities for International Standardization
· Discuss the proposed ISO International Conference on Social Responsibility.
The next and final meeting of the SAG will take place in Chicago, USA, from 14-16 April 2004.  The SAG will finalize the Working Report and any associated recommendations to the TMB at this meeting.
Context for the Meeting

ISO has not yet made a formal decision to develop international standards on Social Responsibility.  The next milestone in the decision-making process will be the TMB’s June 2004 meeting, when the TMB will decide if and how to proceed with work in this area.  An overview of the range of decisions that the TMB may consider at their June 2004 meeting is included later in this Update Briefing.  
The TMB will consider three sources of information in making its decision on next steps:
· the SAG’s working report, and associated recommendations (due end of April 2004);

· the results of an International Conference on SR (to be held at the end of June 2004); and
· input from ISO’s national member bodies. 

The purpose of the Working Report is to provide information and analysis to assist the TMB in deciding future steps in the area of SR standardization.  The final draft of the Working Report must be presented to the TMB by the end of April 2004.  The Working Report is presently being drafted in 2 parts: 

Part 1: State of the Art Survey on SR.  This is a factual overview of the range of SR initiatives and tools, including information on the drivers, range of issues addressed, role of stakeholders, links with public policy/regulation and other issues.  Part 1 intends to provide objective information on trends in social responsibility to inform an analysis of the possible role for international standardization.  This section will be drafted by the SAG, but informed by a data contained in a research report contracted from Environmental Resources Management Ltd (ERM).

Part 2: Issues, Challenges and Opportunities for International Standardization.  This will be an analysis of difficult or complex issues that ISO needs to understand before embarking on further work in this area.  It will outline divergent views on individual initiatives or controversial issues, and review some of the future implications and/or opportunities for ISO work in this area.  The SAG will draft this section based on issues identified by SAG members, and will be informed by the Part 1 survey.  
(ia) Review of Part 1: Survey of State of the Art on SR
The SAG began with a discussion of the draft ERM report.  Individually, SAG members pointed out omissions in the coverage of initiatives, highlighted some issues regarding the categorization of the listed initiatives, noted the difficulty in obtaining independent assessments of existing initiatives, and questioned whether quantitative analysis could be justified based on the data available.  Noting that the TMB is most interested in Part 2 of the Working Report, the SAG decided that it would be best to refocus efforts on Part 1 so that they feed more directly into and support the Part 2 discussions.  
Next steps:  The SAG decided to identify specific information needs to support the analysis in Part 2 of the Working Report, to identify existing information gaps, and to request ERM to revise its draft report based on this information.  The SAG will then draft Part 1 of the Working Report based on the revised ERM report.  
(Ib) Review of Part 2: Issues, Challenges and Opportunities

Prior to the Munich meeting, a 6-member drafting group had prepared and circulated an outline of the range of issues to be included in Part 2.  The outline presented a list of the main issues, challenges and opportunities in the form of questions.  The text of Part 2 would seek to give a balanced overview of the different perspectives among the SAG members on these questions without necessarily reaching conclusions.    

The discussions on Part 2 focused on whether this outline provided space for SAG members to include issues of concern to them, whether there were any issues that should not be included, and whether the overall structure and flow of the outline was appropriate.  SAG members’ comments included:

· More focus is needed on the challenges presented by the complexity of CSR issues, its relationship to regulation, and the diversity of approaches to implementing SR programmes;

· Attention must be paid to the different drivers for SR, which have a direct impact on the initiative’s approach: some focus on promoting positive outcomes, others focus on limiting negative outcomes.
· There is a need to focus on the impact that an international CSR standard would have on SMEs and developing countries, particularly with regard to creating or removing barriers to market access.

· The report should outline what should not be done in this area as well as suggest where there may be gaps that international standards could fill.

· The report needs to consider who “SR” is for: Does it apply equally to governments, companies, non-profit organizations, community groups …

· There seems to be both internal and external uses for international SR standards – where are the biggest problems, and which type of problem is an international standard most likely to address?

There was also general discussion on whether a universally accepted definition of “SR” is a prerequisite of international SR standardization – members were split, with some arguing that a definition is fundamental, and others arguing that it would be enough if there was a common understanding of the process that is needed to develop a definition of an organization’s social responsibility.
It was generally agreed that, of the two parts of the Working report, Part 2 would provide the most valuable information to the TMB’s discussions on next steps.  But there was some discussion on the line between providing a balanced overview of the issues, and providing the TMB with specific responses to the questions.  Some SAG members were concerned that trying to provide too many responses would go beyond the mandate of the SAG; others believed that it was the SAG’s duty to respond to the question: “What sorts of standards should ISO develop?”  This debate continues.
Next steps: SAG members were asked to contribute their perspectives under each of the “questions” posed in the outline.  The drafting group will then try to develop balanced text, focusing primarily on ensuring that the text is an accurate reflection of the complexity of the issues.  A draft will then be circulated to all SAG members by 16 February 2004 for a one week comment period.

ISO International Conference on SR
At its September 2003 meeting, the TMB decided to host an international conference on SR in June 2004.  The objective of this meeting is to provide an opportunity for a broad range of stakeholders to discuss and debate issues related to SR and to provide additional input to the TMB’s decision on whether ISO should proceed with work in the area of SR and if so, what types of deliverable would be appropriate.  SAG members made a range of comments on the conference, including:
Planning: It was noted that there is a significant amount of preparatory work needed to host such a conference, and not much time left.  Some SAG members expressed a desire to be informed of the human and financial resources that ISO was planning to apply to the organization and hosting of the conference, and to be informed of the role that the TMB saw for the SAG both in organizing and hosting the event.  

Dates:  The SAG encouraged the TMB to ensure that the dates of the conference would not conflict with or fall too close to other international events, including the ILO Annual meetings or the Global Compact Summit.  Dates of 21-22 June were suggested as possibilities. 
Participation:  It was noted that participation at the conference would be a main criteria for its success.  Some SAG members underscored the importance of ensuring that developing countries and international organizations were adequately represented, including in the plenary sessions.  It was agreed that representation could not be based only on ISO national member delegations.  There was consideration of the value in limiting national delegations as a way to promote a more even representation.  Other methods to promote balanced representation were discussed inconclusively, including: funding assistance, explicit guidance to national standards bodies, and specific representation targets for different stakeholder groups.  A suggestion was also made that a participants list, including affiliation, should be published along with the conference report.
External input:  It was noted that the costs associated with attendance and the limitations on the number of participants would reduce the opportunity for a large number of interested parties to comment and provide input on the issues.  It was agreed that ISO should make provisions to give interested parties an opportunity to comment in advance, including perhaps through an online discussion forum, and that the Working Report should be made public at least one month prior to the conference.
Agenda:  SAG members were in general agreement that the conference should last 2 days, and that it should focus on the issues, challenges and opportunities outlined in Part 2 of the Working Report.  It was also agreed that the conference should not be a “Yes/No” vote on whether ISO should develop international SR standards, but should provide information to guide the TMB’s decision after the meeting.
Relationship to the TMB’s decision-making process:  Some SAG members suggested that it would be difficult to avoid a “Yes/No” discussion at the conference since the TMB was planning to decide on next steps immediately after the conference, and suggested that the conference would be better placed after a decision on next steps had already been taken.  Others suggested that the timing of the conference so close to the TMB’s decision on next steps would ensure that the TMB had access to a full range of opinions, and was therefore appropriate.  It was agreed, however, that the TMB should publicly clarify prior to the conference the full range of decisions that it would consider at its June 2004 meeting.
Outputs of conference: There was discussion, but no agreement, on the need for a formal conference output, and on whether the Working Report should be revised based on the inputs from the conference.  
TMB Meeting – 27-28 January 2004

Text of the Resolution on SR
The TMB met from 27-28 January 2004 and passed the following Resolution on the SR initiative and the ISO International Conference on SR:

Technical Management Board Resolution 2/2004 – Social responsibility (SR)

The Technical Management Board,

Thanks SIS (Sweden) for its offer to host the SR conference in Stockholm,

further thanks the Advisory Group (AG) on SR for its report and recommendations resulting from its meeting in Munich in January 2004,

Notes the proposed contents of the AG Report,

Accepts the AG proposals that:

· the SR conference be held on 21 and 22 June 2004,

· a publicly accessible website be established to allow exchanges of information concerning the proposed conference and in particular to allow all interested parties including those who will not be able to participate in the conference to submit comments,

· the AG report be posted on that website at least one month before the conference,

· the results of the conference will be made available on that above website,

Agrees:

· to establish a small planning committee comprising interested TMB members, the AG chairman and secretary, and representatives of the host organization (SIS), to draw up the detailed conference programme,

· that participation in the conference should be open to member body delegations (member bodies are encouraged to establish their delegations to ensure balanced representation of all stakeholder categories with the maximum number of delegates being eight per member body and that the possibility of funding be investigated to ensure good representation from developing countries), as well as representatives of concerned international organizations,

· that two half-day post conference meetings be scheduled, one of the AG in which some TMB members will participate in order for the AG members to exchange views on the results of the conference, the second being of the TMB with the chairman of the AG similarly to exchange views on the conference results,

· that the TMB will take its decision on further actions at its meeting immediately after the conference,

· the TMB will establish and make publicly available, prior to the conference, the nature of its decision-making process with respect to the ISO work plan on social responsibility,

Invites the AG to the extent possible to prepare draft responses to the open questions identified for inclusion in Part 2 of the report including explicit recommendations wherever possible.
IISD Commentary:

Insights into the TMB’s June 2004 Decision

The TMB will decide in June 2004 – two days after the International Conference – whether to end ISO’s work on SR or whether to proceed.  It has indicated that the work of the SAG and the International Conference are both primarily intended to inform this decision. As a result, the value of the SAG’s work, and the effectiveness of participants’ involvement in the International Conference, depends to a great extent on knowing the range of possible next steps that the TMB might be considering.  

Through a review of the ISO-IEC Directives, Part 1, and in discussions with TMB and SAG members, IISD has compiled a list of what we believe to be the full range of possible decisions that the TMB could make.  The following section includes this list and comments on the likelihood of each possible decision: 
Working report:

1. Publish – in full or in part – as a formal ISO deliverable; or
2. Do not publish as a formal ISO deliverable.
Given the fact that the working report will have already been made publicly available prior to the International Conference, is being written primarily to inform the TMB decision, and would require constant revision to avoid being out of date, the costs of publishing the working report as a formal ISO document may outweigh the benefits.  As a result, it is quite likely that the TMB will decide not to publish the working report as a formal ISO document.

Submission of a proposal for new work:
3. TMB drafts and submits a proposal for a new ISO deliverable on SR; or
4. Mandate the SAG to draft and submit a proposal for new ISO deliverables on SR; or
5. Invite other bodies to submit a proposal for new ISO deliverables on SR.

Any proposals for new work in ISO must be supported by a Justification Study.  The only way the TMB could decide to move directly to a proposal for new work is if it decided first that the COPOLCO Report and the SAG Working Report constituted a de facto Justification Study.  This would be met with stiff resistance from the SAG, which has made clear that its working report is a precursor to a Justification Study.  In addition, although the TMB has the authority to develop and submit proposals for new ISO deliverables, it is unlikely that the TMB would consider doing this because it does not have the requisite expertise or credibility on SR issues.  Doing so would also reverse the highly commended efforts that it has made to ensure a balanced stakeholder involvement in the discussions on SR to date.  All things considered, it is very unlikely that the TMB would decide that the next step should be a proposal for new work.  If the TMB believes that there is evidence of support for ISO deliverables on SR, it would almost certainly have to recommend a Justification Study be carried out.
Development of a formal Justification Study:
6. Authorize a Guide 72 Justification Study to assess value of an ISO Management System (MS) deliverable on SR; or
7. Authorize a generic Justification Study to assess value of a non-MS deliverable on SR.

Until there is consensus on the type of SR deliverable that is needed, there can be no decision on the type of Justification Study.  To date, most of the discussions in ISO on SR issues have focused on the potential value of Management System Standards (MSS).  But recent discussions in the SAG and elsewhere have indicated a step back from a focus on MSSs.  Informal discussions in Munich suggested the need for a new type of approach or document not yet developed by ISO.  Because a decision to authorize a Guide 72 Justification Study would cement in the MSS-focus, the TMB is unlikely to do this.  As a result, the TMB would be more likely to authorize a generic Justification Study and – if it later emerges that there is consensus on the need for a MSS approach – to convert this to a Guide 72 study, as necessary.
Appointment of body to undertake Justification Study and draft proposal for new work:
8. Invite ISO member bodies to submit Justification Studies; or

9. Mandate the SAG to manage the development of a Justification Study; or
10. Mandate another body to manage the development of a Justification Study.

Although the majority of Justification Studies and proposals for new areas of work are submitted by ISO national member bodies, it is unlikely that the TMB would open up the floodgates to submissions and proposals on SR.  The TMB is already aware that a number of ISO members have an interest in SR standardization, and would not want to risk receiving a number of competing proposals.  As unusual as it is, it is likely that the TMB would mandate a multi-stakeholder group to develop the Justification Study and to draft any resulting proposals for new work.  Given the political nature of the subject, the fact that some important international organizations have already made a commitment to the process through membership in the SAG, and the relatively successful SAG-process, it is likely that the TMB would extend the SAG’s mandate to carry out the Justification Study and to draft any subsequent proposal for new work.  It is possible that the TMB would review the membership of the SAG in light of changing circumstances and members’ participation levels.
Summary:  Even as seen from within the SAG and with a relatively good idea of the types of information that the SAG will submit to the TMB, it is still extremely difficult to predict whether the TMB will decide at its June 2004 meeting to end ISO’s activities in the area of SR, or whether the TMB will decide to move ahead.  The TMB has stated that it will base its decision on three sets of information:

(i) The SAG report and recommendations: Considering the consensus behind its February 2003 recommendation to the TMB, it is unlikely that the SAG will now conclude that ISO should not proceed with a Justification Study.  If it does amend its initial recommendation, the SAG will probably revise only its focus on management system standards.
(ii) The International Conference:  The objective of the conference is to inform the TMB’s decision without it turning into a “Yes/No” debate.  Considering that the TMB will decide on next steps 2 days after the Conference, drawing the line between “voice” and “vote” will be a serious challenge.  It is also unlikely that anyone will give unqualified support to ISO work in the area of CSR.  Support will depend on a long list of provisions and conditions.  It is unclear whether it will be possible in a conference with over 300 people to get into the level of detail needed to consider all of these conditions.

(iii) Input from ISO members:  Although a number of ISO members have begun to develop national CSR/SR standards, there are also others who can be expected to oppose most types of work in this area.  Strictly speaking, the number of national standards is probably now high enough that ISO would consider this. But IISD has no consistent information on the types of information being submitted to the TMB by national member bodies, so we are not in a position to comment on this.
While it is impossible to predict with any certainty which way the TMB’s June 2004 decision will go, it is difficult to imagine that this 3-year process, which has consistently reached qualified but positive conclusions, could now be rejected by the TMB.  Certainly, such a decision would have to be supported by a public, detailed judgment.
Participants at SAG Munich Meeting
Participants

	Mr. Daniel Gagnier 
	Alcan Inc (Chair)

	Mr. David Hecnar
	Alcan Inc  (Assistant to Chair)

	Mr. Ernesto Bächtold


	IMNC (Alternate to Mr. Leonardo J. Cárdenas, Rep. of Americas Region)

	Mr. Richard B. Johns
	Motorola (Representative of Americas Region)

	Mr. Marcos B. Egydio Martins 
	Ecofuturo Institute (Rep. of Americas Region)

	Dr. Iwao Taka
	Reitaku University (Rep. of Asia/Oceania Region)

	Mr. Ir Hussein Rahmat
	Malaysian Standards Committee for Petroleum and Gas  (Representative of Asia/Oceania Region)

	Mr. Guido H.Guertler
	Siemens AG (Representative of European Region)

	Mr. Lennart Piper
	Swedish Industry Association (Rep. of European Region)

	Mr. Frédéric Tiberghien
	ORSE (Representative of European Region)

	Dr. Kernaghan Webb
	Canadian Office of Consumer Affairs  (ISO COPOLCO Representative) 

	Mr. Villy Dyhr
	Danish Consumer Council (CI Representative)

	Ms. Ursula Wynhoven
	Global Compact (Alternate to Mr. Georg Kell) 

	Mr. Paul Hohnen
	Global Reporting Initiative

	Mr. Stefano Bertasi


	International Chamber of Commerce 

(Alternate to Mr. John Maresca)

	Mr. Dwight Justice 
	International Confederation of Free Trade Unions 

	Mr. Wolfram Heger 
	Daimler Chrysler 

(Alternate to Dr. Veit Ghiladi, IFAN Representative)

	Mr. Tom Rotherham
	International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD)

	Mr. Michael Urminskey 
	ILO (Alternate to Mr. Hans Hofmeijer) 

	Mr. Adam B. Greene  
	U.S. Council for International Business 

(Alternate to Mr. Brent Wilton, IOE Representative.)

	Mr. Gordon Shepherd
	WWF International

	Mr. Matt Haddon
	Environmental Resources Management ltd

	Ms. Emily Farnworth
	Environmental Resources Management ltd

	Mr. Takashi Hamasaka
	ISO/CS (SAG Secretary)

	Dr. Ulrich Spindler
	Observer: DIN (German ISO member body)


Apologies from

	Ms. Gaesi Mophuting
	Ministry Of Health (Representative of African Region)

	Dr. Abdelmalek Chafai Elalaoui
	Service de Normalisation Industrielle Marocaine, Morocco (Representative of African Region)

	Mr. John Martin
	Australian Competition and Consumer Commission
 (Representative of Asia/Oceania Region)

	Mr. Lawford Dupres 
	Trinidad and Tobago Bureau of Standards

 (ISO DEVCO Representative)

	Mr. Arvind Ganesan
	Human Rights Watch

	Mr. Michael A. Smith
	ISO/CS, Secretary of the TMB


� This Update Briefing has been produced through a collaborative initiative of � HYPERLINK "http://www.iisd.org/" ��IISD�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.iied.org/" ��IIED�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.aiccafrica.com/" ��AICC�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.rides.cl/about_rides.html" ��RIDES�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.devalt.org/" ��DA� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.iucn.org/" ��IUCN��, who are working together to build understanding of the implications of potential ISO engagement in the CSR agenda.  The initiative is funded by the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (� HYPERLINK "http://www.seco-admin.ch/e_index.html" ��SECO�).  This newsletter’s lead contributor is Tom Rotherham, IISD, who is a member of the ISO Strategic Advisory Group on SR.  Visit our project website at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.iisd.org/standards/csr.asp" ��http://www.iisd.org/standards/csr.asp�.   
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