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The views and opinions expressed in this report do not necessarily reflect the official policy or position of the
Marine Stewardship Council. This is a working paper, it represents work in progress and is part of ongoing
policy development. The language used in draft scoring requirements is intended to be illustrative only, and
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(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0)
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1 PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This report presents a summary of the impact assessment undertaken for alternative policy options
developed for the monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) best practice work package of the
Principle 3 review. This is part of the Fisheries Standard Review project Ensuring effective fisheries
management systems are in _place. A brief introduction to the work package is provided in the
background section below.

This report provides a brief description of the options under consideration and a summary of the
likely impacts for each of the different options. A preferred option was then identified and taken
forward for further impact testing, which subsequently contributed to a new version of the Fisheries
Standard.

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 Impact Assessment Framework

The aim of impact assessment is to provide clear information on the impacts of the options developed
to sort out the policy issues identified in the project inception. It serves as a basis for comparing
options against one another and against the business-as-usual scenario, and identify a preferred
option if possible. It does not replace decision-making but is used as a tool to support the decision-
making process and underpin evidenced based decision-making; increasing transparency, making
trade-offs visible and reducing bias.

Impact assessment should help to:

Specify how proposed options will tackle the identified issues and meet objectives.
Identify direct and indirect impacts, and how they occur.

Assess impacts in both qualitative and quantitative terms.

Help find perverse or unintended consequences before they occur.

Where possible, make risks and uncertainties known.

This is achieved by following MSC’s Impact Assessment Framework that outlines when and how to
undertake Impact Assessment. This ensures an efficient, systematic and consistent approach to
policy development to underpin a responsive, robust and credible program. In particular, the Impact
Assessment Framework defines the different types of impact (see below) and a suite of
methodologies best suited to assessing each type.

The impact types used in the Impact Assessment are defined as follows:

1. Effectiveness: The extent to which the change is deemed likely to be successful in
producing the desired results and resolving the issue(s) originally identified.

2. Acceptability: The extent that the change is considered tolerable or allowable, such that
the MSC program is perceived as credible and legitimate by stakeholders.

3. Feasibility: The practicality of a proposed change and the extent to which a change is
likely to be successfully implemented by fisheries within a given setting and time period.

4. Accessibility & Retention: The extent to which the change affects the ability of fisheries
(both currently certified and those potentially entering assessment in the future) to achieve
and maintain certification (i.e. changes in scores, conditions and pass rates).

5. Simplification: The extent to which the change simplifies and does not further complicate
the Standard such that it can be easily and consistently understood and applied.
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6. Auditability: The extent to which the change can objectively be assessed by Conformity
Assessment Bodies (CABs) and Accreditation Services International (ASI) to determine
whether the specified requirements are fulfilled, and CABs can provide scores.

The Impact Assessment report presents the results of this process, whereby each of the options for
proposed changes to the Fisheries Standard are tested to understand their potential effects across
the six defined impact types.

2.2 Problem Statement

Best practice in MCS is not precisely defined in the requirements of Principle 3 (MSC Fisheries
Standard v2.01). This has resulted in assessors being able to pick and choose between various
indicators of enforcement and compliance. There is also confusion over how and where compliance
should be scored, which has led to this issue being scored haphazardly across assessments. These
issues have led to inconsistent scoring outcomes and missed opportunities for the MSC Program to
drive improvement through conditions.

MCS is a vital function of effective fishery management yet gets little space devoted to it in the
Standard. It is covered by two scoring issues (Sls): one focused generally on the MCS mechanisms
or system in place; the other on the use of sanctions. These Sls allow assessors free range in what
parts of a system they assess and what indicators they use. This means that the key features and
dynamics of MCS that are important in defining best practice are not considered equally in every
assessment.

In addition, the compliance requirements are have been applied inconsistently in assessments.
Some assessment teams have focused on the extent to which fishers comply, while others have
considered the level of confidence that fishers comply. A number of compliance related Sls also
exist outside of Principle 3 — endangered, threatened or protected (ETP) species limits, protection
of vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) and shark finning requirements — which potentially
creates an inefficiency and an opportunity for incoherent scoring between these Sls and the
compliance Sls in Principle 3.

2.3 Research and Consultancy

The following work has been undertaken as part of the FSR MCS project to support the development
of options.

Time Activity

Jan 2019 Consultancy report — a review of how compliance is scored in fishery
assessments.

Mar 2019 Consultancy report — a review of MCS best practice.

Aug 2020 Impact pre-assessment of possible options.

Sept-Oct 2020 Consultancy report - revised requirement options and impact assessment for MCS
and compliance.



Mar - Advisory role on MCS requirements and guidance (Consultant)
May 2021

Major findings:

e Compliance is scored haphazardly across Pl 3.2.3 and is frequently discussed and
documented elsewhere than under the compliance scoring issue.

e The language of the MCS implementation and sanctions scoring issues leads to confounding
of the ability of the MSC system, the effectiveness of sanctions and the compliance of
fishers.

o Assessments team are commonly, and incorrectly, assessing the extent to which fishers
comply.

o Compliance rate may not be most appropriate measure of MCS ability; the system may have
non-compliance, but how it identifies this, adapts to it and informs and supports of other parts
of the management system to implement a counterbalance is key.

e There is a conspicuous lack of quantitative data used to justify scoring fisheries. In around
half of the assessments analysed, personal communication was the only source for scoring
compliance.

e The absence of reference to peer reviewed literature about compliance is problematic.

e Information quality/quantity needs to be proportional to likelihood and consequence of
impact, with higher risk needing better practices.

e MSC UoCs should demonstrate they are compliant with national/international laws and MSC
value judgement; this is about transparency but may be difficult in practice.

o Consideration of systematic* non-compliance is important as it is an indicator of an effective
compliance strategy; *systematic needs clear definition

2.4 Objectives

Following the problem statement and associated research it was confirmed that the two objectives
were:

o Best practice is considered clearly and systematically in the scoring of enforcement systems
e Compliance requirements are clear in their intent and proper application
The intended effect in terms of the Theory of Change is to optimise the structure of the MSC Fisheries
Standard so that it more explicitly recognises, and therefore drives, best practice in MCS. In terms

of implementation of the Standard, the intention is to ensure the scoring requirements are applied
correctly in line with MSC'’s intent.



https://www.msc.org/what-we-are-doing/our-approach
https://www.msc.org/standards-and-certification/fisheries-standard
https://www.msc.org/standards-and-certification/fisheries-standard

3 OPTIONS

In this section the business as usual option (BaU, option 0) as well as two alternatives (options 1
and 2) are described, including requirements or guidance language where relevant.

3.1 Option 0 — business as usual

Option 0 is the BaU scenario. A fishery’s MCS system, and its compliance with management rules,
are assessed together under a single PIl. Four Sls examine, in turn: the design and effectiveness of
the MCS system; the use of sanctions; the availability of information on compliance; and the
existence of systematic non-compliance. Regarding the MCS components, these requirements are
vague and allow auditors to pick and choose what indicators they consider in their assessment.
The intent of the compliance Sl is to examine the quality of information used to determine
compliance, but is interpreted by many assessors as a question of whether fishers are compliant or
not. In fact, this is closer to the intent of the systematic compliance Sl, although this has not been
clearly defined and causes confusion.

3.2 Option 1 — expand the existing performance indicator

Option 1 would retain the existing structure of performance indicator (Pl) 3.2.3, but add a new Sl and
rewrite some of the scoring guideposts (SGs). These revisions would make it clear what features of
MCS should be considered when scoring at the SG80 and SG100 levels. More generally, they would
also help to provide a clearer separation between the scoring of operational aspects of MCS, the
use of sanctions and fishers’ compliance. Furthermore, the assessment of compliance would be split
into two Sls: one focused on information, and the other on outcome. These Sls would address the
information base and extent of compliance, respectively. The systematic non-compliance S| would
remain unchanged, but new guidance would be added to clarify its definition and how it should be
scored.

3.3 Option 2 — create two performance indicators

Option 2 would create two separate Pls to assess the MCS system and compliance, respectively.
This new structure would retain some of the existing Sls, and also include new ones to allow more
detailed consideration of the design and interrelationships of MCS systems. Revisions would include
all of those listed for Option 1, except that key features of MCS would be split out and considered in
separate Sls. For instance, this would include separate Sls on inspection activities, sanctions, data
reporting and management review. Furthermore, this option would require that compliance-related
Sls currently situated in Principe 2 be assessed under Principle 3. This would include requirements
on the prevention of shark finning, limits for ETP species and avoidance of VMEs.

4  IMPACT ASSESSMENT LEVEL 0 (IAD)

The 3 options underwent IAO against the 6 impact types: effectiveness, acceptability, feasibility,
accessibility and retention, simplification and auditability. The results are presented in Table A1 in
Annex 1; and are based on expert judgement of the project lead, and information provided by



outreach leads, senior colleagues and stakeholders. A report detailing IAO has previously been
published, however a summary of the impacts of each option is provided below.

4.1 Impacts of Option 0

Option 0 has two main issues. The current Pl sets only general requirements for the MCS measures
or systems, which do not prompt assessors to consider MCS systems in a consistent or systematic
way. This has resulted in inconsistency in how fisheries are scored. Moreover, best practice is not
clearly reflected in scoring, resulting in missed opportunities for improvements driven by the setting
of conditions. Furthermore, compliance SlIs are frequently scored incorrectly due to
misunderstanding of their intent, and compliance is also confounded in scoring of other Sls of PI
3.2.3. While the BaU option is structurally simple and is not associated with feasibility or accessibility
issues, consulted stakeholders generally agreed that change is needed to better drive improvement
in fisheries.

4.2 Impacts of Option 1

Option 1 achieves the objectives by clarifying more explicitly how assessors should take account of
best practice when scoring a fishery. It also resolves how to assess the compliance requirements
correctly. This option retains the existing Pl structure except of adding a new scoring issue for
compliance information. This change means that information on compliance, and the extent to which
fishers are compliant, would be disentangled and assessed separately. Option 1 appears to address
the issues effectively without adding complexity or creating auditability challenges.

A question remains regarding the burden it might place on enforcement agencies involved in the
assessment process, although a preliminary review suggests this may not be significantly different
to BaU. The main challenge will remain the openness of authorities in providing confidential
information, rather than the administrative burden of doing so. Nevertheless, any increase in burden
on management agencies, or willingness to cooperate in the assessment process, may create a
challenge to assessment, in particular in gathering information and in supporting conditions. This
may affect small scale fisheries in particular, as they are often less of a priority for management
agencies, or fisheries in the Global South that do not have a strong centralised management
systems.

There is no significant change to the complexity of the requirements. Clarification of compliance Sls
may in fact simplify the requirements by avoiding confusion, despite the addition of a new SI. While
scoring language has not yet been finalised for this option, it is not anticipated that the proposed
revisions would create any substantial auditability issues.

4.3 Impacts of Option 2

Option 2 achieves the objectives in a similar way to Option 1, but involves more substantial change
to the PI structure. Two Pls are created: one focuses on the MCS system, with key components of
MCS split out as separate scoring issues; the other focuses on compliance and would include all
compliance-related scoring issues from other principles (ETP, habitats and shark finning). This has
the advantage of bringing all compliance-related issues into one Pl and reduces the possibility of
overlap and confounding between MCS- and compliance-related Sls.



As with the previous option, the greatest risk is on any increase on burden to authorities and how
this might affect willingness to participate in assessments. This risk is more severe under this
option given larger number of Sls that would need to be scored. Related to this, the increased
scrutiny of this topic and possibility for fisheries to receive additional conditions may impact some
fisheries ability to enter or remain in the program. The cost of assessment or audit is not expected
to increase substantially, although an exception may be fisheries where increased document
translation is needed.

Option 2 is structurally complex, which may have consequences for score weighting and
assessment cost. Moreover, the increased detail of requirements may reduce accessibility and
retention and there is a risk of some requirements being ‘nice to have’ rather than essential.

5 PREFERRED OPTION

Following the results of the IAO, Option 1 was decided upon to be the preferred option, hence this
option was taken forward for further development. A preliminary version of Option 1 is presented
below.

Note that the language of these draft scoring requirements is intended to be illustrative only. It has been
drafted to help visualise the proposed changes, and will undergo considerable refinement in response to
impact assessments.



Table 1: Draft scoring guideposts for Option 1. The major changes from currents requirements are shown in bold.

S

a—MCS
implementation

b — Sanctions

¢ — Compliance
(information)

d — Compliance
(outcome)

e — Systematic
non-compliance

SG 60

Monitoring, control and
surveillance
mechanisms exist in the
fishery.

Sanctions to deal with
non-compliance exist,
and there is some
evidence that they are
applied.

Qualitative information
exists about
compliance in the
fishery.

Most important
regulations are largely
complied with.

There is no evidence of
systematic non-
compliance.

SG 80

A monitoring, control
and surveillance system
is in place for the fishery,
including reporting
requirements and
physical monitoring. The
different elements of the
system work together to
ensure compliance with
regulations.

Sanctions to deal with
non-compliance exist, at
a level of strictness
considered sufficient to
provide effective
deterrence. There is
clear evidence that they
are applied.

Some quantitative
information exists about
compliance in the
fishery.

All important regulations
are largely complied
with.

SG 100

A comprehensive, risk-based
monitoring, control and
surveillance system is in place
for the fishery, including
reporting requirements as
well as physical inspections
on shore and at sea. The
different elements of the
system are well integrated
and work together to ensure
compliance with regulations.

Graduated sanctions to deal
with different types of non-
compliance exist, at levels of
strictness considered
sufficient to provide effective
deterrence. There is clear
evidence that they are
consistently applied.

Comprehensive quantitative
data exist about compliance
in the fishery.

All important and other
regulations are consistently
complied with.

6 IMPACT ASSESSMENT LEVELS 1 AND 2 (IA1 AND 1A2)

The preferred option was used to draft appropriate text (Pls, SGs, requirements, and guidance) for
the new draft version of the Fisheries Standard. The drafted text then underwent more detailed
impact assessments. This involved pilot testing the new draft version of the Fisheries Standard, an
ASI auditability review, as well as further consultation with expert groups and stakeholders. A
summary of each impact assessment is described below.

6.1 Pilot testing

Pilot testing against 6 existing certified fisheries (covering 14 UoAs in total) was carried out by
CABs and assessors in July 2021. They were provided with newly drafted Sls, SGs and Guidance

for P1 3.2.3,
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and requested to score the existing fisheries using the same available information, to enable a
direct comparison.

The assessors generally agreed that the changes were feasible and auditable. Their feedback
focussed on issues concerning:
e Terminology.
o Distinction between scoring guidepost descriptors (e.g. SG60 not always sufficiently
different from SG80).
e ‘Systematic non-compliance’ being moved from SG80 to SG60.
e ‘Systematic non-compliance’ guidance.

The above issues were addressed, and the refinements underwent further pilot testing in
September 2021. On this occasion, pilot testing against 5 existing certified fisheries (covering 10
UoAs in total) was carried out by CABs and assessors. The same approach to scoring was
applied.

The majority of feedback was from one CAB and it focused on:

e Improving clarity in SG text and Guidance.

e Concerns over removing the reference to ‘enforcement and effective deterrence’ from SG
Text.
What constitute ‘important’ regulations?
‘Systematic non-compliance' SI at SG60 (Sl(e))
Potential inconsistency between Si(d) and Sl(e) at SG60 — the 2 outcome-related Sls
Potential for adding a time period to ‘systematic non-compliance', e.g. within last 2 years.

The general theme of concern throughout both sets of pilot testing was the moving of ‘systematic
non-compliance’ from SG80 to SG60, and its impact on the accessibility and retention of fisheries
in the MSC programme.

6.2 ASI auditability review

ASI undertook an auditability review of a draft version of the Standard in Sept 2021. General
comments associated with auditability, clarification and consistency within the SG text and
associated guidance were received, and these were relatively easy to resolve. One pertinent
comment was to combine Sl(d) and Sl(e), which was considered to simplify the standard (by
combining the 2 outcome-related Sls, thus reducing the overall number Sls), and improving
effectiveness and auditability.

There were also several comments associated with use of the term ‘fishery’ vs ‘UoA’; this however
was a general theme throughout the review of the draft Standard.

6.3 Consultation with expert groups and stakeholders

Once the preferred options had been decided upon, consultation and engagement with a variety of
expert groups and stakeholders continued in order to further inform the impact assessments, and
hence develop the Habitat Pls and associated guidance. The groups included MSC colleagues,
STAC P3 Working Group, and fisheries stakeholders.
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There was concern by the STAC P3 Working Group that the proposed revisions were accepting
that fisheries did not need to be 100% compliant in order to achieve MSC accreditation. This
concern was associated with the ‘social licence to operate’ concept, which in turn impacts the
acceptability of the Fisheries Standard.

6.4 Further refinement

Based on feedback and comments received during IA1 and IA2, the following significant changes
were made:

¢ Sl(e) on ‘systematic non-compliance’ was combined with SI(d) on ‘Compliance (outcome)’.
This change had the following positive consequences:
o It simplified the Standard by reducing the number of Compliance outcome Sls from
2to1.
o ltremoved the inconsistency between Sl(d) and Sl(e) at SG60, which improved
auditability and effectiveness of the Standard.
o Distinctions between SG text (at SG60, 80 and 100) were able to be made, which
improved auditability, feasibility, and effectiveness.
o It helped to address concerns over acceptable levels of non-compliance in MSC-
certified fisheries, which improved acceptability.
e The term ‘important regulations’ was removed and replaced with a definition related to
‘regulations specifically governing sustainable fishing practices at sea’.
o This improved acceptability, feasibility, and auditability.
e Guidance on ‘effective deterrence’ was added.
o This improved acceptability and auditability.

7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The relatively simple changes proposed under the preferred option (option 1) address the issues
effectively without adding complexity or creating auditability challenges. The most significant change
was to add a new information-focused Sl, which means information on compliance, and the extent
to which fishers are compliant, are assessed separately. This solves a major source of scoring
inconsistency that currently exists without requiring significant extra work from assessment teams.
The two Sls associated with compliance outcome were also combined in order to simplify the
standard.

Impact assessment levels 1 and 2 on the preferred option revealed that the major challenge was to
identify the extent of compliance amongst fishers, which would be acceptable to meet SG60, 80 or
100, whilst maintaining the MSC'’s vision and mission.

The proposed changes are continuing to undergo refinement, based on ongoing feedback and
impact assessment.
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APPENDIX 1: IMPACT ASSESSMENT TABLE

The impact assessment presented in the table below was based on expert judgement of the project
and outreach leads, feedback provided by outreach co-readers, responses to a public consultation
survey and the findings of a consultant. The consultant also undertook a qualitative analysis of the
consultation responses, the results of which are reflected in the overall impact assessment.

Table A1: Impact assessment reporting table.

/s the change a. The current PI

effective at meeting sets only very

the MSC’s intent? general
requirements for
the MCS

measures or
systems; these do
not prompt
assessors to
consider best
practice features
or dynamics of
MCS, resulting in
inconsistency in
how MCS is
assessed and
how best practice
is reflected in
scoring

b. Compliance
scoring issues are
frequently scored
incorrectly due to
misunderstanding
of intent;
complianceis
also confounded
in scoring of other
Sls of PI 3.2.3

Revised SI will
ensure best
practice
elements are
considered
explicitly at
SG80 and SG100
Compliance will
be split across
three Sls,
ensuring a clear
distinction
between the
adequacy of
information
available to
detect rule
breaking, and
the extent to
which
regulations are
complied with,
and whether
there is
systematic non-
compliance
Revised scoring
guideposts will
clarify intent
regarding
compliance,
including for
systematic non-
compliance
Compliance-
related Sls will
not be
incorporated into

MCS and
compliance are
scored under two
distinct Pls,
reducing the
omission or
confounding of
issues

. The essential

elements of MCS
will be
considered in
separate scoring
issues, allowing
best practice in
these elements
to assessed
separately and
more clearly
Compliance will
be split across
four Sls,
ensuring a clear
distinction
between the
adequacy of
information
available to
detect rule
breaking, the
extent to which
regulations are
complied with
(including
compliance-
related Sls
moved from
P1/P2),



Description Option 0 Option 1
P3, although compliance with
their intent MSC requirement
remains clear (e.g. shark
finning) and
whether there is
systematic non-
compliance
The option seems 1 =Completely 4 =Agree 4 =Agree
effective at resolving = disagree
the issue(s)
consistently and
reliably.
- Isthe change a. Generalsupport @ Mixedsupport — a. Sameas
= acceptable to amongst survey for this option option 1
ﬁ stakeholders? respondents for from the survey
§ change consultatlo‘n,
< although slightly
more positive
than negative
b. Compared
similarly to the
alternative
option
c. Many survey
respondents
were keen to see
significant
revision of the
systematic
compliance Sl as
part of the
proposed
changes
The option seems 2 =Disagree 4 =Agree 4 =Agree
acceptable to
stakeholders
= /s the change a. The status quo a. Thisisa a. This adds
= feasible to fishery doesn’t have any relatively simple complexity to the
" partners? feasibility issues change to requirements
& existing that may impact
requirements feasibility
and shouldn’t b. Similarto option
face major 1 point c, but
feasibility issues with even more
scrutiny and

14



Description

Option 0

Option 1

Scrutiny over this
topic will be
increased and
CAB will seek
more information
from the client
and/or raise
additional
conditions

The intent is not
changed, so the
bar should not
change for new
or existing
certificate
holders;
however, more
extensive
assessment of
MCS systems
may increase
burden on
management
agencies in the
assessment
process,
although
probably not to
an
unmanageable
extent

Survey
respondents
generally agreed
this option
would be
possible to
implement

opportunity for
additional
conditions to be
raised

c. Similarto option
1 point ¢, but
greater concern
about
administrative
burden under
this option

d. Several survey
respondents had
concerns on the
incorporation of
P1/P2
compliance-
related Sls into
P3

The option seems
technically feasible
for fishery partners

5 = Completely agree

4 =Agree

4 =Agree

The option seems
affordable for fishery
partners

5= Completely agree

4 =Agree

4 =Agree
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Accessibility and retention

Description Option 0 Option 1 m
The option seems 5= Completely agree = 4 = Agree 3 = Neither agree nor
possible given the disagree
management

contexts of fishery

partners

The option seems 5= Completely agree 4 = Agree 4 =Agree

doable within 5
years for fishery
partners

Does the change
affect the
accessibility and

retention of fisheries
in the MSC program?

The status quo
doesn’t current
create a barrier to
accessibility or
retention

The intent is not
altered and so
the bar does not
change
Increased
scrutiny of this
topic and/or
possibility for
fisheries to
receive
additional
conditions may
impact some
fisheries ability
to enter or
remain in the
program

With more
extensive
assessment of
MCS, a concern
is that fisheries
and/or
management
agencies will be
reluctant to
participate if
MCS failures will
be publicised

. Anyincreasein

burden on
management
agencies, or
willingness to
cooperate, in the
assessment

a. Same comments
as Option 1 inall
respects — likely
even more acute
impacts in
Option 2 given
the additional
complexity of the
proposed
requirements

b. Same as option
1 point b, but
impact likely to
be more severe

c. Greatest concern
ison burden to
authorities and
how this might
affect
willingness to
participate in
assessments
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Description

Option 0

Option 1

process may
create a
challenge to
assessment, in
particularin
gathering
information and
in supporting
conditions; this
may affect small
scale fisheries in
particular as they
are often less of
a priority for
management
agencies, or
global south
fisheries that
don’t have a
strong
centralised
management
system

e. Costof
assessment or
audit is not
expected to
increase
substantially,
although an
exception may
be fisheries
where increased
document
translation is
needed

The option seems
accessible to
fisheries seeking
certification in the
future

4 =Agree

3 = Neither agree nor
disagree

3 = Neither agree nor
disagree

The option seems
accessible to
currently certified
fisheries

4 =Agree

3 = Neither agree nor
disagree

3 = Neither agree nor
disagree
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Simplification

Auditability

Description Option 0 Option 1 m
Does the change a. Existing a. Nomajorchange a. AnewPladds
simplify the requirements in complexity complexity, with
Standard? aren’t complex b. Clarification of additional Sls to
compliance Sls assess
may simplify the b. The proposal has
requirements by the advantage of
avoiding bringing all
confusion, compliance-
despite the related issues
addition of a new into one PI, and
Sl reduces the
possibility of
overlap and
confounding
between MCS-
and compliance-
related Sls
c. ltwillbe
necessary to
considering how
this options
affects the
scoring of P3
overall
The option seems to 4 = Agree 4 =Agree 2 = Disagree
simplify the
Standard
Is the change a. Thereareno a. Scoringlanguage a. Scoringlanguage
auditable by CABs? outstanding has not yet been has not yet been
auditing issues developed for developed for
this option; this option;
however, It is not however, it is not
anticipated that anticipated that
the proposed the proposed
revisions would revisions would
create create
auditability auditability
issues issues — that
said, care would
be needed in
incorporating the
compliance-
related Sls from
P1/P2 to ensure
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Description Option 0 Option 1 m

they remain

auditable
The option seems to 4 = Agree 5= Completely 4 = Agree
auditable by CABs agree
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