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PART 1   Introduction 

  

1.1. General Introduction 

 

Fairtrade International’s Standards Unit would like to thank all stakeholders for the time and effort they have 

put into participating in the consultation on the Fairtrade Trade Standard (Core Section). The consultation 

concluded on the 25th of September with a total of 465 participating stakeholders who gave Fairtrade 

International’s Standards Unit their views and perspectives. Thanks to these replies, Standards Unit has 

gained a good understanding of critical issues and concerns including potential solutions. Together with the 

results of the research carried out by Standards Unit, this information provides the basis for our 

recommendation to the Standards Committee. The Standards Committee’s decision on the final standards 

will be taken in full knowledge of stakeholders’ comments. 

  

This document aims to present the outcome of the consultation and the subsequent recommendations from 

the Standard Unit to the Standards Committee in the most transparent way possible without disclosing 

confidential stakeholder information. 

  

Should you have any queries or remarks concerning this report, please contact the Project Manager 

Ruth Fernandez Audera at: standards@fairtrade.net.  

  

1.2. Executive Summary[  

 

The background of the Fairtrade Trade Standard Review:  

● The Trade Standard was first introduced in February 2009. Since then, it has undergone a few 

amendments related to the Traceability, the use of the Fairtrade mark, and the format change in line 

with the New Standards Framework project. 

● This review is the first full-scale Revision of the Standard after 4 years of application. 

● It started with a pre-consultation process, in order to define the strategic approach for the review.  

● This led to the concept of a Core and an Advanced section. The Core section defines basic 

requirements compulsory for all stakeholders, and the advanced section would be facultative, and 

would serve to certify those who go beyond the minimum in terms of ethical trade practices. 

● This synopsis paper contains only the feedback on the Core Section. 

 

 

The objectives of the Fairtrade Trade Standard Review are to: 

1. Solve technical problems that have been identified during the monitoring period; 

2. Ensure that the Standard is clearer and easier to understand; 

3. Increase communication, collaboration and trust between operators and producers to enable 

producers to better plan their production and to better estimate their volumes of Fairtrade sales; 

4. Encourage operators to go beyond a minimum compliance to create even fairer trading conditions, 

to deliver enhanced development assistance to producers, and to further improve operators’ own 

business practices; and 
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5. Create fairer competition among all types of Fairtrade operators. 

 

The project scope of the Fairtrade Trade Standard Review:  

● The project covers all regions and all products. 

● The Trade Standard review applies mainly to the Fairtrade price and Premium Payer (in general the 

first or second buyer) and the Conveyor, but some proposed new requirements are also targeted at 

other actors in the supply chain.  

● The review mainly focuses on chapters which focus on benefits to producers, i.e.: ‘contracts’, 

‘sourcing plans (sustaining trade)’, ‘pre-finance’, ‘pricing’ and ‘payment terms’  

● Minor amendments are proposed to the chapters related to the integrity of the label, i.e.: 

‘certification’, ‘use of the Fairtrade Trademark’, ‘traceability’ and ‘product composition’.  

 

The consultation process of the Fairtrade Trade Standard Review: 

 

March – July 2012 Research 

September 2012 – 

June 2013 

On-going guidance from the SC – members of the SC have 

been providing feedback throughout the project’s progress. 

September 2012 Meeting of the critical group of stakeholders – participants 

included operators based in the Global North, National Fairtrade 

Organizations (NFOs), FLO-CERT and the SU – they provided the 

basis for the new Trade Standard framework, as well as feedback 

as the proposal developed.  

November 2012 – 

January 2013 

Producer workshops – one held in each region (Ethiopia, India 

and El Salvador) to develop and refine proposals, based on 

producer feedback. 

November 2012 – 

March 2013 

Strategy setter group – senior management of the Fairtrade 

system, including several board members and producer network 

representatives convened to provide feedback and to ultimately 

endorse the new framework for the Trade Standard. 

July 10th – August 

21st 2013 

Public consultation questionnaire on the Core section, and 

regional workshops with producers. 

July 10th –  October 

5th 2013 

Public consultation questionnaire for the Advanced section 

only.  Rationale:  In-depth engagement with commercial partners 

regarding the Advanced section. 
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Sep- Oct 2013 –  Analysis of consultation results  

November 2013 Standards Committee. guidance 

Q4 2013-Q1 2014 Second round of consultation with representative group of 

stakeholders 

Q2 2014 Presentation to SC for approval of Core and Advanced sections 

Q3 2014  Preparation of implementation including training 

Q4 2014 (tbc) Implementation 

 

Participants: 

 

Of around 3,000 stakeholders who received the public consultation document on the review of the Trade 

Standard, approximately 465 (15.5%) responded. Responses came from producers, traders, retailers, 

NGOs, national Fairtrade organizations, Fairtrade International and FLO-CERT. In addition, several 

workshops were conducted with producers, traders, and FLO-CERT. 

 

Findings: 

 

The participation rate was high and large sets if qualitative and quantitative data were gathered and 

analysed. From a quantitative perspective most of the proposals received important support, as most of 

them were agreed by more than 60% of all stakeholder groups. In qualitative terms however, the picture is 

less clear as many proposals have also received very challenging and well reasoned comments showing 

practical difficulties that would arise in trying to meet the proposed requirements. This also mirrors a more 

sceptical reception to the proposals received in workshops with stakeholders. Additional new topics that 

were not included in the consultation have also arisen.  

The summarised results of the different questions in the consultation are as follows: 

The proposal to include the identification of producers in all sales documents throughout the chain, 
gained support from the majority of the respondents (81%) where operators consider that this was a 
valuable approach to strengthening traceability and for producers to gain visibility.  

On the proposals for further supply chain stability: 

- 70% of the respondents are in favour of maintaining the sourcing plan, while 12% are in favour of 
eliminating it. The sourcing plan was generally considered as a valuable tool to guarantee supply chain 
stability for the producers. Those who preferred its elimination considered that it is either imprecise as 
the buyer does not have all the information, or ineffective as it is not binding.   
- 70% agreed to the addition of requirements for buyers to provide market information to producers. 
30% was either unsure or against it with the main reason stated as the need to clarify the type and 
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frequency of information the standard will request or reluctance towards sharing sensitive business 
information.    
-  the proposal to include a new requirement with actions that will strengthen trading relationships 
built on trust was broadly accepted, in particular regarding non-termination of trade relationships 
without a respective notice or reason, which was regarded as very important. However, there was also 
concern about the way the requirements were defined and how auditable could they be.  
- the proposal to introduce a supply plan from producer to buyer in addition to the sourcing plan from 
buyer to producers was perceived as a good, trust-building business practice helping to build longer 
term trade relationships. However, there were also several concerns about the difficulty and the burden 
on small producers to provide such a plan. 
 

The introduction of a requirement to honour contracts also in producer standards equal to that  in 
trade standards was strongly supported by 83% of respondents. 
 
The feedback on the proposed amendments to pre-finance requirements showed that a majority of 
respondents were supportive of them (52% agreed with them, 11% disagreed, and 37% were unsure) with 
different degrees of acceptance depending on stakeholder group. Most producers and internal stakeholder 
were in favour of keeping this requirement due to its importance to buy products from members or to have 
access to credit, but there were questions on how to ensure that producers are not co-opted into declining 
pre-finance. Several buyers also suggested making the requirement optional, being concerned about the 
risks involved. There were also comments from all groups flagging that clearer guidance in the standard is 
needed. 
 
Regarding improvements to pricing requirements: 

- on introducing clarification to further ensure that the market price, when higher than the Fairtrade 
Minimum Price, is paid and that this can be audited, the proposed requirements received overall support 
among respondents (65% in favour, 15% against), Those stakeholders who disagree are split between 
those that want that the standards to be more prescriptive in terms of market prices, and those that prefer 
that the standard to acknowledge price negotiation.  
- on introducing a new requirement to show the Premium value separately from the price on invoices 
along the whole supply chain, there was overall support (64%) but also strong arguments challenging 
the proposal: it might not add value when the Premium value is well known (untransformed products) and 
technical difficulties and an administrative burden could arise when calculating it in transformed and 
especially composite products where it would be more valuable.   
- on introducing a requirement that conveyors must include a breakdown of the costs being 
deducted from the Fairtrade Minimum Price or from the market price, the majority of respondents agreed 
to the proposed requirements (67% agreed, 7% disagreed, the rest were unsure).  

 

Regarding revision of payment terms where needed: 

- on payment terms for payers,  the majority of stakeholders responded that they do not have a problem 
with the current payment terms of their product category (77%). Even though some requested that 
payment terms be more in line with industry norm, the feedback received was not sufficient, nor 
conclusive enough to reach clear recommendations per product category.  

- on payment terms for conveyers, to harmonise the timeline to transfer the premium from conveyer to 
product to 15 days after being received, the overall feedback is very positive (67% in favour, 11% 
against). The topic however was complex and only applicable to conveyors and some of the answers 
show that the respondents did not fully understand the requirement or to whom it applies. 
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The new proposals to add a requirement to prevent unfair competition, and to create scope for 
exceptions to the standard when further impact creation is proven, were very much accepted on 
quantitative terms (circa 80% of respondents agreed) but at the same time the qualitative comments that 
were received are mainly sceptical about the possibility of a successful implementation.   
 
Other topics were also raised; particularly a number of stakeholders requested the inclusion of ILO core 
conventions as mandatory requirements in the standard for traders. There is a growing expectation among 
stakeholders that products marked with a sustainable trade label in general and a Fairtrade label in 
particular, should not only be cultivated under fair conditions but also processed respecting human and 
labour rights.  

 

 

 

1.3. Way Forward 

 

The SU will provide the SC with an update on the outcome of the consultation during the meeting in 

November (21st of November). At the same time the analysis of the consultation results of the Advanced 

Section will be carried out. The results of both consultations will be brought together in November and 

December 2013 and, depending on the outcome of the feedback, further research on proposals will be 

carried out. Since the feedback does not all lead to clear recommendations a refined standard will be 

drafted in 2014 and a second round of consultation will take place.  
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PART 2   Draft Standards Consultation - Outcome 
 

2.1. Consultation process 
 

The consultation on the Fairtrade Trade Standard took place via 2 ways: 

a) An online questionnaire was sent, in English and in Spanish, to all Fairtrade certified operators. In 

addition, SU asked National Fairtrade Organizations (NFOs) to consult directly with their licensees and 

other stakeholders. This totalled more than 3000 stakeholders 

The consultation period started on July 10th and officially lasted until August 21st but was extended until 

September 25th. The consultation on the Advanced Section was open until October 5th.  

 

b) Workshops with Fairtrade certified traders and producers were held in Kenya (Nairobi), Colombia 

(Medellín), United Kingdom (London) and Germany (Bonn). Additionally, two workshops with FLO-CERT 

auditors (in Quito and in Bonn) and one with FLO-CERT Regional managers were held. Webinars were 

offered to traders in several regions. A webinar took place with stakeholders from North America. 

  

2.2. Organizations 
 

SU received 348 valid/complete questionnaires: 216 (62.1%) from traders, 98 (28.2%) from producers and 

34 (9.7%) from Fairtrade internal and others. Not all stakeholders responded to each question, so that the 

number of responses may vary from one question to the other. 

 

In terms of response per product, the following products were identified: 

Product 
questionnaire 

count 

Cane sugar 57 

Cocoa 55 

Coffee 115 

Fibre crops 41 

Fresh fruit (including bananas & wine grapes) 67 

Tea 33 

Flowers and plants 22 

Others 110 
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The workshops brought together the following: 

 9 regional managers of FLO-CERT 

 9 trader representatives in the London workshop, and 10 in the Bonn workshop, representing the 

whole spectrum of trade operators: importers, manufacturers, retailers, mainstream companies as 

well as Fairtrade Organisations. 

 In Colombia, representatives of both Latin American producers and traders participated in the 

workshop. 

 

Through the workshops, participants were able to discuss in detail each of the topics and provide thorough 

feedback. 

 

 

The following chapter summarises the feedback received through the 

consultation questionnaire, as well as the various workshops. 
 

 

2.3. Draft Standard – Consultation Outcome: 
 

  

3.1.   Traceability:   

 

To enable the end buyer to promote the producer, for example by promoting producer products or by 

providing producer information on pack, it is proposed to make it a requirement that the FLO-ID of the 

producer is passed on to each immediate buyer in the supply chain.   

Question 3.1.1: 

Do you agree with including a new requirement in the “Traceability” section that states 

(requirement 2.1.2 in Annex 1): 

  

“You include the FLO ID of the producer in documentation and must pass it on to your 

immediate buyer.”     

  

  

Feedback received:  

 

 

  

3.1.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholder 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 82 162 29 273 

% 86% 76% 91% 81% 

No, I don’t 
agree 

Count 7 33 1 41 

% 7% 16% 3% 12% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 6 17 2 25 

% 6% 8% 6% 7% 

Total 
Count  95 212 32 339 
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Out of 339 operators who answered this question, 277 (81%) of respondents agreed to the proposed 

requirement, while 43 (12%) disagreed and 26 (7%) are unsure about this change.  

 

 
 

It is clearly at the importer level that the disagreement with this proposed requirement is greater. 

 

 
 

The feedback does not show significant differences between product categories. In all products, 

stakeholders in favour of the requirement represent about 80% of the feedback. The largest support comes 

from coffee operators (close to 90%), while fresh and processed fruit operators have the highest 

percentage of negative responses (18%). 
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Rationale:  

 

For all respondents who agreed to this change, the reasons were: 

● Passing on the FLO-ID is not just about enabling the end buyer to promote the producer, it also 

demonstrates that all Fairtrade certified products are traceable. 

● This is a basis and pre-condition for a future B2B physical traceability system. 

For all respondents who disagreed to this change, the reasons were: 

● Passing on all producers’ FLO-IDs is bureaucratic and not feasible in real practice, especially in the 

case of composite products, which include several Fairtrade ingredients coming from different 

producers. Also, in the case of cocoa supply chains, where the products are made of beans which 

are a blend coming from several producer organizations, adding all FLO-IDs to documentation could 

be cumbersome. 

● Sometimes contracts between processors and retailers are signed prior to the delivery time and it is 

not foreseeable where processors will source their ingredients from and which factory to allocate for 

storage and so forth. As a result, traders will not always be able to carry producer’s FLO-ID in 

documentation.  

● Providing confidential business information to their customer could be a vital harm to an operator’s 

business where FLO-ID could be seen as a tracking code along their supply chain. 

 

Conclusions: 

The proposal gained the support from the majority of the respondents where operators consider passing on 

FLO-IDs is a valuable approach to strengthening the traceability system. Although some operators consider 

that they cannot provide such confidential information to their customer, such a requirement is aligned with 

the current trend towards more transparency in the supply chain, enabling consumers to trace the product 

back to origin. This requirement also enhances the producer’s ownership of the finished product 

However, although the proposal gained support among a great part of the respondents in all types of 

products and operators, it will be indispensable to reconsider whether this requirement is applicable to all 

products, - especially complex composite products -, and whether it makes sense in the case of mass 

balance. 

 

 

For sugar operators only: 

According to the current Trade Standard, sugar operators applying mass balance can process Fairtrade 

cane sugar in premises also sourcing beet sugar, therefore according to the Trade Standard, one is 

currently allowed to mix Fairtrade certified cane sugar with beet sugar.  However, at the moment these 

operators have to ensure that products exclusively made of beet sugar are not sold as Fairtrade.  This 

requirement, as it is currently worded, diminishes flexibility and increases transport costs, both of which 

reduce the potential growth of sugar sales, and therefore producer benefits.  It is therefore proposed to 

open the requirement in a controlled manner, and to modify it in such a way that applications for exceptions 

are allowed under certain conditions: 

Question 3.1.2: 

Do you agree with adding the following new text to the beet sugar requirement (requirement 
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2.1.13 in Annex 1): 

  

“Exceptions to this requirement can be granted if the operator can demonstrate that 

additional market access for producers is generated and that no undue price advantage is 

created by this exception” 

  

Feedback received: 

 
 

Rationale:  

A total 96 operators responded to this question, of which 44 (45%) agreed to the proposal while 15 (16%) 

disagreed and 37 (39%) answered “I am unsure”. The respondents who disagreed to this proposal were 

mostly importers, exporters and processors. Within the sugar sector, the proposed requirement is 

supported by the majority of respondents: 64% agreed to it. 

 

For all respondents who agreed to this change, the reasons were: 

● This approach can bring out the potential of the marketplace for sugar with particular 

encouragement to food and drink manufacturers who make use of Fairtrade sugar in finished 

products. 

● This requirement gives more flexibility to operators and creates potential benefits to producers while 

increasing sales under Fairtrade terms. 

 

The following concerns regarding this requirement were mentioned: 

● The requirement could be controversial (to which benchmark price) when defining “undue price 

advantage” in terms of auditing. The term is not clearly defined. It could probably be replaced with 

“avoiding unnecessary volatility of sourcing” as it might better reflect the objective of the proposal. 

● It sends the wrong message as it goes against promoting more traceability. Some of the traders who 

attended the workshop were against this proposal with the fear that group mass balance might 

extend to even more products even if exceptions is not the preferred route for standards. 

● It might be a misleading communication towards long-term exceptions. Setting up exceptions is not 

the correct strategy towards equal treatment and is not the preferred way of dealing with Standards. 
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● Unfair competition can be discovered in the way that not all sugar traders trade both beet sugar and 

cane sugar, so that it creates competitive advantage for certain companies which trade both types of 

sugar as it is more likely they benefit from mixing beet sugar and cane sugar for Fairtrade certified 

products. Thus, it undermines the fair trading principles.  

 

 

Conclusions: 

Although the majority of respondents were in favour of the proposal, as a way to facilitate an increase in the 

sale of Fairtrade cane sugar, there are some concerns we need to take into account, such as: a messaging 

going against more traceability, a risk of unfair competition, a lack of transparency, a systematisation of 

exceptions. Also, the term “undue price advantage” is unclear and should be further clarified. 

 

 

3.2.   Supply chain stability:  

 

3.2.1. The Sourcing Plan: 

 

The objective of this section is to ensure better production planning, the delivery of the required quantity 

and quality as well as an improved estimate on the feasible Fairtrade sales for the producers. 

Up to now only the Sourcing plan requirement was in place. The proposal to keep the sourcing plan and to 

add 2 new requirements is intended to strengthen the mentioned objectives. 

 

Question 3.2.1.1: 

Do you agree that the current sourcing plan requirement remains in the Trade Standard 

(requirement 4.1.1 in Annex 1): 

“You (Fairtrade payers and conveyors) must provide a sourcing plan to each producer that 

you plan to buy from.  The sourcing plan must include reference to quality and quantity.  

The period for which the sourcing plan applies must be determined by you and your 

supplier. 

Guidance: If you do not buy directly from the producer, then your sourcing plan is provided 

to the conveyor.  You are encouraged to use the buying pattern of the previous season or 

year as a guide for the development of your sourcing plan.  This requirement also applies to 

purchases made via a marketing board.” 

3.2.1.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholder 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 71 133 23 227 

% 81% 66% 70% 70% 

No, I don’t 
agree 

Count 6 27 5 38 

% 7% 13% 15% 12% 

I am Count 11 42 5 58 
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Feedback received:  

 
 

 
 

Out of 323 operators who gave feedback on this question, 227 (70%) agreed with it, 38 disagreed (12%) 

and 58 (18%) answered with “I am unsure”. 

The feedback generally shows strong support for the maintenance of the Sourcing plan. 

The largest operator group in favour were Producers (81%) followed by Internal stakeholders/others (70%). 

and Traders (66%). 

Looking at product categories, the highest percentage of positive response can be seen in flowers and 

plants, while the lowest is in Fibre crops.  

 

Rationale:  
 

The main arguments of the operators in favour of the proposed requirement were that the Sourcing 

plan: 

● could be an appropriate tool to plan the purchases between producers and buyers 

● could be easily provided if a long-term relationship exists 

unsure % 13% 21% 15% 18% 

Total 
Count  88 202 33 323 
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● was required to request pre-finance from local banks, therefore providing an added value as it 

allows access to finance (even though implying a risk since the sourcing plans are not binding) 

The suggestion was made that a template should be put in place to define what a Sourcing plan needs to 

consist of and to assure a homogeneity regarding the constituents of this document. 

 

Amongst the operators against the proposal, the main arguments expressed were around the feasibility 

of providing a sourcing plan: 

 the impossibility to plan the product sales since operators further up the supply chain 
(retailers/final clients) were not committing to Sourcing plans and did not provide clear figures 

 the challenge for smaller traders and products to provide Sourcing plans  
 Sourcing plans did not take into account how businesses worked, nor the seasonality of crops 

and the need to give stability to the producer 
 the stipulated time lines should be shorter or more flexible since often it is not known how much and 

when the respective product will be ready and also the definitive purchase figures are unknown 

 the language of the proposed new requirements was considered as too restrictive, the term ‘must’ is 

not considered as part of the business environment 

 

Besides, some questioned its effectiveness: 
 the question was posed whether Sourcing plans would be the right mechanism to provide 

stability of forecast to producers 
 expectations may not be reached in cases of unexpected market developments 
 the lack of real commitment to honour the stipulated quantities, as the Sourcing plan did not 

constitute a commercial commitment 
 the uselessness of a Sourcing plan if binding contracts were already in place 
 

Alternatively, it was proposed to rather implement a memorandum of understanding between producers and 

traders, whereby the trader would commit to buy from the producer in case he would get an order.  

Another suggestion was that producer and importer should be directly connected without intermediate. 

 

Conclusions:  

The Sourcing plan is generally considered as a valuable tool to guarantee supply chain stability for the 

producers, and there is a request to define a template for it. However, the sourcing plan is considered by 

others as impossible to provide because the trader lacks the information, and ineffective because it is not 

commercially binding, and not reliable. Some operators stated the need for flexibility regarding the content 

of the sourcing plan and the nature of the business relationship. A greater transparency was demanded 

regarding all trading partners.  

 

3.2.2. Market information: 

 

Question 3.2.2.1: 

Do you agree that the following new requirement is added to the Trade Standard 

(requirement 4.1.2 in Annex 1): 

“You (Fairtrade payers and conveyors) provide relevant market information to your 

immediate supplier.  How the information is shared and the frequency must be mutually 
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agreed by you and your supplier. 

Guidance:  Market information can be, but is not limited to, new market opportunities and/or 

risks; price updates; quality/variety specifications demanded by the market; market 

conditions, such as the market's growth rate; final destination market of the product; final 

seller of the product; and information about the end consumer, such as the level of 

consumer demand, consumer tastes and your customers’ feedback.  It is best practice to 

provide market information that enables your supplier to better understand the market 

context, which will assist them to make better business decisions.”   

 

 

Feedback received: 

   

 

 
 

The feedback shows strong support for the introduction of market information into the Trade 

Standards. Out of 326 operators who gave feedback on this question, 228 (70%) agreed with it, 49 

disagreed (15%) and 49 (15%) answered “I am unsure”. 

3.2.2.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholder 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 75 131 22 228 

% 85% 64% 67% 70% 

No, I don’t 
agree 

Count 4 41 4 49 

% 5% 20% 12% 15% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 9 33 7 49 

% 10% 16% 21% 15% 

Total 
Count  88 205 33 326 
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A great majority of the producers (85%) is in favour of the proposal, but only 64% of the traders and 

67% of the internal stakeholders/others support the introduction of the new requirement. 

In each of the product categories, the positive responses represent between 60% and 70% of the 

respondents, the lower percentage being in cocoa and cane sugar. 

 

Rationale:  
1. Amongst the operators answering “Yes, I do agree”, this new requirement was perceived as: 

 to enable the supplier to understand changes in the Sourcing plan 
 necessary to give feedback to the suppliers 
 
2. For the operators answering “No, I don’t agree”, the main concern was: 
 that this information was confidential and not to be shared along the supply chain 
 the doubt if this kind of information was accurate and effective 
 
3. Amongst the operators answering “I am unsure”, this type of information was considered as: 
 a normal trade practice 
 representing an evident conflict of interest since market information was delicate to share for traders 

(e.g. pricing forecasts, know-how, sensitive data).  
 that this should be added to the advanced section instead 
 less important than to train on quality consistency and quality improvements as part of a good 

relationship and to meet the potential final buyers’ requirements 
 
Furthermore the following questions were raised: 
 what conformity looked like 
 what constituted the information 
 how to share this information 
 

Conclusions:  

The majority of the operators were in favour of providing market information to their suppliers. For the 

other parties against or unsure about this new requirement, the main reason stated was an uncertainty 

regarding the extent and the distribution of this information as well as the issue of keeping business 

information secret. 

 

3.2.3 Building trading relationships built on trust: 

 

Question 3.2.3.1: 

Do you agree that the following new requirement is added to the Trade Standard 

(requirement 4.1.3 in Annex 1): 

“You (Fairtrade payers and conveyors) have an informed trading relationship with your 

immediate supplier built on mutual trust.  This means you must: 

A.    Try to avoid changing your sourcing plan; 

B.    Have a mechanism in place to inform as early as possible in case of changes to your 

sourcing plan; 

C.    Provide a rationale when changing the volumes or quality specifications in your 

sourcing plan; 
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D.    Ensure the change is agreed; 

E.    Broadly define your purchase strategy, including the major purchasing constraints 

that you face; 

F.    Engage in informed dialogue to develop joint strategies to limit damage to the trading 

relationship and to prevent damaging occurrences in future transactions;   

G.    Not terminate a trading relationship or stopping to buy without appropriate notice 

and reason; and 

H.    Not provide misleading information about market opportunities that will lead to 

miscalculated business decisions. 

Guidance:  Variations in purchase volumes are a normal part of trading relationships; the 

intent of this requirement is to ensure a trading relationship that is based on mutual 

respect, and that is carried out in good faith.  Terminating a trading relationship or stopping 

to buy refers only to future transactions beyond any existing contractual obligations.”    

 

Feedback received: 

 
 

The feedback shows a generally supportive stance on the questions A-H. 

In particular, the points B, F, G and H received support from more than 80% of the respondents. 

Points C, D and E are supported by more than 70% of the stakeholders. 

The point receiving the least positive feedback is point A. 

 

Rationale:  

Relatively few of the comments on section 3.2.3.1 were linked to a particular sub-question (A to H). In the 

comment section preferences were expressed for the following questions (in order of preference): F, B, G, 

D, H, A, E. 

Since the questions asked under section 3.2.3.1 concerned various subjects (changes to the Sourcing plan, 
purchase strategies, development of strategies to limit damage in trade relationships, prevention of 
miscalculated business decisions) the answers provided for the sub-questions were partially unspecific and 
did not always indicate to which question they referred. Therefore a deeper analysis of the inputs to this 
section was only partially possible. 
 
1. Amongst the operators answering “Yes, I do agree” the positive elements mentioned were that: 
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 these were key elements for a stable trading relationship 
 it was important to the ability of suppliers to provide workers with decent working conditions (e.g. 

permanent contracts) and to develop their business in a sustainable way 
 more traceability and transparency within the system was a guaranty to meet the objectives of 

Fairtrade 
 Also, one suggested that market alternatives and access to potential buyers should be provided if 

the market options were changing and the trade relationship was not followed as initially intended. 
 

2. For the operators against or unsure about the proposal, the main concerns were that: 
 the points mentioned were already a normal part of a sound dialogue between business partners, 

and a relationship based on mutual trust should rather be constructed through dialogue and on 
transparency of information applied by both parties 

 this would further increase the complexity of the system and would create additional bureaucracy. 
 it would be difficult to audit compliance thereof: it was unclear what the practicalities looked like and 

how the efforts made could be proven, and it would be subject to misinterpretation complicated by 
language and cultural differences. 

 In particular, the concern about point A was that it was impracticable to demand that changes to the 
Sourcing plan should be avoided since they were inherent to the business patterns. Also, producers 
often had to change previous arrangements if external factors affected the volumes and quality of 
their products and therefore this possibility should also be granted to operators further up the supply 
chain. 
 

Conclusions:  
The proposal to include this new requirement was broadly accepted. Especially the points on avoiding 
information leading to miscalculated business decisions, developing joint strategies for damage limitation 
and non-termination of trade relationships without respective notice and reason were regarded as very 
important. However, there was some concern about the auditing of such requirements. 
 
 

3.2.4. Other ideas: 

 

Question 3.2.4: 

Besides the 3 previous questions, do you have any other ideas on how to enable producers 

to: 

•       Plan their production more effectively; 

•       Ensure that they can deliver the required amount of products (of the required quality) 

to buyers; and 

•       Better estimate how much volume they will be able to sell as Fairtrade. 

 

Feedback received: 
The inputs were varied and showed a great interest from the operators’ side to contribute with their 
own suggestions to the improvement of the existing Trade Standard. 
 
Rationale:  
The given answers included the following inputs which reflect the view of a wider range of operators. 
The proposals were made in the following areas: 
Contracts: 

 strive for sustainable relationships with long term buying contracts     
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 audit whether long term contracts were put in place at any point in the supply chain 
 establish pre-harvest contracts between producers and buyers since most operators purchased 

once the goods were in the country 
 specify clear and sensible terms in the contracts (e.g. minimum purchase amounts, expected 

quality standards) and ensure that both parties respect it      
 

Sharing of market information: 
 to request to know more about the final buyers and markets in order to enhance the 

transparency 
 ensure that relevant information is shared by a good and transparent communication throughout 

the supply chain           
 improve the production planning by implementing better systems for information gathering from 

the customer      
 

Capacity building of producers: 
 directly support producer organisations in technical, qualitative, quantitative and administrative 

 aspects by providing education/ training, model farms, agronomy support and business 
management, commodity specific training, permanent transparent dialogue, regular visits 

 implement an action plan addressing areas for improvement with time-scales 
 

Planning at producer level: 
 plan sales and purchases from the members through capacity building to avoid a huge amount 

of Fairtrade certified supply and non-equal demand 
 calculate that the production allows for a benefit and to measure the proof to be economically 

viable (e.g. double yield) and being worth the investment 
 review on past seasons (quality, availability, returns) 

 
Information to be provided by Fairtrade International: 

 improve the information flow from Fairtrade International by providing up-to-date statistics and 
supply/ demand calculations to all supply chain members 

 

Conclusions:  

The given inputs reflect a need to involve all partners throughout the supply chain in an improved 

communication and enhanced transparency. Furthermore each operator must assume his responsibility 

within the trade chain. The suggestions made are around contracts, sharing of market information, capacity 

building of producers, planning at producer level, and information to be provided by Fairtrade International. 

The question is whether they would constitute a Standard requirement or fall outside of the framework of 

the Trade Standard. 

3.2.5. Producer facing requirements for the benefit of supply chain stability: 

 

Question 3.2.5.1: 

Do you agree with requiring all producers to provide a supply plan to their immediate 

buyers?  The producer supply plan is similar to the sourcing plan - it is non-binding and 

includes reference to quality, the intended volumes to be supplied and the period in which 

the supply will be delivered.  The supply plan is for future purchases beyond any signed 
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contracts. 

 

 

Feedback received: 

 

  

 
 

Out of 318 operators who gave feedback on this question, 216 (68%) agreed with it, 50 disagreed (16%) 

and  52 (16%) answered “I am unsure”. 

The feedback shows strong support for the introduction of an additional supply plan into the Trade 

Standards. 

The largest operator group in favour were Internal stakeholders/others (79%) followed by Producers (70%)  

and Traders (65%). 

The feedback is positive across all product categories, in most cases around 70%. Tea operators, and to a 

lesser extent coffee operators, stand out as the least in favour of the proposal (53% and 63% respectively). 

 

3.2.5.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholder 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 60 130 26 216 

% 70% 65% 79% 68% 

No, I 
don’t 
agree 

Count 11 38 1 50 

% 13% 19% 3% 16% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 15 31 6 52 

% 17% 16% 18% 16% 

Total 
Count  86 199 33 318 
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Rationale:  

 

1. Amongst the operators in favour of the proposal, the supply plan was perceived as helpful in order to 

strengthen the transparency, mutual trust and enhance good business practice in the supply chain. In 

particular, it would: 

● enhance consultation with the producers before the harvest to know the seasonal product 

availability both in terms of quantity and quality, mutually define specific purchase quantities and 

qualities and  deliver what has been agreed upon 

● be helpful for the operators further up the supply chain in order to know the products and volumes in 

stock to avoid miscalculations 

● make producers business partners rather than recipients of goodwill and encourage them to 

professionalise their operations 

 

Furthermore, there was a request that the new Trade Standard defines the agreed processes and timelines 

and obliges the trade partners to use Sourcing/supply plan templates developed and provided by Fairtrade 

International/ FLO-CERT. If trade partners should not use the Fairtrade template but agree on a contract 

without mechanisms to adjust contracts to new realities, then failure to fulfil contractual provisions should 

result in a certification sanction. 

 

2. Amongst the operators answering “No, I don't agree” or “unsure”, the supply plan was seen as: 

a) unnecessary: 

- it is a normal part of a sound dialogue between business partners and does not need to be  introduced 

in the Trade Standard. 

- It would be an unnecessary duplication of requirements if a Sourcing plan and/or contract was already 

in place in the interest of both (the buyer securing required volumes, the seller securing credits prior to 

the harvest season). More important would be to develop and define clear compliance criteria and 

processes applicable to both parties. 

b) too difficult and burdensome: 

● difficult to fulfil due to crop volatility due to climatic, logistic and economic factors 

● complicated to establish in case of annually varying purchasers who might not be known 

beforehand.  

● too burdensome to be provided by small producers, especially in case of very small farms 

 

 

Conclusions: Generally the introduction of a supply plan was perceived as a good, trust-building business 

practice helping to build a trade relationship based on mutual agreement.  

However, there are concerns about the difficulty and the burden for small producers to provide such a 

supply plan. Also, the doubt was expressed whether it would be of additional benefit compared to a 

mutually agreed sourcing plan or contract. Ensuring that the contractual agreements are fulfilled and 

checked through audits was considered as more important. The suggestion was also made to oblige 

producers to notify traders about supply changes once they become apparent and provide a rationale for 

the supply change. 

 

Obligation to fulfil contracts: 
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Question 3.2.5.2: 

Do you agree with including the following requirement in the producer standards: 

“You must honour your contract. If you (the producer) become aware that exceptional and 

unforeseen circumstances prevent you from supplying the volume stated in your contract 

with your buyer, then you must promptly notify your buyer and must actively seek a 

solution. 

Guidance:  In case you are not able to fulfill the contract due to exceptional and unforeseen 

circumstances the producer and buyer must both demonstrate to FLO-CERT that they are 

actively seeking to reach contract resolution.  Where no solution can be reached, special 

requirements will apply to defaulters to monitor the fulfilment of their contracts.” 

 

Feedback received: 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.5.2. Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholder 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 73 163 29 265 

% 83% 82% 88% 83% 

No, I 
don’t 
agree 

Count 9 8 2 19 

% 10% 4% 6% 6% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 6 28 2 36 

% 7% 14% 6% 11% 

Total 
Count  88 199 33 320 
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Out of 320 operators who gave feedback on this question, 265 (83%) agreed with it, 19 disagreed (6%) and 

36 (11%) answered with “I am unsure”. 

The feedback shows a very strong support for the introduction of a clause on contract fulfilment into the 

Producer Standards. 

The operator groups in favour were almost equally distributed between Internal stakeholders/others (88%) 

followed by Producers (83%) followed by Traders (82%). 

Within the product categories, feedback was in great majority positive in almost all product categories 

(between 80 and 90%). The only product category that stands out is tea, with only 61% positive feedback, 

but this is because of high percentage of “unsure”. Amongst the operators in disagreement fresh fruit 

operators (7) were building the strongest group.  

 

Rationale:  

1. Amongst the operators answering “Yes, I agree” the strong agreement rate on this new requirement 

indicated: 

● negative past experiences with abandoned contracts due to a higher price paid for a certain period 

resulting in producers not honouring their contractual agreements to raise their overall income, and 

the problem for the purchaser needing to buy from another source in case of non-delivery  

● the importance for producers to demonstrate the ability to handle negotiations openly and honestly 

with their business partners 

● the need that the contract with its rules must prevail if there will be opportunities to find solutions 

concerning defaults.  

● the importance that any change to the contract fulfilment was communicated in advance. 

 

2. Arguments against the proposal were along the following lines: 

superfluous: 

● the fulfilment of a contract was a self-evident obligation, it was part of any binding contract that it 

should be honoured 

● it was implicit in a trade agreement and outside the scope of Fairtrade Standards since they could 

not legislate the entire trading process 

 

too difficult for producers to implement: 

● it was impossible from the producers' side that contracts could always be honoured due to external 

factors like climatic conditions or diseases  

● that the time frames depended largely on the traded good and on the status of the good (being 

harvested, on stock at cooperative, ready at FOB, being shipped) 

● arbitration for contract defaults was seen as being based on documentation and normally producers 

kept poor records which might put them at a disadvantage 

 

Some stakeholders criticised the lack of clarity of the proposed requirement: 

● this criterion was not comprehensive since it is neither defining “actively seeking a solution” nor 

“special requirements”. 

●  this requirement was too vague if  the reason for the contract default was due to the producer 

receiving a better offer from another buyer or a buyer cancelling a purchase contract due to a 
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cheaper purchase offer. It was considered that there is a need to address and penalized this 

attitude. 

● There was the question how compliance should be checked for the two additional supply chain 

requirements 

 

Some additional or alternative suggestions were also made: 

● it was important to have examples of standard contracts for different goods that show a high 

compliance with this criterion (good trading practice) 

● why should such a requirement be introduced in the Producer Standards but not in the Trade 

Standard since contracts played a key role in supply chain stability and the introduction of a one-

sided requirement on honouring contracts appeared to be counterproductive  

● instead of creating a specific requirement, this clause could be written and added to the contractual 

agreement between the producer and the purchaser 

 

Conclusions: The strong agreement rate on this new requirement indicates the need for the operators to 

have a certainty within the business relation that their contracts were honoured. The operators feel that the 

contract clause should equally be stated in the new Trade Standard. Both parties (seller, buyer) feel 

vulnerable due to previous historical defaults and want to assure that the legally binding contract 

commitment is fulfilled. However, the question is whether this needs to be required in the Standard, since 

fulfilment of the contract, being a legally binding document, is self-evident. 

 

 

Any additional comments on the Trade standard (Annex 1) related to 4.1 Sustaining Trade: 

 

Feedback received:  

From 17 additional comments of operators of whom 5 were involved in coffee (producer, processor, 

exporter, importer) and 1 in cotton (importer).  

 

Rationale:  

Amongst the comments given only the following additional suggestion was not mentioned in the previous 

section: 

● Fairtrade should promote more about the Fairtrade products in order to increase sales 

 

 

3.3.    Pre-finance: 

 

Fairtrade recognizes that although not all producers receive pre-finance, it remains a core benefit of 

Fairtrade which is valued by the producers. For this reason, the SU proposed for consultation to maintain 

the generic pre-finance requirement as mandatory, and to ensure that when pre-finance is provided by a 

third party, i.e. not the operator, then the operator takes meaningful actions to assist the producer to 

secure the financing. Research by the SU has also made it clear that it is not useful to define certain pre-

finance conditions in a generic way due to significant differences in product supply chains.    

The objective of the revision of the Pre-finance requirement is to leave the negotiation of the terms of pre-

finance (duration of the finance; amount; interest charges and other charges) to the producer and the 

direct lender. 
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Question 3.3.1: 

Do you agree with the following revised pre-finance requirement (requirement 4.2.1 in 

Annex 1): 

“You, as the designated provider, pre-finance Fairtrade contracts, either directly or via a 

third party, to enable producers to purchase from their members.   

You do not have to follow the requirement if: 

 You have never dealt with the producer and the producer cannot show a letter of 

support from a third party lender. 

 If the producer declines the pre-finance. 

You and the producer must agree in writing on the following conditions: 

 Duration of the finance 

 Amount of the finance 

 Interest charges 

 Other charges, if applicable 

If the pre-finance is delivered by a third party then you must take action to assist the 

producer to secure the financing. 

Guidance:  The producer may waive their right for pre-finance in writing or request another 

form of finance.  Actions to assist the producer to secure financing can include, but are not 

limited to, providing the producer with a letter of intent to purchase, introducing the 

producer to a lender that you already have an established relationship with, or acting as a 

reference to the lender on behalf of the producer.” 

 

 

Feedback received: 

 

 
 

 

3.3.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholders 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 49 72 18 139 

% 67% 44% 62% 52% 

No, I 
don’t 
agree 

Count 7 19 3 29 

% 10% 12% 10% 11% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 17 73 8 98 

% 23% 45% 28% 37% 

Total 
Count  73 164 29 266 
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Out of 266 operators who gave feedback on this question, 139 (52%) agreed with it, 29 disagreed (11%) 

and 98 (37%) answered with “I am unsure”. 

The majority of producers and internal stakeholders are in favour of the proposed requirement. Among 

exporters and importers, who are directly affected by the proposed requirement, about half are in favour, 

about 36% are unsure, and around 15% disagree. Among the processors, as well as brands and licensees, 

most are unsure, probably because the requirement does not affect them directly. 

The feedback shows a large number of operators being unsure about the question on pre-financing, across 

the product categories, especially in tea.  
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Rationale:  

 

1. Amongst the operators answering “Yes, I do agree” the opinion was that: 

● pre-financing was a good way to ensure that the producer crops were protected and that there was 

no unnecessary delay in payment 

● it was necessary for the producer to operate with the pre-finance-money in unforeseen cases (e.g. 

decrease of sales)  

● this requirement was on the onus of the buyer and the producer should not have to request for pre-

financing. 

 

The following suggestions were made: 

● pre-finance should be interest-free or the interest rate should be agreed on by the producer and the 

buyer 

● pre-financing producers should be based on several factors: relationship with the producer, 

individual producer’s credit history, producer group’s credit history, interest rates, time that pre-

finance is required and ability to pay 

● it should be a requirement that compliance criteria for both parties are defined 

● it was illogical why vegetable and fruit producers would not receive pre-finance when their crop 

faced similar issues to other products 

● it was necessary to specify other forms of providing finance to the producers. 

 

2. Amongst the operators answering “No, I don't agree” the following arguments were mentioned: 

●  pre-finance was the role of the banks and lending institutions who specialized in this market and 

they should do due diligence and credit analysis of each producer organization to evaluate whether 

it is creditworthy 

● risk of non-payment or non-delivery after the provision of pre-financing, as the buyers were not 

always receiving the quality of the product which met the requirements in the sample and contracts  

● not acceptable that all burden is with the traders since they have to face long payment terms from 

their buyers and/or they risk defaults 

● from the producers’ side, there is in some cases the problem of providing certain terms and 

conditions (e.g. guarantees) to the lenders in order to obtain pre-financing  

● it was questioned how it could be assured that a minimal share of the volume to be sourced was 

being contracted well prior to harvest time to ensure that sufficient liquidity was available at the 

crucial moment. 

 

3. Amongst the operators answering “I am unsure”, the input was made that: 

● the producer should have the option to work with a lender of his own choice giving better conditions 

instead of accepting the lender provided by his purchaser 

● it was uncertain how it could be proved that the producer has been informed about the pre-financing 

requirement and that he has declined the offer (esp. in case of exporter in the South who is 

processing and exporting the producers goods) 

● pre-payment could be considered as pre-financing and no interest rates were applicable in that case 

● harvest failure could leave producers in debt if they take on pre-finance  
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Conclusions: Pre-financing is building one of the key elements in making supply chains sustainable and 

beneficial. The feedback shows that the operators are generally willing to continue providing this kind of 

payment to the producers but at the same time expresses the need to have clearer guidance on the 

execution thereof. The comments given were showing a split opinion on the necessity for pre-finance. The 

producers were in favour of keeping this requirement since they stated that this financing was important for 

them in order to buy the product or to obtain credits from the bank. The importers were not keen on having 

the requirement stipulated as an obligation but rather as an optional choice, and were concerned about the 

risks involved. The internal stakeholders were questioning how it could be verified that producers were not 

forced to act in a certain way. Furthermore they were suggesting that the interest for the pre-finance should 

be conjointly covered. 

 

 

Any additional comments on the Trade standard (Annex 1) related to 4.2. Pre-Finance 

 

Feedback received:  

Out of 22 additional comments received, the main operators were producers (coffee, cocoa, honey),  

importers (coffee) and some internal stakeholders (NFO, RM, LO). 

 

Rationale:  

The additional feedback received stated the following points: 

● pre-financing should be more profoundly audited during importers’ audits 

● the guidance in the criterion to not coerce the producer into accepting or not accepting pre-financing 

should point out how a complaint has to be presented (evidence, format) 

● pre-finance should be left open according to the conditions and commercial experience of each 

trading party involved 

● pre-finance should be made available to producers who have a seasonal crop (once a year or twice 

a year) as it would be crucial for their ability to finance their cropping costs 

  

Timing for the pre-finance: 

 

Question 3.3.2: 

Do you think that the timing of how far in advance the pre-finance is made available 

to the producer should be defined in the product standards: 

 

 

Feedback received: 
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Out of 265 operators who gave feedback on this question, 90 (34%) want the timing of pre-finance to be 

defined in the Standard. Of these, the greatest majority find the existing timing appropriate, while 2% stated 

that the current requirement was not appropriate for their product.  93 think the timing should be left to 

negotiation (34%) and 82 (31%) answered with “I am unsure”. 

On this question, the feedback from the producers and from the importers is clearly opposite: around 2/3rds 

of the producers want the timing to be defined in the Standards, while around 2/3 of the importers want it to 

be left for negotiation. 

The almost equal distribution of percentages received for the three reply options shows the variation of 

opinions regarding the timing of pre-finance. 

 

Rationale:  

 

Amongst the operators answering “Yes, it should be defined and the current requirement for my product is 

appropriate” the opinion was expressed: 

● to clearly define pre-finance requirements in the Product Standards 

● to define the pre-harvest and (peek) harvest seasons as adequate timing to grant pre-finance to the 

producers, since it was meant to enable the producer organisations to pay their members once they 

deliver their product 

● that if the timing was left open to negotiation it could become more difficult to verify if both parties 

were equal in the negotiation 

Amongst the operators answering “Yes, it should be defined but the current requirement is not appropriate 

for my product” it was stated that: 

● Fairtrade International should provide a list of peak harvest times for the different products in 

different regions 

● the timing should remain in the Product Standards but should be adapted to the different product 

realities (e.g. producers' liquidity needs, trading patterns) 
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Amongst the operators answering “No, the timing should be left to negotiation” it was stated that: 

● pre-financing and its timing should be negotiated after signing the contract since the needs of the 

producers were different 

● it should be a voluntary measure not an obligation since this could be an impediment for the 

Fairtrade business 

● the timing of the pre-financing was the role of the lender since it was a very specialized function that 

did not fall within the scope of the buyers or Fairtrade Standards and changed within the 

organizations, regions, countries, products and fluctuating markets 

● since pre-financing could be for a wide requirement (e.g. seeds to packaging or assistance with 

negotiating shipping deals) it was considered that each source had its own unique needs or support 

for their business 

● the timing of pre-financing should be negotiated between the parties involved (seller and buyer) 

given the variety of products and timelines for production 

Amongst the operators answering “I am unsure” the additional question was posed on how much could be 

defined in a Standard and how far this helped the supply chain relation 

 

Conclusions:  

On this question, the feedback from the producers and from the importers is clearly opposite: around 2/3 of 

the producers want the timing to be defined in the Standards, while around 2/3 of the importers want it to be 

left for negotiation. Of those in favour of defining it in the Standard, the great majority thought the existing 

timing was appropriate for their product, and proposed that the timing should remain in the Product 

Standards. Some asked for more detailed timing per product, according to harvest peaks. Those favouring 

a timing left to negotiation argued that pre-financing should be flexible and adapted to producers’ realities 

and needs, as these can vary a lot according to trade patterns. 

 

 

3.4.   Pricing: 

 

3.4.1. Payment of the market price: 

The objective of the revision of this pricing requirement is to make it clearer that buyers have to pay the 

market price, and it is only when the Fairtrade Minimum Price is higher than the market price that the 

Fairtrade Minimum Price becomes applicable. 

The challenge for Fairtrade however, is to ensure that producers receive the price that prevails on the 

market, while at the same time recognizing that often there is not one fixed market price. Therefore the 

following requirement has been proposed: 

  

Question 3.4.1.1: 

Do you agree that the requirement referring to the market price includes the following new 

clauses (requirement 4.3.1 in Annex 1): 

  

A: “You must agree with the producer on a source of information for the market price” (this 

applies in case no reference market price has been defined in the relevant product standard). 
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B: “In case the price you pay for the Fairtrade product significantly deviates from the 

relevant market price, you must be able to provide a rationale/justification.” 

  

  

Feedback received: 

 

A: B: 

 
 

 

The chart shows strong support for the new requirements. 

Out of 193 who gave feedback on the first proposed requirement, 126 agreed with it (65%), while 29 

disagreed (15%). 

Out of 209 stakeholders who gave feedback on the 2nd proposal, 137 agreed with it (66%), while 28 

disagreed (13%). 

 

Responses according to product category: 

 

A.           B. 
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The proposed requirement A is supported by around 70% of cocoa and coffee stakeholders (products for 

which there is already a market reference price in the product standard), by around 60% of cane sugar, 

fruit, fibre crops and tea stakeholders, and only by 37% of flower and plant operators (products for which 

there is no Fairtrade minimum price). 

With regards to requirement B, it is mainly cane sugar, fresh fruit and fibre crops stakeholders who are in 

favour (68%, 69% and 75% respectively).  Cocoa and flower & plants stakeholders are less supportive of 

the idea (around 47%).  

It is therefore difficult to draw conclusions per product category. 

 

Responses per category of operator: 

 
 

3.4.1.1 A Producer Traders Others Total 

Yes, I 
agree Count 38 76 12 126 

 % 78% 61% 57% 65% 

No, I 
don’t 
agree Count 3 23 3 29 

 % 6% 19% 14% 15% 

I am 
unsure Count 8 25 6 39 

 % 16% 20% 29% 20% 

Total 
Count   49 124 21 194 

 
 

3.4.1.1 B Producer Traders Others Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 44 75 18 137 

 % 79% 60% 64% 66% 

No, I don’t 
agree Count 6 16 6 28 

 % 11% 13% 21% 13% 

I am 
unsure Count 6 34 4 44 

 % 11% 27% 14% 21% 

Total 
Count   56 125 28 209 

  

Looking at categories of operators, the support for the proposal is greater among producers (78% for 

requirement A% and 79% for requirement B) than among traders (60% for requirement A and 61% for 

requirement B).  

 

A.        B. 
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Going into further detail, importers are less supportive of the proposed requirements (although the majority 

still is) than exporters: only 57% of the importers agree to requirement A, while 65% of the exporters do. 

Only 48% of importers are in favour of requirement B, while the strong majority of exporters (80%) are. This 

might be due to the fact that the importers would be the ones most affected by these new requirements.  

 

Rationale:  

Out of the 59 respondents who made some open comments and suggestions for alternatives, 28 (about 

half) argued in favour of more flexibility: stating that prices are too volatile, and no objective sources of 

information exist. They believe the definition of the price should be left to negotiation between buyer and 

seller. 

The argument that the proposed requirement is superfluous comes mainly from Coffee and Cocoa Traders 

for whom there is already a clear market reference price for these products.  

Coming mainly from Fruit and preserved fruit operators, is the argument that there is no such thing as a 

market price, as it fluctuates all the time. Some Fruit traders point out that they sign annual contracts with 

fixed prices, which cannot be adapted as market prices evolve.  

8 of the respondents (mainly ATOs and internal stakeholders) argued the opposite, they would like 

Fairtrade International to define market prices, provide sources of information, define acceptable 

justification for deviation. 

2 argued in favour of improved flow of information. 

While some internal stakeholders are of the opinion that price negotiation should be left to business parties, 

others believe that Fairtrade’s role is to protect producers who are in a more vulnerable situation in price 

negotiations. 

One stakeholder pointed out a contradiction between having to agree on the market price, and being 

allowed to deviate from the market price.   

From a certification perspective, was the concern that it is difficult to audit such requirement since it is 

difficult to define what the market price is. 

  

Conclusion:  

The proposed requirements received overall large support among respondents. Those stakeholders who 

disagree are split between those wanting Fairtrade International to be more prescriptive in terms of market 

prices, and those wanting Fairtrade International to stay out of price negotiation. Therefore the proposal 

seems to provide a middle ground between those two extreme positions, and defining a way through which 

the payment of the Fairtrade price (the highest of minimum or market price) is indeed auditable. 

3.4.2      Transparency on costs along the Fairtrade supply chain 

 

In some Fairtrade supply chains, the SU has witnessed a significant progressive amplification of the price 

difference between Fairtrade and non-Fairtrade products, as the product moves up the supply chain, in part 

due to an amplification of the Premium along the supply chain. In order to create more transparency and to 

enable operators to challenge excessive price/Premium amplification, SU proposes to require that the 

Premium is indicated as a separate cost item on invoices along the supply chain.  
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Question 3.4.2.1: 

Do you agree to indicate the Premium value separately from the price on invoices along the 

whole supply chain (requirement 4.3.12 in Annex 1)? 

      

If no, what alternatives do you propose to create more transparency of Fairtrade costs and 

limit price amplification? 

 

 

Feedback received:  

 
Out of 310 responses, 199 (64%) agreed to the proposal, 44 (15%) disagreed, and the rest was unsure.  

 

Responses per type of operator: 

 
 

The support for the proposed requirement is greater among producers (70% yes) than among traders (60% 

yes). 
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The category of operators where the support for the proposed requirement is least is the importer category. 

At exporter level, they usually, as most of them are conveyors, have to already specify the premium value. 

The licensees probably would benefit from such a requirement since they would get more transparency on 

the premium value. 

 

Responses per product category: 

 
 

Tea operators are less supportive of the proposed requirement than other operators. While for most product 

categories, around 5 to 15% stakeholders disagree with the proposal, in tea, the percentage goes up to 
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35%. However, even in this category there is still a majority in favour. Traders present in the London 

workshop were in general supportive of the proposal. Auditors however, were rather sceptical. 

 

Rationale:  

Few respondents gave a rationale to their answer. The main arguments against the proposal are twofold:  

1) practical concerns: it is not practical, it would require changing the format of the invoices, it would add 

bureaucracy and administrative burden. It would be too complicated to calculate for composite products. 

This argument raised in the online questionnaire was echoed by the traders participating in the Bonn 

workshop. 

2) effectiveness concerns: a) it would not bring an added value as the premium is already known (for raw 

commodities); b) it would be useless as it won’t prevent price amplification, it is obvious that margins are 

calculated on the whole price, price amplification is also due to other costs (Fairtrade supply chain costs). 

However, some welcome more transparency on Fairtrade costs and request a breakdown of Fairtrade 

costs.  

3) auditing concerns: Also, from an auditing perspective, the feedback was that it is only feasible to have 

this requirement at the point of price and premium payment.  FLO-CERT does not check prices beyond the 

level at which the price and/or premium has been paid. For composite products it would be very 

complicated to calculate. It would require knowledge about conversion factor. Also, for products for which 

the premium is a percentage of the price, it would require knowing the price level (and require that the 

trader communicates his purchase price to his customers). However, the auditors would probably only 

check that a value is indicated in the contract, but they would not verify that this value is correct. The 

auditors also mentioned that the certification and licensee fees to some extent are higher than the premium. 

It is not the premium that is an issue. 

 

In the London workshop, the question was raised whether this would be applied throughout the whole 

supply chain, whether it would also be applied between retailers and consumers. 

 

For some cocoa stakeholders, such a requirement would be welcome since it is a product that faces 

significant price amplification along the supply chain, and there is some confusion with regards to the 

premium due after conversion into liquor (due to differences in conversion factors). Such requirement would 

bring more transparency. However, it is not clear whether it would be applicable beyond the level of the 

liquor. 

 

Conclusions:  

While there is overall support for the proposed requirement, the arguments against the proposal are 

challenging. Regarding raw products (e.g. fresh fruit), the premium value is well known, and this 

requirement would not bring much added value. It is for composite or processed products that this 

information is not readily available, it is precisely for this type of product that information on the premium 

value is needed, but it is also where the separation of the premium value is considered not feasible.  

Creating more transparency on Fairtrade costs and on Premium value is welcome, but it should be weighed 

against the increased administrative burden for traders. It is also doubtful whether this requirement will 

solve the issue of price amplification. The proposed requirement only takes the premium into consideration, 

even though there are other costs faced by the supply chain, which sometimes are greater than the 

premium. 
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3.4.3.      Export cost breakdown: 

 

When the price is fixed at FOB level, but the producer sells to an exporter, the importer is the price and 

premium payer, and the exporter acts as a conveyor. To ensure that the producer receives a transparent 

breakdown of the price paid, the SU proposes that the conveyor must include in the contract with the 

producer a detailed breakdown of the costs being deducted from the Fairtrade Minimum Price or from the 

market price.  

 

Question 3.4.3.1: 

Do you agree that conveyors must include a breakdown of the costs being deducted from 

the Fairtrade Minimum Price or from the market price (requirement 4.3.7 in Annex 1)? 

  

  

Feedback received: 

 
 

Out of 310 responses, 210 agreed (67%), while 24 (8%) disagreed. 

 

 
 

3.4.3.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholders 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 67 117 26 210 

% 77% 60% 81% 67% 

No, I 
don’t 
agree 

Count 5 18 1 24 

% 6% 9% 3% 8% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 15 60 5 80 

% 17% 31% 16% 25% 

Total 
Count  87 195 32 314 
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The producers are in large majority in favour of the proposal, as it would actually bring them more 

transparency on deductions. Looking at the exporters, who would be most affected by this requirement,  

72%  of the 54 exporters who responded to this questions, agreed to the proposal. The majority of 

importers also agrees with the proposal, but with a lower percentage (60%). 

The internal stakeholders are highly supportive of the proposed requirement. The category with the lowest 

percentage of agreement is the licensee / brand / retailer category, but this is because they have a high 

number of “I am unsure” responses, since this requirement does not apply to them. 

 

 
 

Per product category, the responses in favour of the proposed requirement vary between 71% and 78% for 

most categories. The lowest rate of positive responses is from the cane sugar and flower & plants 

operators, which might be due to the fact that these categories do not have a Fairtrade minimum price. 

Of the 29 coffee exporters who answered this question, (coffee being the product for which the issue is the 

most burning), 15 agreed to the proposal, 3 disagreed and 4 were unsure. 

 

Rationale: 

37 of the respondents gave a rationale to their answer. 

Of those who agreed with the proposal, 2 mentioned they were already doing it, and 3 mentioned it is 

positive as it would improve transparency. 

 

The main arguments against the proposal are around the difficulty of providing such information, because 

the value of cost items changes, cost information is confidential, and it would lead to conflicts as the 

producer would question the costs.  

Other stakeholders mentioned that this requirement would be artificial and superfluous, either because they 

already do it, or because producers can ask their buyer for price information. 

In the Bonn workshop an alternative proposal was made to demonstrate that the costs are actually real 

costs (random check of certain invoices). 

 

Some of respondents were unsure of the proposal either because  
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- they considered that it was not applicable to them, because there is no FMP for their product (cane sugar). 

One respondent also mentioned that the export cost breakdown should be required only when the market 

price is below the FMP, but not when the market price is above the FMP. 

- or they did not understand the issue, since they do not deduct costs from the FMP paid to farmers.  

One respondent pointed out that this requirement should also apply to POs who export on behalf of other 

POs, and in the Bonn trader workshop, participants pointed out that the issue of what producers (members) 

are actually getting has still not been addressed. 

 Another point (raised in workshop with certifiers) was the issue of FOB chains, since it is closely linked to 

the conveyor concept and the rules applicable to exporters. There is still some confusion on the pricing 

rules applicable to transactions, with FOB price and conveyers which need clarifying. 

 

Conclusions:  

The vast majority of respondents agree to the proposed requirements. Only a few provide arguments 

against, mainly because they find it too difficult. Some do not understand the proposal, probably because 

they are not familiar with the conveyor concept. Whether the proposal is applicable also to products without 

FMP or to transactions above the FMP, was not clear to some respondents. 

 

Any additional comments on the Trade standard (Annex 1) related to 4.3 Price and Premium 

11 respondents made additional comments on the price and premium section of the Trade Standard. Of 

these, the following comments were made: 

- More information is needed on what to include in the invoice. 

- There is a need for clarification of what requirements apply when there is no FMP. 

  

Some other comments were made, but they cannot be addressed through the GTS review. They will be 

forwarded to the relevant project manager, so that they can be taken into account within the relevant review 

project. 

 

 

3.5.   Payment terms  

 

For Fairtrade price and or Premium payers, there is a generic requirement in the Trade Standard or a 

requirement in the applicable product standard regarding the timing for making payments. The consultation 

aimed at checking whether the current payment term requirements as defined in the Standards are 

adequate or not.  

  

Question 3.5.1: 

Do you encounter problems with the payment terms applied in your Fairtrade product 

categories? 

  

  

Feedback received: 
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Out of 282 respondents, 216 (77%) have no problems with the current payment terms of their products, 

while 66 (23%) find the Fairtrade payment terms problematic. 

 

 
 

75% of the producers (who are the main beneficiaries of the payment term rules) are satisfied with the 

current payment terms. Importers are slightly less satisfied than processors or exporters, but still in great 

majority have no problem with them. 

It is interesting to see that it is mainly the internal stakeholders who are not satisfied with the current 

payment terms. 
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The payment terms are considered to be most problematic in flowers & plants (for 40% of the respondents), 

in tea and other product categories (for 32%), and to a lesser extent in fresh fruit (for 28%).  

 

Rationale: 

Of those mentioning that payment terms are problematic, 37 gave a justification. Stakeholder comments are 

around the following issues. 

 

A few stakeholders made some general comments: 

- The payment terms should be more in line with the industry norm. Auditors in particular, pointed out 

that current payment terms do not apply to all products, and requested a move towards trade reality.  

- One stakeholder suggested that Standard wording should make clear that national legislation 

prevails in any case if it requests shorter payment terms. 

- More flexibility is requested around the payment terms. Some auditors suggested to allow payment 

terms to be regulated in the contracts because it is different from product to product (maybe more 

sensible to avoid dictating trading terms particularly when not conversant with the trade realities). 

- One however, involved with a large variety of Fairtrade products, wished the payment terms were 

more harmonized across products.  

 

Some respondents complained about the specific payment terms for their products: 

- With regards to the start event from which the payment period is calculated: one exporter proposes 

it should start from the receipt of documents of ownership, without waiting for the goods to arrive at 

the storage facility, while several importers (mainly for fruit, but also nuts and tea) request that the 

payment term should be after arrival at importer’s facility and after testing for quality. Participants of 

the London workshop did not question the proposed requirement but requested that the ‘transfer of 

documents’ be defined more clearly. 

 

- With regards to the number of days: One banana licensee requests minimum 30 days before paying 

the premium in order to have time to check for quality and reconcile data (currently payment terms for 
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bananas are 7 days). For nuts, one operator mentioned that the industry norm is 30 days, another that 

it is payment upon receipt of goods, while another recommended 15 days after payment by final client. 

 

Some comments on payment terms referred to the payment terms for conveyors 

- Coming from some exporters, is the complaint of having to pay the Fairtrade price and premium 

upfront, before selling it to the next buyer. This is mainly an issue for wine1, since wine can be 

stored for several months before being sold, and for nuts. (This issue is tackled through the 

conveyor requirement). 

- Several mentioned that frequent payments of small amounts lead to high transaction fees. (This is 

being addressed through the proposal for cumulated quarterly premium payment for conveyors). 

 

- Finally, 2 stakeholders mentioned that payment terms should be extended to SPOs with their 

members. 

 

- Of those producers who find payment terms problematic and gave a rationale, none actually referred to 

the payment terms defined in the Trade or Product Standards, but they referred to other issues. 

Regarding tea, a complaint coming up in several instances is that there is no information in some cases 

of the buyers who have bought teas and how much and they are left to confirm if there has been any 

sales and subsequent payment by reviewing bank statements. (This issue is however already covered 

in the Tea Standard).  

 

Conclusions: 

The current version of the Trade Standard defines a default payment term of 30 days after invoice, and 

different payment terms defined for some of the Product categories.  

The main feedback received in the pre-consultation, leading to some change in the proposed revised 

Standard, was to change “after invoice” to “after transfer of ownership”. This was however not consulted 

upon explicitly. According to the feedback of the consultation, overall, stakeholders do not have a problem 

with the current payment terms of their product category. Even though some request that payment terms be 

more in line with industry norm, the feedback received was not sufficient, nor conclusive enough to reach 

clear recommendations per product category.  

 

Payment terms for conveyors: 

  

Question 3.5.2: 

Do you agree with adding the following requirement to the “Payment Terms” section 

(requirement 4.4.3 in Annex 1): 

  

“You must convey the Fairtrade price differential and/ or the Fairtrade Premium to the 

producer no later than 15 days after receipt of payment from the Fairtrade payer.  A different 

timeframe can be agreed in writing between you and the producer but payment must be 

                                                           
1
 Wine grape operators in South Africa were also consulted on payment terms within the framework of the price review for wine 

grapes, and their feedback is similar. 
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made no later than 30 days following the end of each quarter. 

Guidance: You can agree with the producer in writing to accumulate the Fairtrade Premium 

and pay it in a lump sum.  E.g. payments can be made each time after receipt of documents, 

once a month or quarterly.” 

 

  

Feedback received: 

 

 

 
 

Out of 303 responses, 204 (67%) agreed, while 66 (11%) disagreed.  

 

Rationale: Of those who agreed, only 5 made comments, mainly stressing that it would make things easier, 

it would avoid high transaction costs of frequent payments, it would standardise payments and make 

reporting easier. Auditors also are in favour of this proposal as it would reduce transaction costs. This 

proposal would also resolve the issues faced by wine producers in particular. 

 

Of those who disagreed, the comments were the following: 
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- The proposed payment terms were too long, because producers need the premium to run their 

business, and members need it for survival. Several stakeholders recommended a payment term of 

30 days, while others argued that producers should be paid immediately. 

- Contrarily, for one sugar trader, as well as for a second grade SPO, a quarterly payment was 

considered as too short, as the payment is made annually, once the final production figures are 

known.  

 

Some stakeholders were confused by the wording of the proposed requirement: they asked for more clarity 

on who pays what, on which of the 2 options apply (15 days or quarterly). 

 

Finally, some also pointed out that shorter payment terms were the responsibility of the whole supply chain, 

and one suggested to considering getting retailers to change their industry practice. 

 

 

Conclusions:  

Overall, the feedback is very positive, but few respondents gave a rationale. The topic is complex and only 

applies to conveyors. Some of the answers showed that the respondents have not understood the 

requirement, or have misunderstood whom it applies to. 

 

 

Any additional comments on the Trade standard (Annex 1) related to 4.4 Payment Terms: 

  

Feedback received: Very few additional comments were made. The few comments received were in line 

with feedback already given in the respective sections. 

   

3.6.   Trading with integrity: 

  

One of the objectives of the Trade Standard Review project is to create fairer competition, to the extent 

possible through changes to the Trade Standard. One source of unfair competition is unethical behaviour 

and commercial practices that go against the intentions of Fairtrade. As such, one proposal is to add a 

“Trading with Integrity” section to the Trade Standard with one new requirement which would explicitly 

forbid, prevent, dissuade and/or enable the sanctioning of such practices. However, since the number of 

possible unfair practices is practically unlimited, not all situations can be explicitly forbidden. Using the 

Trade Standard as an effective tool would therefore depend on the knowledge and evidence of the “unfair” 

practice, on the grounds for sanctioning anchored in the Standard, and on the scope for judgment that is 

given to the certification body. 

 

Question 3.6.1: 

Do you agree with including the following requirement in the “Trading with Integrity” 

section (requirement 4.5.1 in Annex 1): 

  

“You must not engage in unsound practices that clearly and directly or indirectly damage 

producers’ or other operators’ capacity to compete and you must not impose trading 
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conditions on your suppliers that will make it difficult for your supplier (and the rest of the 

supply chain) to comply with Fairtrade standards. 

Guidance:  A non-exhaustive list of examples of unsound practices includes bonded 

contracts, i.e. buying Fairtrade products from a producer on the condition that the 

producer sells a quantity of non-Fairtrade product under terms that are distinctly 

disadvantageous to the producer, selling below cost or engaging in inaccurate costing.  

An Example of practices that could make it difficult for your supplier (and the rest of the 

supply chain) to comply with Fairtrade standards includes selling/buying a Fairtrade 

product at a price below the relevant Fairtrade Minimum Price that has been paid to the 

producer.” 

  

Feedback received: 

  
 

The chart shows strong support for the new requirements. 

Out of 312 who gave feedback on the proposed requirement, 258 agreed with it (83%), while 14 disagreed 

(4%) and 40 were unsure. 

 

Rationale: 

37 respondents provided additional feedback. Among this additional feedback the following comments were 

made:  

● checking compliance with the requirement will be difficult (i.e. the requirement is not certifiable). 

● the requirement is too vague.  

● the requirement does not target the right supply chain actors (i.e. retailers and brands should be 

targeted as well). 

● the requirement requests also checking on conventional sales of the producer organization and the 

respective buyers. Conventional product sales are however not part of the scope of the Fairtrade 

standards. 

 

Additional proposals were also made: 

● retailers should be targeted with the requirement (as well). 

● instead of the requirement a Partnership Agreement (comparable to FSP) should be implemented 

and agreed with all operators including retailers, brands and other players beyond the scope of the 

3.6.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholders 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 76 157 25 258 

% 88% 81% 76% 83% 

No, I 
don’t 
agree 

Count 6 6 2 14 

% 7% 3% 6% 4% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 4 30 6 40 

% 5% 16% 18% 13% 

Total 
Count  86 193 33 312 
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Trade Standard. Or Fairtrade International should add that an operator must be accountable to 

ethical principles, including Fairtrade’s rules and regulations. 

● instead of the requirement on ‘Trading with integrity’ the contract requirement should rather be 

enforced. 

● A Charter of commitment seems to be a good tool to make the producers/ operators aware about 

the main Fairtrade principles and about fair competition and trading with integrity. To apply this in a 

reactive way does not change a lot. That would be too late, it is better to prevent and to remember 

the responsibilities of each operator before trading. 

 

Comments also referred to the need of having a clearly defined complaints procedure in the standard if the 

requirement would come into force. 

 

Another comment was made on the difficulty to influence the market, i.e. the trader may well pay the 

minimum or market price to the producer but the trader also needs to secure his position in the market. It 

may therefore well be that the product is only offered at a later point in time for a lower price than actually 

paid to the producer. It would be difficult to influence the market in a way that this is not happening. If there 

are no means to influence the market once the product has left the farm then Fairtrade International should 

rather implement a training requirement which supports producers on basic business skills to ensure that 

they understand the market. This trade standard requirement could then be audited. 

 

Conclusions: 

Quantitatively speaking a majority of respondents agree to have the ‘Trading with integrity’ requirement in 

the Trade Standard. However, the qualitative comments that were received are mainly sceptical about 

implementation. 

 

Any additional comments on the Trade standard (Annex 1) related to 4.5 Trading with Integrity 

  

Feedback received: Some stakeholders raised a new point, that was not covered in the 

questionnaire: 

They requested that all traders/processors be required to comply with ILO core conventions for their 

workers.  

 

Rationale: 

There is a growing expectation among the consumers that products marked with a sustainable trade label 

in general and a Fairtrade label in particular should not only be cultivated under fair conditions but as well 

processed respecting the minimal globally applicable ILO core conventions.  

 

Conclusions: 

Given this clear trend of requesting compliance with ILO core conventions along the whole supply chain 

and given that Fairtrade products are perceived as having a specific focus on labour conditions, it is 

requested that core ILO workers rights should already be addressed in the Core section of the TS.  

 

 

3.7.   Impact focus: 
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To increase the probability that the intent of the Trade Standard delivers the intended impact to producers, 

the Standards Unit proposes to offer the scope to operators to deliver different actions than what the 

Standard requires – as long as no undue price advantage is created, and the credibility of the Fairtrade 

system is not damaged. 

 

Question 3.7.1: 

Do you agree with including the following new requirement in the “Impact Focus” section of 

the Trade Standard (requirement 4.6.1 in Annex 1): 

  

“If  any of the requirements in this Standard are proven counterproductive to positive impact 

on producers or are proven ineffective at achieving their aims, you can request to the 

certification body to accept an alternative means to fulfil the same aims, as long as this does 

not generate an undue price advantage or damage the credibility of the Fairtrade system.  This 

request will be in the form of an exception and will need to be consciously and freely accepted 

in writing by all parties involved. 

  

Guidance: This Standard tries to define the best way to make markets work for producers.  

However, market mechanisms change fast and work differently in the various products and 

countries where Fairtrade operates. For this reason, the requirements in this Standard might 

not be the optimal solution for producers, and for this reason room for flexibility needs to be 

allowed.  The limits set to this flexibility are that is does not create undue price advantages, 

which means that that pricing and Premium requirements (4.3.1)  cannot be exempted, and 

that the credibility of the label, and therefore of producer business, is maintained.” 

  

☐ Yes, I agree because Click here to enter text.          

☐ No, I don’t agree because Click here to enter text.   

☐ If no, what alternative do you propose to create a more impact based Standard   Click here 

to enter text. 

☐ I am unsure because   Click here to enter text. 

  

Feedback received: 

  
  

The chart shows strong support for the new requirement. 

3.7.1 Producer Trader 
Internal 
stakeholder 
and others 

Total 

Yes, I 
agree 

Count 71 151 22 244 

% 83% 78% 67% 78% 

No, I don’t 
agree 

Count 3 8 7 18 

% 3% 4% 21% 6% 

I am 
unsure 

Count 12 35 4 51 

% 14% 18% 12% 16% 

Total 
Count  86 194 33 313 
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Out of 313 who gave feedback on the proposed requirement, 244 agreed with it (79%), while 18 disagreed 

(6%) and 51 (16%) were unsure. 

 

Rationale: 

Respondents who commented on the requirement stated that it could be used by every stakeholder to 

request an exception on any requirement of the trade standard. This wouldn’t be desirable. If traders want 

to have impact they should simply follow the requirement of the Trade Standard.  

 

The decision-making process would be rather arbitrary as there wouldn’t be clear criteria for every possible 

upcoming exception request. Furthermore, the decision-making responsibility on granting exception could 

not be with the certification body but should rather sit with the Monitoring and Evaluation or Brand and 

Communication Team. Furthermore, if the requirement came into force then in theory all parties involved in 

the supply chain, including also all competitors dealing with the same product in the same country would 

need to agree to the exceptions. Otherwise it would create unfair competition among certified partners since 

they would not work under the same rules - the proposed requirement could distort competition. The result 

of the decision-making process would also need to be made public as exceptions should be handled in a 

transparent manner.  

 

Moreover, respondents stated that it would be extremely complex to define, prove and evaluate impact. 

This is also linked to the issue that not all "players" in Fairtrade are on the same level, but that there is a 

power-play, where producers don’t have equal possibilities to negotiate. It would be difficult for Fairtrade to 

ensure an equal level playing field respectively to prevent favouritism.  

 

It was additionally recommended to test such a requirement over a certain period of time before actually 

applying it to all Fairtrade certified actors. 

 

Conclusions: 

Quantitatively speaking a majority of respondents agree to implement the ‘Impact focus’ requirement in the 

Trade Standard. However, the qualitative comments that were received are very sceptical about 

implementation. 

 


