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PART 1 Introduction and executive summary 

1.1. General Introduction 

Fairtrade International’s Standards & Pricing would like to thank all stakeholders for the time and effort 

they have put into participating in the consultation on the review of the Fairtrade Standard for Cocoa. 

The consultation concluded on the deadline for submission with a total of approximately 125 

participating stakeholders who gave Fairtrade International’s Standards & Pricing their views and 

perspectives. Thanks to these replies, Standards & Pricing gained a good understanding of critical 

issues and concerns including potential solutions. Together with the results of the research carried out 

by Standards & Pricing, this information provided the basis for our recommendation to the Standards 

Committee. The Standards Committee’s decision on the final standards was taken in full knowledge of 

stakeholders’ comments.  

 

This synopsis paper presents the outcomes of the consultation round. 

 

Should you have any queries or remarks concerning this report, please contact Standards & 
Pricing, at standards-pricing@fairtrade.net 
 

Executive summary 
Background  

As part of the regular standard review cycle, a review of the Fairtrade Standard for Cocoa was due.  

This was the opportunity to revise the Cocoa Standard to ensure it is in line with and contributes to the 
new global cocoa 2016-20 strategy, which emphasizes on delivering greater impact for producers and 
demonstrating how Small Producer Organizations (SPOs) are a valuable vehicle for achieving this 
impact. 

One of the key objectives of the global cocoa strategy is to make sure we have a transparent and 
reliable Fairtrade cocoa supply, and that Fairtrade certified organizations are “strong and viable SPOs 
delivering clear benefits to members and commercial partners”. 

This needs to be done taking into account producer realities and needs as well as demands of the 
industry and producer countries and the various industry and government initiatives, such as the 
Cocoa Action framework, the CEN Standard, and other national standards. 

This review of the Cocoa Standard therefore explored ways to strengthen cocoa producers’ capacity 
to manage their cooperatives and better meet their members’ needs, including member support for 
farm productivity improvements.  

In terms of traceability, the mass balance requirements were revised to ensure greater clarity and 
transparency. We also included a review of the trade requirements to make sure they are aligned with 
the revised Trader Standard, and with the specific context of the cocoa sector.  

 
Project goal 

The goal of the project was to improve the Fairtrade Standard for Cocoa, so that it contributes to 
greater sustainability of Fairtrade cocoa production and trade, leading to sustainable and positive 
impact for producers.  

 
Objectives 

 Explore ways to strengthen the capacity of cocoa cooperatives so that they can better manage 
their cooperatives, providing clear benefits for their members and their commercial partners.  

 Explore ways to promote productivity improvements. 

mailto:standards-pricing@fairtrade.net
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 Improve Fairtrade cocoa mass balance requirements for greater transparency and clarity.  

 Revise the trade requirements of the Cocoa Standard, to align with the revised Trader Standard 
(TS) and adapt to the specific context of cocoa, if needed. 

 Improve clarity and ensure consistency throughout the standard and apply the new design for 
standards.  

 

Project phases and timelines  

 Timeline Activity  

2
0
1
6

 

Apr -Sept. 2016  Planning and research 

Sept. – Oct. 2016  Preparation of proposals 

Mid Nov. 2016 –  

mid. Jan. 2017 

 Consultation 

2
0
1
7

 Jan. - Feb. 2017  Analysis of feedback and preparation of final proposal 

Feb. 2017  Presentation to Standards Committee for approval 

End March 2017  Publication of revised Standard 

 
Findings: 

The consultation included proposals on information management systems for SPOs, productivity, 
premium investment, trade requirements and mass balance. Overall, the feedback was positive and 
also included some valuable comments and recommendations for amendment. 

2.1. Next steps 

This synopsis presents the summary of the results of the consultation. Based on these results, the 
project team revised the proposals, taking into account the concerns and suggestions for amendment. 
The Standards Team then presented the results of this consultation along with final proposal for the 
revised Cocoa Standard to the Standard Committee (SC) in February. The SC took decisions and the 
revised Standard for Cocoa was published succeeding its approval by the SC. 

The final decisions of the SC were published in the minutes of the meeting and are available on the 
Fairtrade website. 

3.1. Abbreviations 

List and explanation of all abbreviations used in this document 

B2B:  Business to Business 

CLAC:  Coordinadora Latinoamericana y del Caribe de Comercio Justo 

ERP:  Enterprise Resource Planning 

FMP:  Fairtrade Minimum Price 

FIP:  Farm Improvement Plan 

FP:  Fairtrade Premium 

FTA:  Fairtrade Africa 

FTO:  Fair Trade Organisation 

GAP:   Good Agricultural Practices 

GMB:  Group Mass Balance 

GPM:  Global Product Management  

IFAD:  International Fund for Agricultural Development 

IMS:  Internal Management System  

MB:  Mass Balance 

https://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/2017-02-21_SC-minutes-meeting74-Feb2017-approved.pdf
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MHFR:  Association Max Havelaar France 

NFO:  National Fairtrade Organisation 

PN:  Producer Network 

SC:         Standards Committee  

S&P:     Standards &Pricing   
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PART 2 Draft Standards Consultation - Outcome 

2.1 Consultation process 

The consultation involved a questionnaire and producer workshops. The questionnaire was sent out to 
all Fairtrade certified producers and traders (about 625 in total), as well as to all members of the 
Fairtrade system. The consultation document was available in three languages (English, Spanish and 
French), both online and in word format. 

Shortly before the questionnaire was sent out, a “pre-consultation workshop” took place on the 24th 
and 25th of October 2016 in Cote d’Ivoire, with members of the West Africa Cocoa Consultative 
Committee. The feedback received during the workshop helped design the proposals for the 
consultation.  

In Latin America, the CLAC held a workshop during the CLAC Cocoa Network meeting in Panama on 
the 7th and 8th December, and an additional workshop in the Dominican Republic. The CLAC then 
compiled into a single document the feedback of all producer organizations that either participated in 
the workshops, filled in the questionnaire individually, or endorsed the Cocoa Network feedback 
without completing the questionnaire themselves. The feedback from Latin America therefore consists 
of the official CLAC position which represents the vast majority of producers. This feedback also 
details the additional individual responses which differed from the majority position. 

During the consultation phase, a small workshop, initiated by MHFR, brought together members of the 
FTA country network of Fairtrade Africa Cocoa producers (RICE-Réseau Ivoirien du Commerce 
Equitable), who then gave a joint feedback to the consultation|.  

In addition, bilateral meetings took place with all of the key accounts: global traders and global brands.  

The project team also received in-depth input and support from Fairtrade Africa field staff as well as 
from FLOCERT.  

2.2 Overview of stakeholder participation 

Overall 117 stakeholders provided their input during the consultation: Responses mainly came from 
producers, traders, brands, national Fairtrade organizations, FLOCERT and NGOs. We received 90 
individual completed questionnaires plus the compiled questionnaire from the CLAC which represents 
the views of 27 producer organizations in Latin America.  

 
 
The feedback included: 

 74 questionnaires from producers: 

o From Africa: 45 SPOs, mainly from West Africa (33 from Cote d’Ivoire plus 1 from RICE 
(representing 6 SPOs), 9 from Ghana, 1 from Togo and 1 from Uganda) 
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o From Asia, 2 SPOs from India 

o From Latin America: 27 producers, whose feedback was compiled by the CLAC into 1 
document (including producers from Belize, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dom Rep, 
Ecuador, Nicaragua and Panama)  

 27 questionnaires from traders: 

o 11 licensees (of which 3 global brands) 

o 15 exporters / importers / processors (of which 4 global traders)  

o 1 retailer 

 15 questionnaires from others stakeholders: 

o 1 Government (Conseil Café-Cacao – CCC of Cote d’Ivoire) 

o 1 NGO  

o 1 network of French FTOs and NGOs  

o 3 FTA responses 

o FLOCERT 

o 8 NFOs 

Not all stakeholders responded to each question, so the number of responses may vary from one 
question to another. In general, producers responded to parts 1-5 of the questionnaire but omitted part 
6 on mass balance. Inversely, some traders omitted parts 1-5 but responded to part 6.  

The feedback represented a wide range of producers across geographical regions and the internal 
consultation targets set were largely achieved, in particular regarding producers’ input. In spite of the 
technical details of some proposals, overall the quantitative and qualitative feedback was conclusive 
enough to develop final recommendations for SC decision. 

 

2.3 Consultation outcome and stakeholder feedback 

This section provides a summary of consultation results that include the following: 

 The proposals and questions as presented in the consultation documents 

 A numeric analysis and the responses 

 A detailed summary of the feedback received from stakeholders  

The order of the sections follows the structure of the consultation document.  

2.3.1 SPO Management Systems 

Basic Internal Management System (IMS) to manage compliance 

 

Q1.1.1. Do you agree that all cocoa SPOs should implement an IMS as described in the consultation 
document, a Core requirement Year 0? 
1. Management structure: a documented description of the IMS, a documented management 
structure, one designated person responsible for the IMS  
2. Member information, including: name, contact information, gender, date of birth, farm location, 
production , and all information related to inspection and training  
3. Compliance management: internal rules to ensure compliance, identified internal inspectors, 
training of the internal inspectors, annual inspections and reports, use of internal sanctions, risk 
assessment  of non-compliance with the Fairtrade Standards and of threats to the effectiveness of the 
IMS 
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4. Flow of goods management: measures to comply with traceability requirements. 

Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

The vast majority of respondents were in favour of introducing IMS requirements in the cocoa 
standard, mainly because they see it is a useful tool for SPO operations.  

The benefits mentioned in the comments include for instance: 

 it will assist the organization to identify the risk areas, work on the remedies, reduce the number of 
non-conformities, 

 it will help better coordinate all the activities, and facilitate their implementation, and will provide a 
better monitoring and control of the activities, 

 it will enable better follow-up of the expectations of the farmers on a social, environmental and 
economic level,  

 it will provide more transparency to partners,  

 it will help the coop perform better,  

 it will make the system more reliable,  

 it will enable the coop to know better their members’ plantations and better train them on the 
Standards;  

 it will be a useful tool of the management of the coop (already applied for another standard and is 
beneficial),  

 it will help strengthen the adherence to FT standards, will enhance good governance.  

In the comments, a few stakeholders raised concerns related to the complexity and cost of the IMS 
and the difficulty to implement it. Some argued that as a result it will exclude new SPOs from entering 
Fairtrade, increase external influence of organisations providing financial and technical support, and / 
or might end up being just a paper exercise, and that producers will lack incentives to comply if they 
have no Fairtrade market. 

Another concern raised by one Fairtrade actor, is that the requirements were already in part reflected 
in the SPO standard, and could lead to duplication of requirements. Some respondents proposed to 
move the requirement to year 1, or even 3. Some also proposed a phased approach (a split between 
core and development requirements, or a phased approach across years 0-3). Regarding the 
relationship with other IMS systems implemented by other schemes some recommend leveraging 
existing IMS systems such as those used for organic certification. Some suggested that, when the IMS 
is owned / managed by a trader, the SPO should set up its own independent system for Fairtrade. The 
need to clarify the division of tasks and responsibilities between 1st and 2nd grade SPOs, and the 
time needed to train 1st grade SPOs, especially in the case of large unions, was also raised.  
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Another stakeholder recommended ensuring IMS requirements add value to the SPO itself, and is 
used as management tool and not just a tick-box exercise. The need for support and guidance to 
producers was mentioned several times. 

Member Agreements 

Question 1.1.2: Do you agree that each individual member should sign an agreement with their SPO 
which specifies the rights and obligations of each party, as a Core requirement Year 0? 

Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

The overwhelming majority was in favour of this proposal. Out of 43 African producers, 35 fully agreed 
with the proposal.  

The Latin American producers agreed partially, because they think it would take time to implement 
and recommend making it a Year 1 requirement.  

Producers themselves, as well as other respondents perceived value in formalizing the rights and 
obligations of each party, for the following reasons: 

 To provide a transparent basis to protect everyone’s interest. 

 To help the newcomer to take ownership of the statutes. 

 To reinforce link with the coop, and enable more involvement in coop’s activities. 

 To help monitor the behaviour of inactive members, will help achieve better compliance at 1st 
grade level. 

 To enable both parties to respect their engagement with each other, as it is not always the case. 

 To ensure greater transparency, mutual accountability and commitment, especially with regards to 
volume delivery and compliance with the standards. 

 To help clarify the commitment of the SPO towards the member, in terms of activities. 

It was also suggested that the member agreement could serve as the necessary legal consent for 
SPOs to collect member data and that it could include an annual renewal of volume commitment. 

Some mentioned that the rights and obligations are already defined in the constitution, but 
nonetheless an individual contract is seen as useful for newcomers to take ownership of the statutes. 

One cooperative noted that members already sign membership contracts, but that it would be useful to 
add to it mutual rights and obligations. 

One global brand noted that even if there it is not a guarantee that members will fully understand their 
rights and obligations, it is at least a first step. 
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The 7 respondents that opposed to this requirement argued that it would be an administrative burden, 
that it is already covered in the constitution, and that in Fairtrade all members are automatically 
certified when the SPO is certified. 

Some of the respondents recommended that Fairtrade provides a template for such member 
agreements. 

Farm Assessment 

Q1.3.1. Do you agree that all SPOs should carry out farm assessments to identify their member 
needs, as a Core requirement year 1, but in a progressive approach to reach all farms? 

Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

The majority was in favour of this proposal, because they believe it will enable the SPO to better 
understand the needs of its members and to define support activities accordingly, as well as to reduce 
the number of non-conformities. 

Some were concerned about the lack of technical expertise, and the resources that would be required 
to implement this requirement. Because of that some proposed moving this core requirement to year 3 
or 4, or changing it to a development requirement. One stakeholder pointed out that these data are 
confidential and recommends having a look at the law on data protection, and to have a realistic list of 
data validated by the regulating body. Another stakeholder agreed with requiring a process for farm 
assessment but finds the list too prescriptive.  

Other concerns included: how to ensure quality data, how to avoid just a tick-boxing exercise, how to 
ensure this process really benefits farmers, and how useful the data is if SPOs have no premium 
funds to address the identified needs. 

In conclusion, as one of the stakeholders summed it up: “We see the importance of a farm 
assessment, but would only introduce it under following conditions: (i) appropriate/easy to use tools for 
data collection and processing available, (ii) training from FI on how to implement a farm assessment, 
(iii) use of data/results is guaranteed, in terms of leading to farm improvement plan, training and 
support activities”.  

 

Q1.3.2. Do you agree that the assessment data listed below is adequate to conduct an appropriate 
farm assessment? 
 
SPOs must carry out, record, regularly review and update farm assessments to identify member 
needs regarding farm performance improvements. The assessment should include at least the 
following: 
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a) Farmer & Household Information: farmer name, contact information, gender, date of birth, 
household composition (number of members, DOB, gender) 
b) Farm Information: land tenure (owner or sharecropper), farm location, distance to forest land, 
protected areas, areas with high conservation value ,  
c) Farm Production Area: # of plots/total farm size, area cultivated with cocoa 
d) Total Cocoa Production: the two previous years’ harvest, current year’s estimate,  
e) Farm Income: cocoa income, other farm income 
f) Farm Observations: planting density, tree age, presence/risk of any debilitating disease, access 
to/use of planting material, shade management, soil condition/fertility, levels of pruning and weeding 
practiced , integrated pest management adopted (including safety measures), access to/effective use 
of fertilizer, sustainable use of organic waste, adoption of agroforestry 
g) Labour used: family and hired (temporary & permanent), number, DOB/age, gender, estimated 
days worked 

 

 

Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

The vast majority, mainly producers from CDI and Ghana, were in favour and believe that the required 
data is sufficient to conduct an adequate assessment of the farms. 

Some respondents added some recommendations: 

 Soil fertility: need to clarify what is expected. Lab analysis is impossible  

 Farmer incomes: only possible to get estimates  

 e) and f) are difficult to collect 

 Need to ensure that one plantation does not belong to 2 coops  

 Suggestion to add an estimate of the number of shade trees and food crops in the cocoa farm, not 
only refer to shade management. In addition there were two questions here: ‘What “sustainable 
use of organic waste means”?’ and ‘What about sustainable use of inorganic waste?’. 

 Certain data are confidential and not necessary  

Some stakeholders feared that this list might be too ambitious, too prescriptive, beyond the capacity of 
a typical SPOs and that this will lead to the collection of inaccurate data just to meet the requirement. , 
This would not only make the data meaningless for analysis purposes but also would lead to the risk 
of developing an inappropriate response. Another stakeholder expressed that the given data is 
insufficient and that in order to assess a farm, one needs resources and a high level of expertise. 
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Q1.3.3. Do you have any other comment (anything missing, unnecessary, too difficult to collect)? 

Analysis: 

Respondents made various comments on the list of data: 

 too difficult to collect: f) (farm observations) and g) (labour) were mentioned several times. In 
addition, household information and farm production data were mentioned by one respondent. 

 missing: farm costs (to calculate net income), production of other crops and off-farm income, 
GPS coordinates, farm distance to forest land and HCV areas. 

 inappropriate: land ownership.  

Other comments included: 

 farmers need to be sensitized on the importance of this data collection.  

 The IMS has to be digitalized otherwise it cannot be effective. 

 Not clear whether the assessment will be renewed and how often, in order to monitor progress.  

 Propose a collective approach rather than an approach per member.  

A few also recommended moving the requirement from Year 1 to Year 3,  

One respondent also noted that this question would be best answered by testing it in the field. ‘There 
are always more details to collect, but we only ask ourselves occasionally why we collect them’. 

Community needs assessment 

Q.1.4.1. Do you agree that SPOs should carry out, record, regularly review and update an assessment 
of members’ community needs, as a Core requirement year 3, with a progressive approach to 
complete it for all communities?  

Consultation feedback 

 

Analysis: 

The vast majority of producers from Africa were in favour of the proposal. 

Of those who answered yes, the most often mentioned argument (more than 20 times), is that it will 
enable the coop to better understand the community needs, in order to respond to those needs (for 
instance via the FDP). One coop from CDI mentioned that they already do this and that it works well. 

Some actually referred to “member” needs, rather than “community” needs.  

Among those who say no, the arguments were the following: 
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 the SPO should focus on the development of the coop as a business rather than on community 
needs (NFO). 

 the coop business is already not profitable. If cooperatives have to invest also in community 
development, it won’t be economically viable. If they can’t solve the needs of the members, how 
could they address the needs of all the communities.  

 it is already included in the Standard (as the consultation for the FDP) and would be a repetition  

 The scope of the communities is different from the scope of members. Members might come 
from a large number of different communities, and it is way too ambitious to try to cover all. It 
could create tensions between cooperative members and other community members. 

 
Some were unsure and raised concerns / questions: 

 If the community needs refer to the farmers that are members of the SPO, then yes, but if it 
refers to members of the communities SPOs operate in, then they would question the scope.  

 If the SPO does not have the resources to deliver against these needs, then it makes the 
requirement irrelevant. 

 What is the purpose? How does it relate to the assessment of the premium use?  

 Need to be cautious not to overburden the SPO with community requirements that are not 
necessary for Fairtrade certification.  

 Should not be mandatory but done as a pilot with a limited number of SPOs. Requires 
resources and expertise.  

 Requires facilitation (probably by a third party). Should focus on key issues (eg. Child labour) 
and assessment of the capacity to address the issues. 

 This should be part of the SPO review (NFO). 
 

Training and Support Activities  

Q.1.5.1. Do you agree that SPOs should develop, implement and regularly adapt a plan for training 

and other support activities, as a Core requirement year 1?  

Consultation feedback 

 

 
Analysis 

Overall, the comments were positive for this proposed requirement. Those who answered yes mainly 
argued that it will enable the SPOs to: 

 better organize and coordinate the training activities (e.g. avoid that the same training is 
conducted several times with the same producers, as is sometimes the case) 

 ensure the trainings are based on farmers’ needs, taking into account the farm assessments 
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 monitor the training and assess whether the trainings conducted by contractors are relevant 

 revise and amend the training plans in view of the results 

Some stakeholders made some recommendations: 

 need to ensure guidance documents are available and clear 

 the plan needs to capture how to change the process if the results of analysis are that the 
training is not working 

 simplify the standard regarding training for producers 

 The plan should be flexible so that it can be updated and changed as needed 

 Find ways to ensure the quality of the training plans 

 This requirement should be moved to year 2 or 3, as it takes time to put into place 

Some respondents were not sure about who will pay for these trainings. They were concerned that 
organizing all these trainings would be beyond the SPO financial and technical capacity. As well as 
setting up a sophisticated system to monitor training activities, that take place only sporadically, does 
not make sense. 

Out of the 27 respondents who disagreed with the proposal, 24 were producers from Latin America, 
who expressed concerns regarding costs of monitoring the adoption and regularly updating the plan. 
Only 3 other respondents did not agree with the proposed requirement, supporting it with following 
arguments: 

 it is an administrative burden for SPOs,  

 training is not a very effective tool to effect behavioural or social change,  

 it should be part of the SPO review.  

Farm Improvement Plan 

Q 1.6.1. Do you agree to require SPOs to develop and implement Farm Improvement Plans, as a core 
requirement year 3, with a progressive approach to complete for all farms over time?  

Consultation feedback: 

 

 
Analysis: 

Those in favour saw the benefits of defining plans, based on the farm assessments, to address the 
farmers’ needs and help them comply with the standards and improve their productivity.  

Several respondents agreed only partially, or even rejected the proposal, because they believed that 
implementing this requirement would be too demanding in terms of financial resources and staff 
resources. They argued that it also required strong expertise in agronomy, which SPOs do not have. 

31 

7 5 3 

5 

4 
1 

2 
3 7 

1 

23 

1 

1 1 
2 

2 

1 1 

3 

0

10

20

30

40

50

Prod. Africa Prod. Lat.
Am.

Prod. Asia Trader Licensee Other

I am unsure No Yes, partially Yes

Yes 
44% 

Yes, 
partially 

21% 

No 
28% 

I am 
not 

sure 
7% 



 
 

14 
Consultation synopsis – Cocoa Standard Review 
21.07.2017 

Some suggested it could be implemented progressively, only with willing farmers (the question is how 
to select them), or as a development requirement. A few on the other hand argued that it is essential 
and should already be applicable in year 2. Some pointed out that it can only be funded when 
premium income is available, as implementing such plans will be very expensive. 

2.3.2 Productivity 

Q.2.1.1. Has the existing requirement on premium planning
1
 been useful in encouraging SPOs to 

invest more in effective quality and productivity improvements? 

Consultation feedback

 
Analysis: 

The feedback to this question was quite positive, mainly on the part of West African producers, who 
attested that the requirement was effective in increasing investments in productivity and quality 
(mainly through the provision of plants and inputs). 

Other eight respondents however understood the question as a proposal for a new requirement and 
agreed that it would be useful to implement it.  

A NFO pointed out that, according to the MEL report, SPOs do invest more than 25 % of their 
premium in productivity and quality.  

One stakeholder noted that it may be an opportunity for unions to secure further support from buyers 
against their investments. The majority of Latin American producers, however, disagreed as they 
insisted that the decision of premium use should be at the GA.  

Most traders (especially global exporters) were unsure about the impact of the requirement (whether it 
really reached the members based on need or whether SPOs do it just for compliance). The other 
answer given was “no”, because this requirement has not been implemented as recommended. Some 
other stakeholders were unsure or disagree as they argue that the investments in productivity have 
mainly focused on chemical inputs, which they don’t consider a sustainable farming technique. One 
recommends that Fairtrade provides know-how in sustainable farm management in order to fulfil the 
requirement in a sustainable way. One other respondent also noted that SPOs already do invest a lot 
in productivity and quality, and therefore such a requirement is not necessary. 

                                                      
1
 Premium planning: When planning for the Fairtrade Development Plan, you must discuss if investing the 

Fairtrade Premium in activities that increase quality and productivity would help your members to have more 

secure incomes. You are encouraged to use at least 25% of the value of the Fairtrade Premium for productivity 

and quality improvement activities. 
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Two stakeholders insisted that the Premium should be for social development rather than productivity 
improvements, while on the other extreme, another stakeholder thought that Fairtrade does not do 
enough in the area of productivity, compared to other schemes, and recommended it to do more. 

Q.2.1.2. Do you agree that the introduction of requirements on IMS is an effective way to improve 

productivity and quality?  

Consultation feedback: 

Analysis: 

Most SPOs agreed that an IMS will help to provide a framework to identify needs, plan, implement and 
monitor activities that will lead to improvements of production practices and as a result productivity 
improvements. One cooperative confirmed that no activity can be developed without a management 
system and regular monitoring. 

Others noted that it will contribute to productivity improvements only: 

 If SPOs have the means and expertise to implement activities, 

 If there is guidance, i.e. if Fairtrade specifies what actions are relevant for the Farm 
Improvement plans taking into context that region and farm and quality control of advice is given 
by the SPO or any contracted party. 

 If productivity objectives are more explicit in the requirements 

 If it is done professionally and not just as a paper exercise, but really as a tool to manage the 
SPO.  

Others noted that all that an IMS does, is to improve transparency and efficiency at the level of the 
SPOs. While another added that an IMS enables data collection and monitoring, but one will have to 
invest in concrete actions to improve quality and productivity in a sustainable way. 

Some stakeholders also pointed out that Fairtrade needs to better define what productivity 
improvement means and should ensure that improvements are economically viable and 
environmentally sustainable. They insisted that Fairtrade should make clear promotion of sustainable 
agricultural practices (such as agroforestry, agricultural systems that respect the environment, organic 
fertilizers, etc.). 

Another concern raised by a few stakeholders, was to be careful about productivity improvements, 
because it could lead to overproduction and inevitably to lower prices and lower incomes for farmers. 
They suggested that Fairtrade should rather focus on how to improve farmers’ incomes via other 
means such as diversification. Regarding quality improvements, some pointed out that there is no 
producer value if no quality premium exists (which is the case in the bulk cocoa market). 
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Q.2.1.3. Do you have any other suggestions to promote investments into productivity and quality 
improvements? 

Analysis: 

The main suggestions were around provision of relevant training, sensitization and producer support, 
best practices, farmer field schools, more specific requirements on farming practices in the Standard 
(eg on shade trees). 

Some referred to the use of the premium (two suggested an earmarked premium, 1 coop and 1 
trader). 

Several respondents insisted on the type of productivity improvement Fairtrade wants to promote and 
stressed that it should define clearly what is meant by productivity, and focus on sustainable 
production practices, respectful of the environment, and in the interest of the farmer (eg agroforestry) 
and to take climate change into account. One respondent also mentioned diversification, rehabilitation, 
rejuvenation of farms and transforming them in agroforestry systems. 

Other respondents focused on the financial aspect: they mentioned that increased prices are needed 
(or increased premium) and some called for additional investments on the part of the buyers. Also, 
some argued that investments in productivity need to be profitable, and warned against the risk of 
investment costs outweighing the benefits. Evidence of a pay-off or reward for investment in 
productivity would be required, and/or differentiated prices for higher quality. The point on the risk of 
productivity improvements leading to overproduction and resulting lower prices and lower producers’ 
incomes was also mentioned. 

Others proposed non-standard activities:  
1. Brands/Traders can commit to supply chains and invest in those supply chains to support 

producers to increase quality and productivity, without recovering these costs from price as is 
currently the practice  

2. Fairtrade could provide a service to SPOs to support them to mobilize funding from organisations 
such as IFAD or to access already existing programmes that are being provided by private or 
government agencies.  

3. Fairtrade could support networking between certified SPOs to create a platform for producers to 
share best practices and to provide support for one another. 

2.3.3 Premium investment: 

Q.3.1.1. Do you agree to encourage dialogue and mutual understanding between producers and 
buyers, as suggested below? 

Besides including more recommendations on premium use related to sustainability priority areas in training and 

guidance documents, our proposal is to encourage dialogue and mutual understanding between producers and 

buyers, by: 

- encouraging buyers to inform producers about the industry needs and priorities, as a voluntary best 

practice in the Cocoa Standard,  

- encouraging producers to take premium use decisions in an informed way, taking into account 

industry needs and priorities, as a development requirement in the Cocoa Standard,  

- encouraging both producers and buyers to engage in long-term partnerships involving mutual 

commitments (volume purchase commitments and agreements on priority areas for premium 

investment), as a voluntary best practice in the Cocoa Standard. 
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Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

Overall, the proposal was supported by 64% or respondents as well as by the great majority of traders 
and licensees. Among producers, the African and Asian producers strongly supported the proposal.  

Latin American producers, as well as some Fairtrade actors, were not in favour of involving the 
industry in decision-making because they believe it weakens the process of empowerment of the 
SPOs. It is perceived that planning the premium investment following the recommendations of the 
industry is risky because SPOs have their own priorities. However, they do acknowledge that fair trade 
was created to establish a more direct dialogue between producers and the industry.  

Those unsure or against, warn about the risk of power imbalance and the loss of the core 
empowerment principle of Fairtrade. Another source also points out that such a requirement is difficult 
to audit. As an alternative, some Fairtrade actors propose that industry priorities should be conveyed 
via the Producer Network staff. 

2.3.4 Third Party Service Provision 

Q.4.1.1. Do you agree that any services (training or other) provided by third parties should be agreed 
in advance in writing with the SPOs? 

Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

Among producers from Africa, as well as among traders and others, the vast majority were in favour of 
the proposal. Their main rationale was that it increases transparency. 
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The Latin American producers voted against the proposal, as they don’t find such a requirement 
necessary. According to them, all SPOs should be autonomous and decide by themselves on their 
service providers. 

Apart from Latin American producers, a few other operators rejected the proposal, stating that the 
issue was not so much the documentation, but rather how to ensure that SPOs can decide freely on 
the provision of third party services (especially when it is offered by traders). 

This argument was also brought up by other NGOs and some producers, who, for that reason, were 
unsure about the proposal. 

One Fairtrade actor suggested that, in addition to the proposed requirement, the standard should state 
that service providers cannot pressurize the SPO to agree to pay costs from premium/price that is 
predicted at a future point, i.e. all services provided by third parties should be agreed in advance in 
writing with the SPOs and can only be paid with premium if the premium has already been received 
and all members have agreed to the expenditure. One stakeholder noted that it is very important to 
ensure that these services are not "mandated" and then deducted from final premium funds. Another 
respondent stressed that the Fairtrade standard should not align itself on the pre-finance provided by 
other standards, that create problems, because the autonomy and the independence of the SPOs 
would be reduced. 

One respondent mentioned that the quality of service should be considered as well, some 
organisations invest heavily on these 3rd parties and the field staff they get is not knowledgeable, 
while another recommended that guidance should be provided on competent organisations or 
assessing competency of organisations. The question whether it is really the role of the trader to 
provide training was also brought up. 

2.3.5 Trade requirements 

Pre-finance 

Q 5.1.1. Do you think that the amount and time-frame for pre-finance can remain as they currently 
stand in the existing requirement: On request from the producer, the Fairtrade payer must make 
available up to 60% of the value of the contract as pre-finance to the producer at any time after signing 
the contract. The pre-finance must be made available at least six weeks prior to shipment, if 
requested? 

Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

Overall, the feedback was positive (65%) and supporting to keep the requirement as it is. 
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With regards to timing, 2 operators suggested to shorten it, while most Latin American producers as 
well as 3 other cooperatives requested a longer period.  

With regards to the value, 3 producers requested a higher percentage. A Fairtrade actor noted that we 
should align this requirement with the Trader Standard requirement by shifting from ‘up to 60%’ to ‘at 
least 60%’ (since the onus is now on the trader to provide it). 

All Latin American SPOs, three other coops and one NFO agree with maintaining the requirement, but 
point out that the requirement is not implemented in practice and recommend enforcing it more strictly. 

Among global traders, the main argument was that the current requirement does not allow for 
appropriate management of risk based on duration of relationship and credit history. They suggested 
that the requirement should allow the trader to reject pre-finance, provided they offer evidence and 
rationale why it wasn’t provided. Another global trader did not find it is helpful to force traders to 
provide pre-finance or other kinds of finance. According to them, the key issue is to make farmers 
bankable so that they can access funding from other sources. 

One Ghanaian coop noted that the standard should clarify whether interest will be charged or not. 

Regarding the scope of application, some NGOs and FTOs as well as some CDI producers, noted that 
this requirement is more relevant for exporting coops, since non exporting coops already receive pre-
finance from multinational traders to secure their supply. One FTO pointed out that we should 
differentiate between the size of traders as small ones do not have the capital to tie up in long term 
pre-finance arrangements. 

According to an NGOs, In the long term, it would be more appropriate to go towards tripartite 
agreements between banks, producers and buyers where the purchase contract acts as a guarantee 
to the bank, which provides a credit to the SPO, as a way to reduce producers’ dependency to their 
buyer.  

 

Sourcing plans 

Q 5.2.1. Do you think the existing requirement is effective and should remain as it is (Sourcing plans 
must cover each harvest. Sourcing plans must be renewed a minimum of three months before they 
expire)? 

Consultation feedback: 

 
Analysis: 

The feedback is split on this question. A few producers pointed out that the sourcing plan is helpful for 
the SPO to plan. However, the majority of respondents did not think that the requirement is effective 
nor that it should remain as it is. 

The vast majority of Latin American producers, as well as few other stakeholders, didn’t find the 
requirement effective, because the sourcing plan is not binding. At least 6 respondents recommend to 
enforce it more strictly. One stakeholder argued however that sourcing plans don’t play an important 
role in producer planning. 
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Note that some misunderstood the requirement as requiring SPOs to provide a sourcing plan to their 
buyer. 

One NFO pointed out that the sourcing plan requirement could only work if it went back the supply 
chain to the licensee. 

Regarding the timing, 5 of the traders, 1 licensee and a group of producers argued that 3 months is 
not feasible. They recommend aligning the timing of the sourcing plan with the harvest season, and 
proposed 1 month, or the start of the season. Among NGOs and NFOs, there is a suggestion to 
encourage longer-term commitments (of 3 years), as a voluntary best practice.  

Other trade requirements 

Q 5.3.1. Are there any further additional requirements, which you think should be added or amended 

in the Trader Standard or Cocoa Standard? 

Respondents came up with a wide range of comments and recommendations, as follows: 

Market information for producers: 

- Flows of information down the supply chain from the market to the farmer would be healthy. Need 

to narrow the gap of information flow and frequency shortened, periodic information on market 

trends and management of price risk 

- Information could include market trends and price risk management support. 

Transparency on purchase commitment and long-term commitment 

- Require from buyers more transparency in the communication of Fairtrade cocoa purchase 

demand, and that the allocation of this demand is done based on objective criteria known to all 

coops. 

- Traders should provide transparency to NFOs on SPOs they purchase from, and on how they 

select and deselect SPOs to purchase Fairtrade cocoa from. Failure to do so leads to a 

misunderstanding of traders needs and the potential for resources to be invested in a sub optimal 

way by SPOs and PNs.   

- Require buyers partners of coops to compulsorily buy cocoa as Fairtrade certified.  

- Need to have long-term commitments from traders, and exit plans in case of buyers stop buying 

Fairtrade cocoa. 

- Require that traders sign contract at harvest start. 

Premium payment: 

- Reinforce the timing of the premium payment to the coop.  

- Ensure that premium payment is not made conditional to some actions (eg. GPS coordinates as a 

condition to receive the premium).  

Miscellaneous: 

- Procedure to define yields.  

- In the assessment of fair labour practices during inspection, the local poverty levels and labour 

conditions need to be taken into account.  

- Review the FMP for cocoa, so that it enables producers to invest in more sustainable production 

system. Propose to commercial actors that they give an additional premium to invest specifically in 

the improvement of sustainable productivity and environmental protection. 

- Fairtrade should do an analysis pluri-certification of the traders.  

- Traders should help organisations build post-harvest infrastructure.  

- Set-up an online platform for the registration of contracts as it would help prevent non-

compliances. 
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2.3.6 Mass balance 

Conversion ratios 

Q 6.1.1. Do you agree with the above mentioned conversion ratios, and hereby aligning with the 
CEN/ISO ratios? 

Consultation feedback: 

 
Analysis: 

The vast majority of respondents were in favour of the revised conversion ratios, the main arguments 
put forward were that being the greater simplicity. 

Very few of respondents did not agree, and put forward the following arguments: 

- producer countries are questioning the CEN ISO ratios. 
- ratios should be display the yield the other way around (from output to input):  

One was concerned that this would result in double counting: premium being paid twice on same 
volume supporting with a statement “If two customers buying from the processor, you wouldn’t charge 
a premium to one and not the other”. Those who were not sure, gave a rationale indicating that they 
have no experience in applying these ratios. One UK FTO mentioned that it could impact financially on 
significant current forward plans. While one NGO questions the concept of documentary traceability 
itself. To sum up, out of 13 operators who do mass balance (single site and/or group mass balance), 9 
agreed with the proposal, 1 disagreed and 3 were unsure. 

Q 6.1.2. Do you agree with the removal of the combined conversion ratio? 

Consultation feedback: 

 
Analysis: 

Very few respondents commented on this proposal.  
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Among those who said yes, only 1 (a global trader and processor), justified their response as follows: 
The current 12 month rule is really detrimental to our Fairtrade business/position. We have currently 
built up a large amount of butter credits which have either already expired or are due to expire. This 
make no sense when you compare to what is allowed in physically segregated supply chains and 
storing Fairtrade cocoa powder/butter.  

Among those who were unsure, many mentioned that this does not apply to them, so they did not 
know. 

Out of 13 operators who do mass balance (single site and/or group mass balance), 9 agreed with the 
proposal, 1 disagreed and 3 were unsure. 

 

Q 6.1.3. Do you agree with the 3-year time limit? 

Consultation feedback: 

 

Analysis: 

Amongst those who do agreed with the proposal, one operator explained how detrimental the current 
rule is for his company, which restricted the sale of Fairtrade certified powder even more than in 
physical traceability scenarios.  

Latin American producers disagreed with the proposal as they thought 3 years were too long. They 
proposed 1 year. On the other extreme, an NFO proposed 5 years, in order to align with the other 
standards.  

Another respondent raised concerns about the auditability of the requirement but recognized the value 
of the proposal in that it clarifies for how long companies could keep and sell powder credits on stock 
when usually only selling butter. 

Out of 13 operators who do mass balance (single site and/or group mass balance), 8 agreed with the 
proposal, 4 were unsure and 1 did not answer. 

Like for like 

Q 6.2.1. Do you agree that Fairtrade cocoa inputs should be: 

a) From the same category as the cocoa output sold as Fairtrade (standard or fine flavour)? 

 
 
Consultation feedback: 
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Analysis: 

Few respondents provided feedback to the questions on like for like. 

Among those unsure, one global brand noted the definition of fine or standard was not clear. 

Others pointed out that they are not familiar with the topic as they don’t apply mass balance. 

Of those traders who disagreed with the proposal:  

- One trader argued that the physical availability of fine-flavour cocoa which meets their spec 
with Fairtrade-certification is not given and that they would be forced to change recipes or the 
taste of its products. That means plans to increase the share of Fairtrade in their product-
portfolio could be abandoned.    

- Another trader noted that less flexibility means less business opportunity. 
- A retailer mentioned that the proposal will make FSP impractical for retailers dealing with a 

number of different suppliers 

Latin American producers rejected the proposal as in principle they generally disagree with requiring 
100% traceability from producers whilst allowing a mass balance system for the industry. But they 
stated that if mass balance cannot be eliminated they would like to at least to restrict it and suggested 
that the option of using mass balance for operators that are ONLY EXPORTERS should be 
eliminated. 

 

b) From the same conventional / organic status as the cocoa output sold as Fairtrade? 

Consultation feedback: 

 
Analysis: 
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2 traders disagreed and gave the same arguments as in a) with regards to lack of flexibility and lack of 
supply.  

1 FTO also rejected the proposal as they disagreed with substituting organic with non-organic.  

1 trader pointed out that organic represents a quality grade above conventional and that should be 
maintained throughout the supply chain, and not substituted by an inferior product. 

Another respondent requested Fairtrade to clarify whether downgrading is allowed. (For example, can 
an operator sell Fairtrade conventional if Fairtrade organic was purchased.)  

 

c) From the same origin as the cocoa output sold as Fairtrade? 

Consultation feedback: 

 
 
Analysis: 

Again, very few comments were provided as feedback to this question. 

A NFO pointed out that our proposed requirement is different from the CEN/ISO draft standard and 
suggested aligning as follows: No, could be from anywhere except if stated in the contract. One NGO 
noted that it if a country is mentioned in the product packaging it is important that the cocoa is from 
that country. They question mass balance in general and believe Fairtrade should move towards 
greater physical traceability. While one UK trader mentioned that this proposed requirement would 
make FSP impractical.  

 

6.2.2. Do you agree that the certification body uses the information in the purchase / sales 

documentation to determine the kind and quality (category, organic/conventional status, origin) of the 

input / output? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consultation feedback: 

Yes, 
same 

country 
34% 

Yes, 
same 
region 
38% 

No, 
could 

be 
anywhe

re 
28% 

12 

1 2 
5 

1 

8 

1 

4 

2 
8 

8 

5 2 
2 

0

10

20

30

Prod. Africa Prod. Asia Trader Licensee Other

No, could be from anywhere

Yes, from the same region (Africa,Asia, Latin America)

Yes from the same country



 
 

25 
Consultation synopsis – Cocoa Standard Review 
21.07.2017 

 
Analysis: 

An assurance provider agreed and strongly recommended aligning the like for like rule with ‘origin’ 
based descriptions of product (e.g. to avoid a scenario where cocoa is sourced from Ecuador but 
claimed as cocoa from Peru.). Thus, if the product origin claim is country specific, the like for like will 
also be country specific, if it is regional then the like for like will be regional.  

One NFO also supported the proposal: If the product states a specific country of origin on-pack e.g. 
“with cocoa beans from Ghana” an adequate amount of cocoa needs to be sourced from that 
particular origin to avoid misleading consumers. However, if the product does not state any particular 
country of origin we should not force our partners to source from a particular origin. Their experience 
with traders showed them that a country specific requirement was not feasible in reality due to the 
current sourcing situation, especially in Latin America. For example: Ecuador is a very popular origin. 
However, there is only very limited certified volume available from that origin and temporary weather 
conditions cause great variations in available volumes. If Fairtrade forces traders to stick to a 
particular country of origin, they cannot react to unforeseen circumstances like low harvests, weather 
conditions, different shipping times, etc. Traders have stated that a country-specific requirement would 
be a disincentive for Fairtrade purchasing and not in line with Fairtrade’s overall objective to increase 
market access for cocoa producers. They therefore strongly disagree to a country specific requirement 
as outlined above). 

Latin American producers also agree as they believe it is much easier to have this information to find 
out what quality and quantity the producers handle, in order to supply the market with the required 
product.  

One global trader also insisted that they need flexibility for their sourcing. But, it agreed that if a 
product requires a specific origin, then that origin should be respected. It stated that they need 
flexibility for blends of West African and Latin American cocoa products. So, tying ‘like for like’ to 
origins would be detrimental. When a product doesn't demand single origin rules, they interchange fine 
flavour origins and varieties. It suggested applying regional rules e.g. fine flavour Asian beans cannot 
be interchanged with fine flavour LA beans. Regarding being origin specific, it stated that if the 
contract stipulates a particular region then obviously this should be respected (this is also the 
CEN/ISO position). 

Another global trader agreed with applying like for like to organic/conventional cocoa but disagreed 
with the origin proposal as managing the credits from the same country and/or region would cause 
some issues. It also mentioned availability from certain regions and that our proposal would limit the 
products offered. For example, there is very little supply from Ecuador whilst demand is booming. 
Their advice is that we should first focus on ensuring there is adequate supply. They suggest that 
when an origin claim is made, e.g. the product is labelled as such, only then should the origin match 
by respected for beans. Likewise the origin match should only be required for cocoa products (e.g. 
cocoa butter, cocoa powder or a chocolate bar) if a claim is made regarding the country of origin on 
the product pack or in accompanying business to business or business to consumer marketing 
materials.  
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One global trader did not answer but argued that there are so many variations regarding cocoa that it 
doesn’t really make sense to just focus on organic and fine flavour. Regarding fine flavour there are 
also so many different quality grades which makes like for like difficult. Another variation includes mid 
crop Vs main crop which does vary in quality. 

Two operators noted that it is important that the certification body can check against the like for like 
rule.  

Also, one NFO agrees with the proposal as long as we do not put in place unviable requests to add 
text to computerised invoicing, delivery documents. If the contract mentions a certain 
origin/type/region etc. then the volume sold must match this. This allows for the decisions to be made 
between the buyer and seller according to each individual circumstance. 

B2B (Business to Business) transparency on mass balance 

Q 6.3.1. Do you agree that all Fairtrade sales documentation should indicate whether the product is 

physically traceable (segregated) or mass balance? 

Consultation feedback: 

 
Analysis: 

Most operators agreed with this proposal as they believe it will promote transparency and reduce 
reputational risk.  

One FTO strongly supports the proposal, as they disagree with mass balance and want to ensure that 
the cocoa they buy is physically traceable. Two traders also mention that the proposal will improve 
transparency. While one global trader stressed that they already practice this. Among NFOs, three 
also insisted that such transparency is important. And one other NFO suggested that the sales 
document should indicate whether the product is physical traceable (= identity preserved), segregated 
or mass balance. A segregated product is not always physical traceable.  

Of those who were unsure, one global brand noted that as long as the volumes are respected then it is 
ok not to detail if the product is physically segregated Vs mass balance. Another global brand is 
unsure of the value of this proposal. 

Those who disagreed with the proposal included the Latin American producers (because they 
disagree with mass balance in principle), another respondent (with no justification) and one NFO, that  
argues this would add to administrative burdens.  

Some CDI producers question why we do not require such transparency towards consumers.  
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Group mass balance 

Q 6.4.1. Do you agree with the proposed conditions for allowing Group Mass Balance? 

Consultation feedback: 

 
Analysis: 
The majority of respondents from each stakeholder category were in favour of the conditions, except 
producers from Latin America.  
The main negative feedback came from Latin America and 4 FTOs, who disagreed with mass balance 
altogether. 
 
In terms of feedback on the proposed conditions, 2 comments were raised: 

- the condition that all sites belong to the same legal entity will be a challenge for some global 
traders: 2 of the global traders and 1 NFO were concerned that some of the global traders had 
sites in their GMB that were registered legally as independent entities.  

- A suggestion from an assurance provider is that only the main audit site should be buying and 
selling to be added as a condition. 

Q 6.4.2.Given the conditions above, do you agree that the deadline for Group Mass Balance is 

removed and therefore GMB is allowed beyond 2017 without time limit? 

Consultation feedback 
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Analysis 
The majority of traders, licensees, producers from Africa and from Asia agreed with the removal of the 
deadline. One NFO argued that failure to do this will be catastrophic for Fairtrade sales and therefore 
Fairtrade Premiums to SPOs. 3 producers from Ghana also commented that they support the proposal 
to avoid a significant drop in Fairtrade sales. 
Three of the global traders, in recent conversations, insisted that Fairtrade will significantly 
compromise their sales position should they pull back on GMB. In addition, they flagged that additional 
operational costs associated to Fairtrade will be a particularly hard sell to end clients when we are in a 
period where market prices are lower than the Fairtrade Minimum Price (which means that Fairtrade 
cocoa is more expensive than cocoa bought at market price).  
 
Three FTOs and all producers from Latin America disagreed with the removal of the deadline. They 
believe that GMB should not be allowed.  
 
Some producers in CDI backed up by some French FTOs and NGOs, propose to introduce a new 
deadline for example 2020, in order to preserve the long-term objective that all products respect the 
rules for physical traceability. 
 

Sale of multi-certified cocoa 

Q 6.5.1. Do you agree with the proposed requirement: If an operator purchases a certain volume of 

cocoa beans or semi-processed cocoa as “dual or multi-certified” (under Fairtrade as well as under 

one or more other certification scheme), and sells it under a certification scheme other than Fairtrade, 

then this operator cannot sell the same volume as Fairtrade certified cocoa? 

 
Consultation feedback: 

 
 
Analysis: 

The main argument for majority, who were in favor, is that it will provide greater transparency.  

In addition, amongst the 3 global brands (all are in favour), one mentions that it will help to avoid fraud, 
another that this is one of the areas that undermines credibility of all certification if not tackled. The 
third brands states that that only unannounced audits can allow to reduce this risk.  

Only 6 operators disagreed with the proposal (1 global trader, 2 national traders, FLOCERT and 2 
producers). Those who provided a rationale mentioned the following: 

One global trader agreed with the principle of avoiding double certification but was concerned about 
having to show their documentation for other schemes, as it would be too time consuming, and 
burdensome, as different schemes have different reporting periods. Instead they suggest FLOCERT 
collaborates with other schemes to conduct one common audit for all schemes. Alternatively, they 
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suggest that the standard requires the trader to provide aggregate figures of purchases and sales for 
all certifications.  

Another respondent also agreed with the principle, but is worried about the additional work involved in 
preparing documentation from all schemes, when for companies is already a challenge to be prepared 
for Fairtrade audits. In addition, they are concerned about additional audit time required for the 
proposed requirement. They also fear that companies will be reluctant to show documentation related 
to other schemes. 

2.3.7 Stakeholders’ Comments/ General stakeholder feedback on the cocoa 
standard  

The following additional comments were given: 
- IMS: 

A comprehensive IMS and farm management system would cost an SPO $30 - $50 per 

member per year. Farmer to Field officer ratio would be a maximum of 400 : 1. Therefore 

applications of these systems cannot be universal to all SPOs as many could not afford these 

systems. 

As earlier mentioned most SPO’s cannot afford a standard information management system 

and farm management systems because of the required costs per member annually.  

 

- Tenant farmers: 
How are Fairtrade ensuring that benefit reached tenant farmers? 30 – 35% of cocoa farmers 

in Ghana are tenant farmers and yet they are mostly not permitted to join SPOs but rather the 

landowner is the member. In the western region this can be as high as 70%. This is a risk to 

the Fairtrade system. The problem is probably linked to the lack of economic viability in cocoa 

farming where land owners no longer see farming as viable so rent land while pursuing other 

activities.      

 

- Remuneration of IMS staff : 
We have practically addressed all topics regarding the improvement of certification, without 

touching on the remuneration of the IMS members. This must be taken into account. 

 

- Cost benefit analysis of certification: 
There should be a requirement on Fairtrade to report to farmers on a cost benefit analysis of 

being certified. Summarising the benefits for being part of Fairtrade and explaining what 

Fairtrade are doing to sell more.  

 

- Prefinance: 

- 5.1 the pre-financing as I have indicated must take into account the structure of purchasing 
cocoa in Côte d'Ivoire. Generally pre-financing only lasts 2 weeks before receipt of the goods, 
past this period, the buyer risks course. 
 

- Cocoa from Ghana (Specific situation in Ghana) : 
- Sourcing Fairtrade cocoa beans from Ghana is basically is systemic retro-certification, with 

payments even to non-certified. We strongly request that this situation is clarified in the 
Standard. Otherwise FLOCERT cannot ensure that the Standard is complied with nor that 
Fairtrade price and premium payments can be checked for cocoa from Ghana.   
 

- Premium: 

- Premium payments to SPO / coops : 
Under conditions to be defined between buyer and seller (coop and exporter) it should be 

allowed to agree on more flexible payments of the USD 200. For example, when implementers 
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such as traders provide support through coaching or community services it should be possible 

to agree on how to allocate the USD 200. 

- is there a possibility to have the certified volume somewhere in the certificate or audit report of 
the SPO?  
 

- Traceability farmer – to SPO: 
Protocol to ensure credible movement of volumes of certified produce – burden of proof with 

SPO – and included in the verification protocol.     

 

- General comments: 
o Basic standard and best practice: 

Do not over-rely on standards to universally implement good practise as that makes the 

standard unachievable for many of the most needy.  Fairtrade should focus on enforcing a 

basic set of standards that protect human rights and the principles of farmer empowerment, 

democracy and inclusion – and then provide value added support to assist SPOs in going 

beyond this to best practice in agricultural production, gender justice etc. whose impact can be 

measured to provide evidence for further investment.     (UK FTO) 

More focus should be on ensuring basic set of standards aimed at empowering farmers, 

promotion of democracy, best farming practices all inclusive.  (Ugandan SPO) 

 

o Overall comment : 
questionable whether the suggested new requirements for producers will bring any impact to 

productivity or benefit to producers as stated in the Objectives. These changes will certainly 

bring increased costs of compliance and higher non-conformities to the producers. As well as 

for the certification body to monitor all of this. 
 

o Other questions: 

- How does the inclusion of collection of impact data in standards requirements fit with the 
Fairtrade’s Theory of Change?  

- Will this type or requirement be imposed on all SPO's not just in cocoa and has the impact 
of this (cost of compliance, NC's and barriers to entry) been calculated?  

- Where is the provision for the additional costs of auditing and evaluating these additional 
requirements?  

- Where is the producer support to meet these requirements coming from? 
 

o Influence of CEN: 
Is it the CEN that pushed Fairtrade to amend its Standard? Is Fairtrade going to provide 
training on the CEN ISO standard? Need to understand the motivations of Fairtrade which, 
compared with other standards, was the fairest and the most transparent. Fear to see these 
elements disappear. 
 

o Cocoa Standard vs. SPO Standard: 

- The cocoa standard is very comprehensive, requirements such as the IMS should be valid 
for all SPOs, thus the IMS be included in the SPO Standard. 

 
- Mass Balance: 

- Alignment on traceability definitions  
It would be very beneficial of Fairtrade aligns their traceability definitions to CEN/ISO. As in 

the document above, it is already a step in direction that Voluntary Traceability now references 

Segregation. However, some also - including FT staff – refer to this as Identity Preserved. 

Therefore I would propose to use CEN/ISO definitions.   

 
- Process: 

- It would have been helpful to allow more time for consultation of the producers.  


