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PART 1 Project Information 

1.1. General Introduction 

Fairtrade International’s Standards & Pricing (S&P) would like to thank all stakeholders for the time 
and effort they have put into participating in the review of the group mass balance requirements for 
sugar. The 60 day consultation concluded on 20.02.2017 with a total of 52 participating stakeholders 
who gave S&P their views and perspectives. Thanks to these contributions, S&P gained a good 
understanding of the main topics and concerns including potential solutions. Together with the results 
of the research carried out, this information provides the basis for our recommendation to the 
Standards Committee (SC). The Standards Committee’s decision was taken in full knowledge of 
stakeholders’ comments. 
 
This document aims to present the outcome of the consultation in the most transparent way possible 
without disclosing confidential stakeholder information.  
 
Should you have any queries or remarks concerning this report, please contact the Standards 
& Pricing at: standards-pricing@fairtrade.net. 

1.2. Executive summary  

Background 

The Trader Standard currently allows group mass balance for cocoa and sugar, but only until end of 

2017. When group mass balance was introduced in 2011, it was allowed only for a limited period, 

initially until 2015. It was then extended to 2017, because the reality of trade chains made it unrealistic 

for global supply chains to convert to single site mass balance.  

In 2015, Fairtrade conducted a desk research on group mass balance. The outcome showed that 

group mass balance will be further needed beyond 2018, especially in sugar, in order to maintain 

Fairtrade sales, in a context of trade agreements, CAP reform, and high pressure on costs. However, 

the research also pointed out that the requirements related to group mass balance needed to be 

improved to enable a better overview over group mass balance practices.  

As stated in the consultation paper, the desk research findings highlighted concerns about 

communication to consumers on-pack for products traded under group mass balance (and mass 

balance in general). As a result, the consultation also included a proposal to increase transparency 

between supply chain operators (business to business (B2B)).  

In addition, the Sugar Standard review of 2015 included a section on beet/cane swap. The review 

included a proposal to revise the beet-cane swap requirement and allow a full swap. The SC was in 

principle in agreement to allow beet-cane swap, but had concerns about the reputational risks in the 

lack of a clear communication. The decision on beet-cane swap was postponed, and in the meantime, 

any new exception to the requirement was prohibited. 

The proposals for consultation were based on the both the desk research findings and the outcomes of 

the Sugar Standard review on beet / cane swap in 2015 

Process-wise, as the GMB review ran in parallel with the cocoa standard review, the consultation on 

cocoa GMB was included into the cocoa standard consultation. Please find the consultation synopsis 

on cocoa here.  

As for sugar, a separate consultation process took place, only targeting sugar operators and focusing 

on the GMB deadline, the conditions for allowing it, and the beet cane swap. 

 
 
 

mailto:standards-pricing@fairtrade.net
https://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/2017-07-21_Cocoa_Consultation_synopsis_EN.pdf
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Project aim 
The project aim was to ensure greater benefits to producers, without compromising on the 

transparency and integrity of the Fairtrade Mark. 

 
Objectives 
The consultation focused on improving the requirements related to group mass balance and the swap 

of beet and cane sugar.  

 

The main objectives of consultation were: 

- to enable Fairtrade sugar sales beyond 2018, removing the deadline for phasing out group mass 

balance, 

- to explore ways to ensure better control over the transactions. 

- to revise the beet cane swap rules to maintain and open up market opportunities for Fairtrade sugar 

in a transparent way. 

Project phases and timelines 

 

Timeline Activity Cocoa 

2
0
1
6

 

Apr -Sept   Planning and research cocoa 

Sept. – Oct   Preparation of proposals cocoa 

Nov- Dec   Preparation of proposals sugar 

Mid Nov. – mid. Jan. 2017  Consultation Cocoa Standard (including group mass 
balance) 

 

Mid Dec.  – mid Feb 2017  Consultation group mass balance for sugar 

2
0
1
7

 March   Analysis of feedback and preparation of final proposal 

March   Presentation to Standards Committee for approval 

End April   Publication of revised Trader and Sugar Standard 

 
Findings 
The consultation included proposals on group mass balance for sugar mass balance transparency 
(B2B), and beet cane swap. Overall, the feedback was positive with valuable comments and 
recommendations for amendment. 

1.3 Next steps 

 
The findings from the consultation are consolidated in this synopsis paper and will be sent to all the 
participants and will also be published on the Fairtrade International (FI) website. The findings 
provided guidance towards drafting a revised standard. 
The final draft standard requires Standards Committee (SC) approval and was presented to the SC in 
March 2017. The final decisions of the SC were published in the minutes following the meeting and 
are be available on the Fairtrade website . 

1.4. Abbreviations 

ATCB  All That Can Be 
FI  Fairtrade International 
FMP  Fairtrade Minimum Price 
FP  Fairtrade Premium 
FTA  Fairtrade Africa 
GMB  Group Mass Balance 

https://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/minutes/2017-04-13_SC-minutes-meeting75-Mar2017-_Approved.pdf
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GPM  Global Product Management  
NFO   National Fairtrade organization, Fairtrade country organizations in the  
  consumer markets 
PN  Producer networks, regional Fairtrade organizations in the producer  
  Markets 
PO  Producer Organisation 
SC        Fairtrade International Standards Committee  
S&P     Standards &Pricing  
TS  Trader Standard 
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PART 2 Consultation outcomes  

2.1. Consultation Process  

The questionnaire was sent out to all 527 certified sugar operators, to PNs and NFOs. The 
questionnaire was available in English and Spanish, in an online version as well as a word format. 

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

2.2. Participating Organizations 

A total of 32 stakeholders sent back the questionnaire. In addition, the CLAC compiled the feedback 

from 20 out of 48 producers from Latin America, from Belize, Salvador, Costa Rica, Paraguay, 

Ecuador and Cuba. The graph below shows the extent of participation from the different stakeholders 

per country for a total of 52 participants.  

 

 
 

2.3. Consultation outcome and stakeholder feedback 

This section provides a summary of all responses received for each survey question. The questions 
were categorised into two parts with some having sub questions.  
As the topic is quite technical, many stakeholders, especially producers, did not fully understand the 
proposals and their implications. The feedback therefore needs to be taken with caution.  
 

2.3.1 Group Mass Balance 

The proposal was to introduce conditions under which Group Mass Balance can be authorized, as 
follows: 

If a company wants to implement group mass balance, the company needs to obtain permission 
from the certification body before implementation. Any change in the sites involved in group mass 
balance also requires permission by the certification body. 
 

The certification body will grant permission to apply group mass balance only if the following 

conditions are met: 

- All sites involved in group mass balance belong to the same legal entity. 

- One site needs to be designated as the central administration site, where information on all 

purchases and sales of the entities of the group is available.  

- The group has an adequate Enterprise Resource Planning system (ERP) in place, common to 

all entities of the group, that centralizes all Fairtrade purchases and sales information, and 
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enables checking that the volume of Fairtrade sugar sold by the group is not more than the 

volume of Fairtrade sugar input purchased by the group. 

If any of the conditions above are not met anymore, the certification body has the right to withdraw 

the permission to trade under Group Mass Balance. 

 

With these additional rules, and with a clear on-pack communication that differentiates more clearly 
physically traceable products from products traded under mass balance, we propose to remove the 
deadline for group mass balance, and allow it further, without time limit. 
 

Q 1.1. Do you agree with the proposed conditions for allowing Group Mass Balance for Sugar? 

 
Consultation feedback: 
 

 
Analysis: 

The majority of operators (67%) agreed with the proposed conditions. Among the global traders, one 
mentioned that the proposed conditions made common sense, one added that they already fulfil these 
conditions, another that they would be unable to sell sugar internationally without GMB, and that they 
are happy to comply with the proposed conditions.  

An FTO noted that these conditions will provide assurance of control through proper documentation so 
companies are not selling more than the produce of certified SPOs. 

3 traders and 1 producer from India disagreed with the proposal and argued that the proposed 
conditions cannot apply to organic sugar. 5 producers from Latin America, who mentioned that their 
organization produces only sugar cane, and that their sales have only decreased year on year, also 
disagreed with the proposal. 

Among those unsure, one expressed doubts about the impact of the proposed rules on the capacity of 
companies to increase or maintain Fairtrade sales. The others were not familiar with the topic. 

 

 

 

 

yes 
67% 

No  
17% 

I am 
unsu

re 
16% 

10 

6 
8 

3 

7 

3 

1 

5 

1 

1 

1 

5 

0

3

6

9

12

15

18

Trader Licensee FT Prod Afr. & Asia Prod. Lat Am

Yes No I am unsure

Fairtrade 
staff 



 
 

Standards Consultation Results Synopsis - Group Mass Balance requirements for Sugar 
21.07.2017 

7 

Q 1.2. Given the conditions above, do you agree that the deadline for Group Mass Balance for Sugar 

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

Consultation feedback: 

 
 
Analysis: 
The majority of the stakeholders agreed with the proposal (65%). Among those who agreed, 9 argued 

that GMB is needed to prevent losses of Fairtrade sugar sales.  

7 of the Latin American producers agreed to maintain GMB with the argument that physical traceability 

in sugar is not possible for many producers and traders.  

 

Among those operators who disagreed with the proposal (16%), supported their responses with 

following comments:  

- 2 because it cannot apply to organic sugar. 

- 2 (one NFO and one trader doing physical traceability) because they believe that physical 

traceability should be the longer term objective. The NFO suggests an extension of the 

deadline further to 2022.  

- 4 producers from Latin America disagreed because they believe it is not appropriate to 

continue with a system that has not showed results.  

9 were unsure (19%), the majority were from Latin America, who argued that they did not see positive 

benefits in sales increases. 
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2.3.2 B2B (Business to Business) transparency on mass balance 

Q 2.1. Do you agree that all Fairtrade sales documentation in B2B should indicate whether the product 

is physically traceable (segregated) or traded under mass balance? 

Consultation feedback: 
 

 
 
Analysis: 
59% of stakeholders agreed with the proposal. Among them, 8 mentioned that transparency was 

important. One processor – licensee mentioned that they are happy to provide full disclosure for B2B 

customers on their supply chain. Another licensee agreed but clarified that sales documentation is ok, 

but not final consumer packaging. One importer noted that most of their customers required this 

information anyway, adding that also customers need that information to ensure that communicate 

physical/mass balance correctly to their end customers”.  

 

The 6 (13%) stakeholders who disagreed with the proposal, responded with following statements: 

- 2 argued that it cannot apply to organic sugar,  

- 1 global processor disagrees with the proposal as it believes it would increase the workload 

and cause confusion.  

- One global trader argues all their sugar is traded under mass balance and it would be a lot of 

work for them to indicate it on all documents. 

- The Fairtrade staff disagreed with the proposal as this person believes it will increase the 

confusion and misunderstandings of purchasing companies / brand, so that the positive 

extension of group mass balance, swap or mass balance is made void. 

 

Among the 13 (28%) who were unsure, 2 misunderstood the proposal and thought it was about 

communication on end-product packaging. They expressed scepticism about the added value for 

consumers. 

One global trader, trading both cocoa and sugar, mentioned the following: As we process both cocoa 

and sugar, the product will stipulate MB - meaning both can be MB. We would opt that the whole end 

product would state either Single Group or/and Mass Balance and this would apply to all ingredients 

used that are able to be traded under Mass Balance.   
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2.3.3 Beet Cane swap 

Q 3.1. Provided a clearer on-pack communication differentiates mass balance vs. physically traceable 

sugar, do you agree to allow a swap of beet sugar for cane sugar in the mass balance of white refined 

sugar? 

 
Consultation feedback: 

 
 
Analysis: 
The majority of traders, licensees, Fairtrade staff supported the proposal to allow a full beet cane 
swap, with or without conditions, while the other half, mainly producers, were against a full beet cane 
swap.  
13 (26%) stakeholders agreed with a full beet-cane swap, without any conditions. Their arguments 

were the following: 

- Focus on premium: The mass balance principle is built on focussing on purchases from 

Fairtrade producers and transfer of premiums, by allowing greater flexibility between beet and 

cane, rather than focussing on physical presence in the finished product. 

- Greater flexibility to allow for Fairtrade competitiveness to continue, and to open up 

commercial options.  
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- Costs of importing cane into countries that produce beet
1
, especially given the upcoming end 

of the beet quota. 

- Lack of added value of mixing cane/beet, since the trader does not claim the presence of cane 

sugar in any of the Fairtrade chocolates produced under the Fairtrade mass balance. From a 

EU legal denomination point of view it is not required to label/declare sugar as being from beet 

or cane origin as a the denomination “sugar” is sufficient. From this point of view there is no 

misleading of customers as the wording “cane” is never used.  

7 (14%) agreed to a full beet-cane swap under certain conditions: 

- In terms of conditions, 2 mentioned the following: the swap should only be possible for white 

refined sugar, and not for direct consumption sugar. 

20 (40%) stakeholders disagreed with the proposal for a full beet-cane swap. The reasons put forward 

were as follows: 

- For one NFO, the swap represents a reputational and credibility risk for Fairtrade, as the raw 

product differs, and it is misleading for consumers.  

- According to one of the largest sugar licensees, the swap is an advantage for producers 

whose importers can do the swap, but a further disadvantage for those whose importers 

cannot. 

- Some producers and traders from India mention that the proposal cannot apply in the context 

of organic sugar. 

- Producers from Latin America who disagree with the proposal believe that small producers will 

lose out, that Fairtrade sugar cane sales will go down if the swap is allowed.  

 
In terms of conditions (Q3.2 & Q3.3):  

Q 3.2. do you agree to allow beet cane swap, under the condition that the cane sugar has to be 

imported to the consumer region ?  

Consultation feedback: 

 
 

Analysis:  

9 stakeholders agreed with the condition that the cane sugar should be imported to the consumer 

country, but none gave a rationale why. 12 (20%) were unsure and did not justify their response either.  

                                                      
1
 According to one of the global traders: today 80% of the EU sugar market is supplied by domestic beet sugar. 

The rest 20% are cane imports concentrated in deficit countries, typically Italy, Spain, Greece and UK. Because of 
this market reality, delivering cane sugar in the “beet belt” comes at an important extra cost. With beet belt we 
understand France, Belgium, Netherlands, Germany and Poland. With the beet sugar quota coming to an end in 
October 2017, the EU has the potential to become self-sufficient in (beet) sugar. Given these market changes, 
imposing more restrictive cane sugar requirements, in combination with the traders’ footprint, creates important 
extra complexity, logistics and costs   
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24 (52%)stakeholders disagreed with the proposal. They pointed out the following issues: 

- additional costs to import the cane sugar into Europe (the price of white refined cane sugars is 

sensibly more expensive than refined beet sugar produced in Europe) 

- documentation and effort to track beet vs. cane usage  

- difficulty to audit compliance  

- additional transport footprint emissions  

- the cane sugar does not always fit the needs of industrial customers in Europe 

One highlighted that the focus should be on ensuring that the adequate premium is paid and reaches 
producers. One other also noted that they agree for brown sugar, since it is not produced in Europe. 
 

Q 3.3. Do you agree to allow beet cane swap, under the condition that operators inform their 

customers that the sugar sold as Fairtrade is beet sugar, or a mix of beet and cane sugar? 

Consultation feedback: 
 

 
Analysis: 

The majority of licensees and Fairtrade staff agreed with the proposal, while the majority of traders 

and producers disagreed. The comments provided are however rather inconclusive. 

 

Few of those who agreed provided a rationale. One global trader mentioned that their customers need 

that information anyway.  

4 NFOs argued that “the objective should always be to increase transparency in supply chains, and to 

minimize reputational risk, without excessive increase in Fairtrade’s administrative burden”. 

Among the unsure, another NFO mentioned that although they are unsure whether beet-cane swap 

should be allowed, but if it is - then transparent B2B communication should be a requirement 

 
The arguments against the proposal were the following: 

- not applicable in the case of organic sugar 

- disagree with the full beet-cane swap anyway 

- complexity is too high to mention all that info and legally not required to mention on labels 

- information on the swap of beet for cane or any mixture will be detrimental to Fairtrade sales 

since the simple fact of differentiating can give the false idea of a quality difference between 

the products when there is none in reality 
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- will confuse the consumer and stimulates distrust of the Fairtrade, especially if the consumer 

is not really aware of what it means. Questions regarding the real percentage of Fairtrade raw 

material inside the final product will be one of the consequences. 

- beet sugar sales would replace cane sugar sales, while Fairtrade producers do not produce 

beet sugar  

2.3.4 Stakeholders’ Comments/ General stakeholder feedback  

Q 3.4. Please add any other comments, or suggest any alternative conditions and explain your 

rationale: 

Stakeholders added the following additional comments, mostly related to the beet-cane swap: 

- Beet-cane swap should not be allowed 

- Beet sugar and sugarcane sugar should be sold separately and should not be a substitute of 

either product.  

- Due to traceability issue in organic sugar swap is not possible. 

- Requiring informing of beet cane swap or mixing in B2B transactions only, not required on 

consumer packaging, could be an acceptable compromise. 

- The beet-cane-swap for refined sugar is a key driver for more fairtrade sugar in the markets 

without having any disadvantages for producers. As we allow mass balance and even group 

mass balance for sugar, not allowing beet-cane swap does not make sense (refined sugar). 

Refined sugar is white and sweet, you cannot say if it comes from beet or cane. In Austria the 

additional costs for logistic without cane-beet-swap are 100 Euro per MT of sugar.  

- “Well, I see two kind of mass balances. A general one. And a single site one. But on the site of 

the sugar mill”. 

- In case of sugar, mass balance makes sense. in case of other raw materials, segregation 

should be obtained (eg. cocoa) 


