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1 Introduction 

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 Fairtrade Standard for Fresh Fruit. 
The consultation concluded on 27.08.2017 with a total of 135 participating stakeholders who gave 
Fairtrade International’s Standards & Pricing their views and perspectives. In addition to this, a total 
of 126 organizations were consulted in workshops

1
. Thanks to these replies, Standards & Pricing 

has 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 
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 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 Maria Steenpass at: m.steenpass@fairtrade.net or call: +49-228-94923-275 

 

1.2 Executive Summary 

The Fairtrade Standard for Fresh Fruit includes many different varieties of fruits in different countries 
and with very specific situations. Banana form the biggest part of the Fairtrade fresh fruit market with 
very standardized trade. This is followed by wine grapes, mangoes, pineapples, table grapes, 
oranges and other citruses. The Fairtrade fruit market also includes other exotic fruit like dates, 
lychees and raspberries where there are often only very few producers. Bananas are often shipped 
in large volumes in containers, whereas other fruits are often traded in a few cartons only. Some of 
them are transported by airplane. Therefore, the Fairtrade Standard for Fresh Fruit must cover a 
wide variety of products and be able to consider these heterogeneous situations. 
 
The consultation on the Fairtrade Standard for Fresh Fruit had a good participation, with a good 
number of stakeholders from all functions, countries and fruit varieties taking part. 
 
Results show general agreement across the system on the following topics:  
- contracts  
- retro-certification  
- flexibility in case of shortfalls in sales  
- premium reporting for all fresh fruits  
- traceability and  
- the introduction of floor wages for Hired Labour (HL) plantations in countries where no legal 

minimum wage exist. 
 

There are some other topics that generally show agreement across stakeholders, but require some 
more work to present a final proposal: 
- Price levels and payment terms 
- Sourcing plans 
- Quality claims 
- Introduction of a maximum land size for SPO members 
 

Finally, there are some topics where there was divergence of views among stakeholders: 
- pre-finance,  
- opening the scope of mangoes for drying in Mexico to HL and  

                                                      
1
 Africa: South Africa (9) and Egypt (19), Latin America: Argentina (4, webinar), Brazil (webinar, 4), Ecuador (7, 

webinar), DR (15), Colombia ( 17+6), Peru (21), Costa Rica (6), Chile (6), Switzerland (8), Bonn, Germany (4). 



 
 

Standards Consultation Results Synopsis 
14.11.2017 

3 

- lifting the limitation of land size for fruit HL plantations in Brazil (Brazil rule for papayas and other 
fruits except oranges). 

1.3 Way Forward 

Based on the results of this consultation, S&P will develop proposals and draft a revised Fairtrade 
Standard for Fresh Fruit for SPO and HL. This revised version will be presented to the Standards 
Committee for approval in its meeting on 29 November 2017. The publication of the revised 
standard will follow in January 2018. All certified fresh fruit producers and traders will be informed 
about the publication date and when the new standard will come into force. 

1.4 Abbreviations 

SPO  Small Producer Organization 
HL  Hired Labour 
S&P   Standards & Pricing  
FMP  Fairtrade Minimum Price 
Has  Hectares  
NFO  National Fairtrade Organization 
PN  Producer Network 
FTA  Fairtrade Africa 
CLAC Coordinadora Latinoamericana y del Caribe de Pequeños Productores y Trabajadores 

de Comercio Justo (Latin American and Caribbean Network of Fair Trade Small 
Producers and Workers) 

 

1.5 Annexes 

Annex 1 Stakeholder Comments Fresh fruit consultation 
 

2 Draft Standards Consultation - Outcome 

2.1 Consultation process  

The consultation in survey format was published online in Survey Monkey and was also available in 
word format on the Fairtrade Standards website. Both links were sent to all certified fresh fruit 
producers and traders and other relevant stakeholders. The survey was open for 60 days. 
For this report, the percentages of the responses are based on the number of people that answered 
the respective question in the written survey (no blanks were taken into account). You find the 
number of responses on which the percentages are based in brackets after behind each question. 
All comments that were given in the survey are summarized in this report. The full comments can be 
seen in the Annex without changes in wording (except for translations into English). The 
responsibility in the supply chain and the geographic origin of the respondent is given in a clustered 
way, as to ensure confidentiality. 
In addition to the possibility to give written feedback, Fairtrade also organized workshops for 
stakeholders in various countries (find the number of participating organizations in brackets): Africa: 
South Africa (9) and Egypt (19), Latin America: Argentina (4, webinar), Brazil (4, webinar), Ecuador 
(7, webinar), DR (15), Colombia ( 17+6), Peru (21), Costa Rica (6), Chile (6), Switzerland (8), Bonn- 
Germany (4). The results of the workshops are given in a qualitative manner, except for Latin 
America, where figures are available.  
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2.2 Organizations 

 
The participation of 
stakeholders in the written 
survey (via survey or 
consultation document) is 
presented in the following 
graphs. It becomes visible that 
a wide range of countries is 
covered. For participants from 
producing countries, the 
distribution of HL/SPO and 
participants per country more 
or less represents the 
distribution of fresh fruit 
producers in the Fairtrade 
system. It has to be kept in 
mind that in addition to the 
participants of the survey, 
stakeholders also took part in 
workshops so that the 
representativeness of the 
survey becomes even bigger. 

 
For participants from consumer countries, the representativeness is also good. The most important 
markets for Fairtrade fresh fruit have most participants in the survey. 
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The Fairtrade Standard for Fresh Fruit covers a 
wide variety of products. Bananas are the most 
important fruit for Fairtrade, followed by wine 
grapes, mangoes, pineapples, tabe grapes 
oranges and other citrus. The next graph gives 
an overview of participation per fruit. Again, it 
becomes obvious that the responses in the 
survey cover a wide range of fruits, which makes 
results more representative. 

 

Looking at the distribution per responsibility in the 
supply chain, almost half of the participants were 
producers (46%: SPO 29%, HL 17%). Traders 
are also represented in the survey, and especially 
importers showed interest to participate (23%). A 
smaller portion of answers comes from staff 
within the Fairtrade system (NFO, PN, Fairtrade 
International). 
 
Respondents to the survey come from all 
producer continents and Europe/USA. When 
comparing the existing number of certified 
producers in the three producing continents to the 
regions where respondents come from, it 

becomes clear that the distribution of Fairtrade producers is also reflected in the results of the 
survey. For example, the largest number of respondents comes from Latin America where also most 
certified Fairtrade fresh fruit producers are located. 
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Respondents per continent 

LA 38%

Asia 5%

Africa 
23%
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64% 
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The survey/consultation document was sent to 735 certified operators. With 135 individual responses, 
this results in a written consultation response rate of about 18%. Please see the table below for more 
details. 
 

 All 
operators 

Producers SPO HL Traders Trader 
South 

Trader 
North 

Respondents 135 55 35 20 57 22 35 

Certified fresh fruit 
stakeholders 

735 313 189 124 422 201 231 

Response rate 18% 18% 18.5% 16% 13.5% 11% 15% 

 
Workshops 
Two consultation workshops with traders were organized by Fairtrade International, one in Switzerland 
(mostly Swiss traders, or relevant for the Swiss market) with 11 participants from 8 companies and 
one in Bonn, Germany, with 4 traders (importers) participating (+ 2 NFO staff), covering a major 
portion of the Fairtrade banana market. 
 
In Africa, two workshops were organized by FTA: one in Egypt with 16 organizations present (19 
people, 2 FTA support staff) and one in South Africa with 9 organizations participating. 
CLAC organized various workshops in Latin America, please see the list below: 
 

Country 
Number of 
Organizations 

Brazil (webinar) 4 

Argentina (webinar) 4 

Ecuador (webinar) 7 

DR 15 

Colombia 
17  

6 

Peru 21 

Costa Rica 6 

Chile 6 

Total 86 
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Where relevant, the results of the workshops are given in table format and are aggregated per region. 

2.3 Draft Standard – Consultation Outcome 

2.3.1. Definition of Price levels 

 
The proposal for a revised and harmonized definition of price levels (EXW and FOB) in the 
consultation document includes a simplification in the definition of price levels, for both the SPO and 
HL Fairtrade Standard for Fresh Fruit.  
The proposal takes into account the current definition for bananas based on Incoterms and extends it 
to all other fruits.  

Definition of Ex works 

The proposal made clear that costs for packing material are not included into the ex works price. This 
allows the deletion of some additional definitions of price levels for some fruits, which makes the 
standard shorter and easier to read. The proposed definition was as follows: 

 

EXW level includes the costs of palletization and, if applicable, refrigeration, before transportation to 
the harbour. This means, the product is at the gate of the producer’s organization ready to be lifted or 
loaded in any collection vehicle. 
EXW prices do not include any kind of packing material, only labour cost of packing, unless otherwise 
stated in the Fairtrade pricing database. 

 
Do you agree with this change of the ExWorks definition? (113 answers) 
Most respondents in the online survey agree with this definition (82%). 
 
In comments from the workshops and from the online survey, the following points were mentioned:  

- Packing material should be included 
- The reference to Incoterms is confusing as the definitions do not correspond  
- It is necessary to define clearly the responsibility of all parties 

 
 

Workshops Latin 
America 
 

Most organizations (64) agree that the definition for the Ex Works price level 
includes the costs of palletization and refrigeration prior to transport to the port 
as defined by the Incoterms. But, they emphasize that in the definition one must 
change "door of the organization" by "gate of the packing plant".  
 
The 25 organizations that do not agree with this definition argue that: introducing 
this change is a disadvantage for the income of the producer because now the 
term Ex Works is the fruit placed in the packing station, not including inputs or 
palletization or refrigeration. They also state that the EXW level should be 
defined very accurately by defining the responsibilities of the seller and from 
what moment the responsibility of the buyer begins. This should be formally 
established in the contract. The definition of responsibilities is important since it 
allows defining the costs that each party covers. It is relevant when the 
organizations do not export directly and do not own the export company. When 
organizations own the exporter, the treatment is different because they, through 
the mechanisms of internal democracy, have access to all information and can 
make decisions about it. 

Workshop 
Traders 

Participants complained that the definitions given are not according to 
Incoterms, even though there is a reference to Incoterms (EXW, FOB). They say 
there should be either a different terminology or the definitions in the standard 
should follow the Incoterm definitions. 
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Palletization: not material, but labour costs (“includes handling costs of 
palletization”) 

Workshop South 
Africa 

Participants were not in any disagreement as EX works was not applicable for 
the 9 organizations that participated in the consultation. 

 

Definition of FOB 

A general definition for all Fairtrade Fresh fruits was proposed to be included into the standard: 
 

FOB level is when the container is along ship or airplane and ready to be lifted in the transportation 
vehicle for exporting. 

 
Do you agree with this change of the FOB definition? (114 answers) 
Again, most respondents of the online survey agree with this definition (82%). 
 
Most comments by stakeholders (workshops and online survey) disapprove that the proposed 
definition says “alongside ship or airplane” and not “on board” as this is the definition given by 
Incoterms. 
 

Workshops 
Latin America 

68 organizations are in agreement.  
The 17 in disagreement, reiterate that the responsibilities of the seller and the 
buyer should be accurately worded. It is recommended to change the term 
"racimo" to "cluster". Also, do not remove the paragraph from the costs of special 
packaging materials. It is proposed to define cost structure and to analyze the 
possibility of establishing prices for secondary products or derivatives.  

Workshops 
Traders 
 

Definition: not “alongside ship” but on board 
 
For bananas, there is standard packaging defined in the standard, as much as 
possible this should also be done for other fruits. 

Workshop 
South Africa 

In agreement. 

 
 
In addition to the two questions about the EXW and FOB definition, stakeholders were asked to give 
detailed comments to specific parts of this chapter of the standard, these can be found in the annex. 
 

2.3.2. Timely payments 

The proposed changes in payment terms refer to the maximum time span to pay both the Fairtrade 
Price and the Premium.  
Payment terms for EXW and FOB were proposed to be set at 15 days for Price and Premium.  
 

ExWork payment terms 

The outdated reference to the farm gate level is proposed to be deleted. Payment terms for EXW are 
proposed to be changed to 15 days for all fruits (already the case for bananas, currently “upon receipt 
of the product “for all other fruits). 
 
Most respondents (81%) in the online survey that answered this question agree with this change (of 
92 responses in total to this question). 
 
In the comments received in workshops and in the online consultation, some stakeholders call for 
longer, some for shorter payment terms. A majority of participants in the workshops in Latin America 
are in disagreement with the option presented in the consultation. Also the idea to apply payment 
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terms to all payments in average is again mentioned, this will be taken up below with the requirement 
on payment flexibility. 

 

Workshops LA 
 

The proposal to extend the payment of premium and price, from 7 to 15 days, 
generated disagreement from most of the organizations consulted (63), 25 
are in agreement and 2 did not respond. Those who disagree understand that 
if the current term (7 days) is extended to 15, the liquidity of the organizations 
is affected. 

Workshop South 
Africa 

In agreement 

 

FOB payment terms 

 
In the case of FOB, payment terms are proposed to be changed to 15 days for all fruits (previously 7 
days) and the same timeline for price and for Fairtrade Premium is applied. 
 

For purchases made at FOB level, if the fruit is accepted by the importer after inspection in the port of 
destination, payment of price and Fairtrade Premium must be made no later than 15 days after arrival 
of the fruit in the port of destination 

 
Do you agree with the change (FOB payment term)? (90 answers) 
Still a majority of stakeholders (67%) in the online survey agree with this change, however the support 
is slightly lower than for the EXW payment terms. 
 
When analyzing this result by stakeholder group, there is no clear indication why there is less support 
for this option. SPOs show the same support rate (67% in favour) while e.g. HL, processors, exporters 
and retailers show a higher agreement percentage. Only importers show less agreement than other 
groups (57% in favour) and they generally call for longer payment terms.  
 

 Number of 
responses “Yes” Yes % 

Number of 
responses “No” No % 

SPO 18  67%  9 33% 

HL 9 82% 2 18% 

Processor 5 83% 1 17% 

Exporter 11 69% 5 31% 

Importer 12 57% 9 43% 

Retailer 3 100% 0 0% 

 
In the comments, some stakeholders call for longer payment terms with slightly more comments from 
traders that say that this is the industry norm. Some demand shorter payment terms, with more 
statements from producers saying that the increase of the payment period puts them into difficulties to 
finance shipments.  
In the trader workshops there was a discussion around the fact that advance payments are not taken 
into account. It could be one possibility to have e.g. payment terms of 30 days if 50% of the value is 
paid up front. Also, advance payments could be included as voluntary best practice. 
 

Trader workshop 
Switzerland 
 

Payment term should be 30 days 
Advance payment (70%-75%) as VBP? 

Trader workshop 
Bonn 
 

For FOB, it was clarified that it is 15 days “after arrival of the fruit in the port of 
destination”. 
It is a general concern for all traders that retailers usually dictate much longer 
payment terms. 
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One participant specified that they currently pay 7 days after receiving the 
product, they would be in favour of prolonging it to 15 days, or even 30 days to 
be more realistic. 
Others currently pay 7 days after receiving the invoice (so when the bananas 
are still on the ship). They have nothing against prolonging the payment terms, 
however this would very likely not change their payment patterns, as shorter 
timelines are also requested by their business partners (producers). 

Workshops LA 
 

48 organizations responded positively, 42 disagreed.  
This vote is very different from the previous one, perhaps due to the fact  that 
many organizations of small producers do not export. 

Workshop South 
Africa 
 

In agreement 
There was discussion by the various producers/traders on their various 
experiences. There was practice among some organizations where 2 separate 
invoices are issued (one for wine sales and another for premiums). However if 
the payments are being made by an importer only one invoice is issued without 
differentiation of price and premium. 

 

Requirement on payment flexibility 

The option of a new requirement to include some flexibility and to save on transaction costs was also 
consulted. 
 

 
Upon producer agreement, payments of one calendar month can be paid in one sum latest 15 days 
after the end of the respective month. 
 

 
Again, most stakeholders that answered this question (89 responses) agreed with this proposal (81%). 
The respondents that are against this proposal explained that this affects producers’ cash flow and 
can therefore cause problems. 

 

Trader 
workshop 
Switzerland 

Proposal: One payment per month: all advance payments + all other invoices within 
30 days 

Trader 
workshop 
Bonn 

One trader remarks that probably producers would not agree.  
Generally, traders do not really see the need to do this and do not find the idea 
realistic. It might be difficult for producers to have later payment, as there are many 
upfront costs, especially for seasonal fruits. It could also put producers under 
pressure to accept this, although it causes problems for them. 
One idea might be that only the Premium payments could be combined. However, 
this might not help in reducing bank fees as the price still needs to be transferred. 
There should be some reflection in the Fairtrade system on other ideas how to 
reduce bank fees for transactions. 

Workshop 
South Africa 
 

In agreement 
This new process will simplify the process as calculations for payments can be made 
as one set of documents rather than do the payments per each transaction. 

Workshops 
LA 

There was disagreement with this proposal 60 were against,  17 in favour and 13 did 
not answer. 

 
In addition to the specific questions, stakeholders were also asked for comments regarding the 
remaining requirements of the related part of the standard, please refer to the annex for detailed 
comments.  
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Payment terms for wine grapes 

 
As wine grapes are processed into wine and the trade is therefore very different from other fresh fruits, 
payment terms for the Fairtrade Premium for wine grapes are dealt with separately. In the 
consultation, the suggestion was to change payment terms for premium to 60 days (from 30 days) 
because of long processing of wine grapes into wine. 
 
It is important to note here that this question was not answered by a majority of stakeholders as this is 
specific to wine grapes. From those who answered the question (65 answers), a majority agrees with 
the proposal (79%). 
 
It is interesting to note that from the 14 participants that answered “No”, 3 are wine grape producers or 
processors. They all recommend extending the payment term to 90 days, which –according to them- is 
the industry norm. The other No responses come from banana producers or processors (1 DR, 3 in 
Peru), and importers in Switzerland and Germany. It also includes Fairtrade staff in Germany and 
Switzerland. They all call for a harmonization with other fresh fruit and a payment term timeline of 15 
days.  
 
“Yes” answers come from wine grape producers and processors (4 in total, Argentina and South 
Africa), other SPOs (12 in total, Brazil, DR, Egypt, Mexico, South Africa and Thailand), HL 
organizations (4 in total, Colombia, Ghana and South Africa), and traders (from various countries in 
global North and South, mix of processors, exporters, importers and retailers).  
 

Workshop 
South Africa 
 

In disagreement 
General acknowledgement of increasing the time from 30 days to 60 days. 
However, the participants want to push for the recommended general and 
accepted wine industry payment terms of t 90 days. 
 
There was discussion by the various producers on their experiences as recorded 
below:  
Scenario 1 -  Majority of fruit sales are consignment sales. Initially a full container 
of Fairtrade eligible produce would be shipped without knowing how much of the 
table grapes would end up being purchased under Fairtrade terms as this is only  
determined afterwards once the produce has been received on the other side. 
The experience has also been that payment is usually much later, it can take up 
to 120 days as per the Terms and conditions. Previously we would sell containers 
as Fairtrade and knew what we were selling. Now we only see at the end of the 
season what was sold as Fairtrade. Premium invoice is based on what was sold 
as Fairtrade. The challenge in the EU markets was also highlighted where buyers 
do not necessarily want to buy or sell the products as Fairtrade because they do 
not want to pay the premium. The participants discussed amongst themselves 
alternative ways of creating a premium for their workers when the produce has 
not been purchased under Fairtrade terms.   
Scenario 2: Producer processes grapes into wines and are therefore considered a 
licensee and first buyers of the product. They therefore pay the premium to their 
Fairtrade Premium Committee within the prescribed time (30 days) to avoid non-
compliance. For other Fairtrade certified products they sell to non-Fairtrade 
certified buyers, they use company profits to pay their FPC.                                 
Scenario 3:Company buys bottled wine and is building a premium payment 
system because buyers are not paying the premium. This however will have an 
impact on the pricing of products.  

Workshops 
Latin America: 
 

72 organizations did not answer. It is important to note that the high absence of 
answers is because it is a very specific issue for grapes and this product is only in 
some countries. 
8 responded “Yes” and 10 said “No”. Among those who answered “Yes” are 
producers in Chile and among those who “No” those in Argentina, which indicates 
differences between producers of grapes.  
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2.3.3. Pre-finance 

The Trader Standard includes a generic requirement 4.4.1 on pre-finance. The product standards for 
fresh fruit for SPO and HL both include clauses stating that requirement 4.4.1 in the Trader standard 
does not apply for fresh fruits (except for wine grapes, please see below) and that pre-finance 
terms and conditions are negotiated between the producer and Fairtrade payer and are 
included in the contract.  
In the consultation, stakeholders were asked to help understand better how relevant the pre-finance 
requirement is for different product groups covered by the standards for fruits and when and how 
much pre-finance is required. 
 
General comments from Trader workshops 

Trader workshop 
Bonn 

Generally, it is felt that pre-finance is not needed in bananas as there is a 
regular flow of goods and cash.  
Pre-finance is more needed for seasonal fruit, not so much for perennial fruits. 
For other fruits (mangoes from Western Africa, avocadoes from Peru), this is 
sometimes requested by producers and then also provided (e.g. for packing 
material). It also happens that there are loans or donations provided after 
natural disasters. These requests mostly come from small producers, but it can 
also be HL (also from “conventional” non-Fairtrade producers).  
It is also seen as an investment, e.g. to get producers fit for certification. 
The general opinion is that there shouldn’t be a pre-set percentage, this should 
be part of the individual negotiation process. 

Trader workshop 
Switzerland 
 

In individual cases via exporters, or other means (fertilizer, inputs), or 
occasionally loans at the beginning of the season. 
Regular business, so it is not needed, is not really considered necessary in fresh 
fruits. 

 

Fresh fruits from SPOs (except for wine grapes, please see below) 

Pre-finance may be less relevant for SPOs to buy produce from their members for some crops that 
can be harvested year-round (e.g. bananas) and there is a regular cash flow. However, it may be 
more important for crops that are harvested less frequently and money is not always available to buy 
produce from members (e.g. mangoes). 

 

Should the pre-finance requirements in the trader standard apply to Fairtrade sales of fresh 
fruits from SPOs (except for wine grapes,)? (82 answers) 

Yes, for all fresh fruits from SPOs 48% 

Yes, but only for certain fruits 11% 

Please specify which: 
 

• Bananas (2 answers, Retailer Europe, 
SPO Latin America) 

• Seasonal fruits/ less frequently harvested 
(Germany) 

• Mangoes, oranges, lime etc, passion 
fruits etc. All fruits harvested once or 
twice a year (Importer Europe) 

No, pre-finance should not be required for fresh 
fruits from SPOs 

41% 

 
As the results are not unambiguous, it is interesting to look at the answers according to the 
responsibility in the supply chain of stakeholders that answered this question: 
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It is clearly visible, that producers form a bigger part in the group that answered “Yes” (57%), whereas 
traders are much more predominant in the group that does not perceive pre-finance for SPOs 
necessary (Importers 41%, other traders 27%). Looking at the detailed comments, traders say that 
they understand the necessity but that they prefer not to have it regulated in the standard. 
Stakeholders that are in favour of pre-finance say that SPOs need it for investments and unforeseen 
events as well as a safeguard. 
There is no clear response to detect whether pre-finance is more important for some crops (e.g. 
seasonal, bananas). While some voices say that it is more vital for seasonal fruits with a limited 
number of shipments, other say that it is also needed e.g. for bananas (with regular shipments) 
because high of investments and hired labour needed. 
 
In workshops in Latin America, most of the organizations (72) answered “Yes, that it applies to all 
SPO fruits” and 18 did not respond. The reason for the “yes” is that it is very useful at any time, 
especially in the case of fortuitous natural events and for those that are only starting the certification. 
Also, it is useful to cover the high investment cost in the farms. Some say it should be used according 
to the producers' needs only, not required for all. 
 
There are no certified SPOs in South Africa and therefore no SPOs present in the workshop there. 
 

Fresh fruits from HL (except for wine grapes) 

The Trader Standard requirement on pre-finance 4.4.1 is currently not applicable for fresh fruits 
from Hired Labour Organizations. 
In the consultation, stakeholders were asked: 
Should the pre-finance requirements in the trader standard apply to Fairtrade sales of fresh 
fruits from HL (except for wine grapes)? (79 responses) 
 

Yes, for all fresh fruits from HL 33% 

Yes, but only for certain fruits 9% 

Please specify which fruits: Avocadoes, mangoes and other annual fruits 
(Exporter Latin America) 
Bananas (SPO Latin America) 
Seasonal fruits/ less frequently harvested 
(Europe) 
Mangoes, oranges, lime etc, passion fruits etc. All 
fruits harvested once or twice a year (Trader 
Europe) 

 

 

SPO 24%

HL 7%

Processor 
7%

Exporter 
17%

Importer 
41%

Retailer 
3%

Responsibility in the supply chain of stakeholders 
answering “No” 

Responsibility in the supply chain of stakeholders 
answering “Yes” (“for all fruits” and “for some 
fruits”) 

SPO 45%

HL 12%Processor 
10%

Exporter 
14%

Importer 
12%

Retailer 
7%
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No, pre-finance should not be required for fresh 
fruits from HL, the requirement should remain as 
it is 

58% 

 
For HL, the pre-finance question is a bit clearer, with 58% responding “No, it should not be required” 
and 42% being in favour of requesting pre-finance for HL (33% for all fruits and 9% only for some 
fruits). 
 
The distribution of answers according to responsibility in the supply chain is less insightful than for 
SPOs above, but is given nevertheless in order to complete the reporting. It can be seen that from 
those that answered with “Yes”, more than half (51%) are producers, whereas from those that say that 
pre-finance should not be required for HL, 61% are traders. 
 

 
Comments make clear that some stakeholders, including producers argue that HL are big companies 
that do not need pre-finance and that it should not be required, but can be granted upon request and 
mutual agreement. On the other side, stakeholders in favour of pre-financing say that the fruit 
business includes high investment and that in this regard there is not much difference between SPO 
and HL. Another reason given in support of pre-finance for HL plantations, is for example the timely 
payment to workers and ensuring other workers’ rights. It is also a way of treating all fresh fruit 
producers, whether SPO or HL equally.  
 
In workshops in Latin America, 33 answered “yes” for all fruits (37%), 32 did not respond and 25 said 
“no” (28%). It is important to mention that within the group of plantations consulted there are different 
opinions, for example those of Colombia did not vote; Rep. Dom., Argentina voted in favor and in 
Brazil opinions were also divided. 
 
There was no decision taken in the workshop in South Africa. 

Amount of pre-finance 

In addition to the general questions, respondents were also asked which percentage of pre-finance 
should be offered: 
Which % of the value of the sales contract do you think that Fairtrade buyers should offer or 
facilitate as pre-finance for sales of fresh fruits? (84 responses) 
 
  

 

 
Responsibility in the supply chain of stakeholders 
answering Yes (Yes, for all and Yes for some) 

SPO 
35%

HL 16%

Processor 
6%

Exporter 
23%

Importer 
13%

Retailer 
6%

SPO 
24%

HL 16%

Processor 
11%

Exporter 
13%

Importer 
34%

Retailer 
3%

Responsibility in the supply chain of stakeholders 
answering No 
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The following options were given 

Responses suggested in the 
consultation paper 

Percentages of stakeholders giving this answer 

40% 26% 

60% 32% 

less than 40%, please specify  8% (one stakeholder with 30%, one with 25%, 5 not 
specified) 

other amount, please specify below 33% 
 
Please specify the amount: 
Between 10-50% (Exporter Latin America) 
10% - 15 % (Trader Europe) 
20%-30% (Trader Europe) 
80% for bananas (SPO Latin America) 
 
Generally the cost of the fruit plus the most significant 
packaging. In the case of pineapple this would be the box 
which implies a significant cost. (Latin America) 
According to the necessity of the situation, since it is a cash 
flow. (SPO Latin America, 4) 
Based on the agreement between both parties to achieve 
benefits to both parties (SPO& Exporter Africa) 
difficult to say - case by case decision (Europe) 
 
9 other stakeholders used this opportunity to restate their 
wish to have no pre-finance (0%) 

 
Whereas about one third (32%) of stakeholders favour 60% of the value of sales contract to be pre-
financed, about one third would prefer to have 40% (26% of respondents) or less (around 12% of 
respondents). Only one stakeholder gives a much higher figure (80% pre-finance for bananas) while 
others request that the amount should be adapted to the specific situation and mutual agreement. 
 
In the comments, 60% is considered a good amount so that producers are able to pay their fixed 
expenses. Those give a lower percentage of 40% justify this with the perishability of the fruit and the 
fact that this value is most common in the fruit business. 
Those that advocate a percentage less than 40% argue that this would possibly increase the likelihood 
that providing pre-finance is accepted by buyers.  
Stakeholders that answered with “Other” mostly are in favour of a model where the exact percentage 
of pre-finance is negotiated and agreed between seller and buyer. Respondents that say it should be 
0% consider pre-finance in the fruit business as too risky. 
 
In workshops in Latin America, in relation to the percentage of pre-financing, the majority said 60% (34 
organizations), 23 raised 40%, 34 said another amount but did not specify. 
 

Timing of pre-finance 

In this consultation, S&P also wanted to find out when the pre-financing should be provided. In some 
other products, 6 weeks before shipment is requested, but stakeholders could also provide another 
timeline.  
 
In your opinion, when should pre-finance for fresh fruits be provided? (78 responses) 
6 weeks before shipment  48% 
I have a different proposal  52% 
 
Almost half of the respondents (48%) accepted the 6 weeks before shipment, whereas 52% 
suggested a different timeline. 
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Stakeholders were then also asked to specify a timeframe and explain their answer. 
There are two big tendencies, one that gives a specific point in time (ranging from when the contract is 
signed/ the season starts to 8 weeks before and to 3 weeks after shipment) and the other saying that it 
depends on the product, the specific situation and mutual agreement. 
 

Stakeholder Suggestion Reason 

Specific point in time, ranging from when signing the contract, start of the season, 8 weeks 
before shipment to when the fruit is shipped to 3 weeks from shipment 

SPO Latin 
America 

2 weeks (4) 
 

Because the obligations producer have do not wait more 
than 2 weeks. 

SPO Latin 
America 

3 weeks before shipment 
 

It is necessary to buy the carton and pay the fruit at the 
time of delivery to guarantee the payment of the producers 
during the harvest which means about 40% of the cost of 
the product. 

Latin 
America 

2 weeks before shipment It is necessary to buy the carton and pay the fruit at the 
time of delivery to guarantee the payment of workers for 
the harvest which means 40% of the cost of the product. 

SPO Latin 
America 

after the loading of the 
product in EXW and after 
the shipment in FOB 

In this way the organization pays invoices for the 
packaging costs and is not in the need of using external 
financial entities. 

SPO Latin 
America 

80 % when shipping the 
fruit  

 

Small producers' organizations would have a high financial 
cost in order to comply with the payment to their partners 
and comply with Ecuadorian legislation. 

SPO & 
Exporter 
Latin 
America 

2 weeks after shipment 
(3) 

Against invoice 

HL Latin 
America 

July 1 (start of season) 
(Blueberries) 

Cover the costs of the operation. 

HL Africa 8 weeks before shipment 
is fair 

8 weeks is sufficient time to factor in any issues that may 
arise. 

Trader 
Europe 

1 week 
 

Fresh fruits are usually harvested just before the 
shipment, so long term anticipation is not required to 
guarantee the purchasing. 

Trader 
Europe 

Sometimes even when 
the contract signed 

 

For raw material to be secured, sometimes the farmers 
may need pre-financing before so that they can implement  
processes to ensure delivery. Access to finances is one of 
the most difficult issues that farmers (HL/SPO) have to 
deal with. Fresh or no fresh producers. 

Trader 
Europe 

1 week before harvesting  

Trader 
Europe 

On bill of loading, as 
evidence that the fruit has 
been loaded 

 

 
In workshops in Latin America, with regards to the time to receive the pre-financing, 48 organizations 
say that it is another term: 2 weeks, or that it is different for different products. 36 organizations said 
that it is 6 weeks (the remaining 6 did not reply them). 
 

Pre-finance for wine grapes  

The set-up for wine grapes is so different, that the question of pre-finance is separated in this case. 
Currently, pre-finance must be provided (60%) on request from the producer. First, stakeholders were 
asked in the consultation if pre-finance should be granted at all in the case of wine grapes. 
Please note that the number of responses is limited in this case as this topic is so specific and only a 
limited number of stakeholders felt in the position to answer this question. 
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For SPOs (36 responses) 
The tendency in this case is quite clear, with a large majority answering that yes, it should be provided 
for SPOs (72%). 
Stakeholders were asked to explain their answers, please find the comments below. 
 
In workshops in Latin America, the vast majority did not answer this question (81), the remaining 9 
said yes. The organizations of Chile and Argentina agree to require pre-finance. 
 

Yes, it should be required. 

HL Latin America They do not have sufficient funds. 

Trader Africa & ME But decrease the pre-finance. 

Trader Europe Wine grapes are usually purchased by anticipated programs 

Trader Europe They are also fruits, fresh. 

No, it should not be required 

Trader Europe It is a general trade custom, but it may not be made obligatory, because 
it is always a high-risk investment. This cannot be put as a requirement 
or right of an SPO, but can be done voluntarily. 

 
For HL(41 responses) 
 
The trend in HL is not as clear as for SPOs, but still 61% of respondents say that pre-finance should 
be required for wine grapes from HL. 
The arguments given are similar to the ones for other fruits. Those that are against a pre-finance 
requirement for HL say that there is regular cash flow, and if needed it can be requested but should 
not be mandatory.  
Furthermore, there is a request to keep it simple and have a requirement for both setups (or none). 
 
In workshops in Latin America, in the case of pre-finance to HL plantations, only the 4 organizations in 
Argentina agreed, the rest (86) did not comment. 
In the workshop in South Africa, it was said that it is regularly checked by traders if pre-finance is 
required but it was never requested by producers. 
 

2.3.4. Sourcing plans 

According to the Trader Standard, a sourcing plan has to be issued to producers. In the case of fresh 
fruit, the suggestion is to have one requirement for all fruits, stating that the sourcing plan refers to 
either a season (for seasonal fruits including wine grapes) or a quarter (for year around crops). 
The minimum volume that buyers commit to is stated in the contract, not in the sourcing plan, as it 
used to be the case for bananas. 

Fairtrade payers must provide a sourcing plan on either a seasonal (for seasonal fruit) or quarterly (for 
year round crops) basis. The minimum volume that buyers commit to purchase is stated in the 
contract. 

 
A large majority of stakeholders (81%) agrees with the requirement for fresh fruit for exporting as 
suggested (83 responses). 
Comments suggest that it is often difficult to forecast volumes exactly and that the commitment to a 
minimum volume cannot always be fulfilled. 
In the workshop in South Africa, participants agree with the proposal. Traders say that there are 
volumes forecast every season which acts as a guide on how much to expect. Updating the forecast 
happens throughout the year. 
 
Regarding fresh fruit for processing, the results are similar: (68 responses) 
 
Yes  88% 
No  12% 
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Comments put forward that the commitment to specific volumes might be difficult to reach (for both 
sides, producers and traders). 
In workshops in Latin America, almost all organizations agree with seasonal or quarterly sourcing 
plans depending on the type of fruit (87 organizations out of 90). In the workshop in South Africa, 
participants were also in agreement. 
 
 

Workshop 
Switzerland 

As an annex in the contract, target quantity for the year and then continuous process 
of adjusting the planning. 
No problems with timelines to renew the sourcing plans. 

Workshop 
Bonn 

There is a general concern by traders why a sourcing plan is needed if indications of 
volumes are stated in the contract. What is the difference to a sourcing plan and why 
does that need to be stated again? 
Generally, traders agree on volumes once per year in the contract, and during the year 
there is a continuous process of adaptation according to market fluctuations. 
It could be an idea to require yearly planning to follow this pattern, not quarterly or 
seasonal. 
Again, it is difficult as traders do not receive planning from retailers, so any forecast is 
difficult. 
Fairtrade volumes are just a part of the sourcing plan, there is a general planning 
process for the business in any case. However, this is flexible on both sides, so 
volumes can be reduced if e.g. a customer is lost on the trader side or if there is a bad 
harvest (force majeure or other causes) on the producer side. Generally, there are no 
consequences if volumes are not met, this is part of the usual business.  
2 weeks for the renewal not enough, it should be renewed with the contract. Contracts 
are usually renegotiated 2 months before they end. 

 

Time to renew sourcing plans 

The period of time to renew the sourcing plan might be different for fresh fruit for exporting and fresh 
fruit for processing (including wine grapes). It is proposed to have a period of time to renew the 
sourcing plan of two weeks before they expire in case of perennial fruits and at least two weeks before 
the season starts for seasonal fruits in the case of fresh fruit for exporting.  
 
Fresh fruit for exporting: 
Sourcing plans must be renewed a minimum of two weeks before they expire in case of perennial 
fruits and at least two weeks before the season starts for seasonal fruits. 
 
A large majority again agrees with this requirement (90%, 79 responses in total to this question). 
However, comments suggest that two weeks might be too short. Also, the significance of sourcing 
plan is questioned as volumes are anyway agreed in a contract.  
In workshops in Latin America, almost all respondents agreed with the two weeks’ time period to 
renew the plan (84 out of 90 organizations). In the workshop in South Africa, participants were also in 
agreement. 
 
 
Fresh fruit for processing 
In the case of fresh fruit for processing (including wine grapes), the time periods for which a sourcing 
plan is issued were up for consultation. 

What would be an appropriate time period to renew the sourcing plan? (59 responses) 

Slightly more than half of the respondents agree with a two weeks period (55%), while about a quarter 
prefer 3 months (24%). Others (20%) suggest another period, ranging 6 months to 4 weeks. There is 
indication that this might be different from product to product. 
 
Reasons for the different answers are indicated below. 
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2 weeks 

SPO Latin 
America 

As established for fruits for exporting. 
 
I think it's a reasonable period of time. 

HL Latin 
America 

There is confirmed data of the amount you provided the previous year and with safety 
you can make your plan of volume for the year to come. 

Trader 
Europe 

As minimal requirement it allows as well to close contracts earlier. It is good to 
differentiate perennial and seasonal fruit. 

1 month 

SPO Latin 
America 

So that the Organization can plan its sales strategy and its volumes.  

Trader Asia The sourcing plans should be renewed at least 1 month before expire to set up and 
make decision on production plans. 

Trader USA 2 weeks is not enough while 3 months is too long to have secure projections. 

3 months 

SPO Africa It’s good for security of the suppliers, but must be limited to the minimum. 

Exporter 
Latin 
America 

In the case of papaya both sides should have the possibility to previously inform and 
renew their supply plan. 
 
Allows realization of sales plan. 

Trader Africa 
& ME 

Processing needs plans and clear figures as it requires labors and machine 
maintenance and quality control. 

Trader 
Europe 

Because producer and / or trader can decide to do business with other companies. 

Annually 

HL Latin 
America 

Papayas are fruits that are harvested weekly, have no season start, it's every week. 

SPO Latin 
America 

In banana we can estimate the annual production so that the sourcing plans should be 
delivered with the contracts of purchase and sale of fruit. 

It depends on product 

HL Brazil Some fruits are not seasonal like papayas. Papayas are harvested every week. 

 
In workshops in Latin America, 32 organizations (36%) agreed that the sourcing plans must be 
renewed 2 weeks before its expiration for perennial fruit and 3 months before the beginning of the 
season for seasonal fruit. 
In the workshop in South Africa, participants indicated a two weeks period to renew sourcing plans. 

Furthermore, in the consultation it was suggested to shift the commitment to minimum volume to 
contracts, as this represents a contractual obligation. Total expected purchases and sources are 
proposed to be deleted to align with general definition in the Trader Standard. 

Almost all stakeholders that responded to this question (72 responses), agree with this change (94%). 
In workshops in Latin America, the support for this proposal was similar with 80% agreeing (72 
organizations). In the workshop in South Africa, participants were also in agreement. 
 

2.3.5. Contracts 

The requirements on what needs to be in the Fairtrade contract have been revised in the Trader 
Standard. Accordingly, some of the specifications that are in the current fresh fruit standard can be 
taken out so that duplication is avoided. Some other aspects can be shortened or simplified. For 
bananas, there are some additional points required and it is suggested to apply them to all fresh fruit 
for export (fresh consumption). 
The response rate to the questions can be seen in the table below, please refer to the annex for 
detailed comments. 
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Fresh fruit standard for SPO and HL (changes in 
red) 

Consultation results  

Contracts between producers and buyers must 
include the following: 

 Operator’s FLO ID number 

 Reference to Fairtrade as an integral part of 
the contract 

 Product description(s) 

 Reference to sourcing plans  

 Description of how the system of orders will 
function (when and how weekly orders are 
confirmed) 

 Responsible party for product labelling 

Are the additional points for contracts in 
Fresh fruit applicable? 

Almost all stakeholders that responded to this 
question (88 responses) agree with these 
points (93%). 
Workshops in Latin America: 97% in 
agreement (87 organizations) 
Workshop in South Africa: in agreement 

 Volumes of Fairtrade products  Minimum and 
maximum or fixed volume to be purchased 
and delivered on weekly basis for perennial 
fruits and seasonal basis for seasonal fruits 

Almost all respondents to this question (84 
responses) agree with this change (92%). 
Workshops in Latin America: 81% in 
agreement (73 organizations) 
Workshop in South Africa: in agreement 

  Required minimum weight with realistic 
factor for dehydration for each product 

 Rules for Dead Freight 

The agreement with this part of the 
requirement is less significant, Yes (72%),No 
(28%) (75 responses). 
Workshops in Latin America: 90% agree (81 
organizations) 
Workshop in South Africa: in agreement, make 
provision for weight loss in transit by packing a 
bit more. 

 If applicable: reference to additional or 
special packing material and services and 
related costs not included in Fairtrade 
Minimum Price (e.g. for “clusterbags” or 
“parafilm”) 

If a producer does not sell on the price level the 
Fairtrade Minimum Price is defined (e.g. selling 
on FOB, but FTMP is defined on Exworks only), 
the contract must refer to the packing material 
and related costs and other services (e.g. 
transportation) not included in the Fairtrade 
Minimum Price (e.g. for “clusterbags” or 
“parafilm”). In case the producer sells on the 
Fairtrade Minimum Price level including packing 
material, any deviation from costs related to 
standard packing material or services must be 
addressed in the contract and compensated on-
top. 

The responses to this part of the requirement 
are the same as above: Yes (72%), No (28%) 
(75 responses). 
Workshops in Latin America: 93% agree (84 
organizations) 
Workshop in South Africa: in agreement 
 

 
Some additional comments are made, e.g. SPOs say that in bananas, the sourcing plan should be 
done together with the contract, and the minimum volume should be done on a weekly basis, not on 
average per year. Please see the annex for more details. 
 
In the workshops with traders, participants had the following comments: 

Workshops 
Traders 

Participants question why there is a reference to Fairtrade as an integral part of the 
contract, this should be taken out. 
If there is a detailed description of how the system of order functions with an 
indication of volumes, then there is no need for min and max volume. 



 
 

Standards Consultation Results Synopsis 
14.11.2017 

21 

Some participants say that there is also a value for having a maximum volume so 
that producers do not send more than agreed, it is discussed that there should be 
at least the minimum volume, maximum volume can be added if needed. 
Required minimum weight with realistic factor for dehydration is not needed, as 
producers/exporters have to send the weight that is agreed in the contract. The 
factor of dehydration only matters for producers, but not for the traders. 
Rules for Dead freight: this is more for seasonal fruits, not necessary for bananas. 
Add: if applicable. 
Reference to additional or special packing material: this should be part of the 
product description and does not need to be a separate point. 
Loan agreements (pre-finance) should not be in contracts as this is agreed on a 
case by case basis. 

 

Additional points in the contract for wine grapes 

Again, as wine grapes are different from the business of fresh fruit for exporting, the additional points 
mentioned in the requirement above should not apply to wine grapes and respondents were asked to 
confirm this. 
Only 62 stakeholders answered this question, whereof more than half (55%) said that the question 
was not applicable to them (others left a blank here, 71 of the total of 133 respondents). Of the 
remaining 28 respondents, two thirds agreed (68%) with not applying the additional points to wine 
grapes. 
Only two comments were given in this section: 
Trader Africa & ME: Quality problems exclusion must be explained. 
 
Trader Europe: No specials for grapes. 
 
In workshops in Latin America, only producers from Argentina and Chile, where wine grape 
producer exist, responded to this question. Producers from Argentina disagree with the proposal while 
SPOs in Chile say “Yes”. 
In the workshop in South Africa, participants were in agreement with this proposal. 
 

Confirmation of orders 

There is another provision that regulates the time period for the confirmation of orders which is 
currently only applicable to bananas. With the experience in bananas, it is recommended to reduce 
the applicable time from 5-10 days to two days. It is also suggested to be extended to all fresh fruits 
for export (for fresh consumption).  
 
Within the framework of the contract, orders for each shipment are placed in the following manner: 
Volumes to be shipped must be ordered in writing at least two working days (according to customs in 
the production country) before the day on which the loading of the ship is scheduled. 
 

Do you agree with this requirement for all Fairtrade fresh fruits for exporting (for fresh 
consumption)? 

Responses (73 responses) are split with 56% saying “Yes” and 44% saying “No”. 
 
Generally, comments suggest that 2 days is not enough and that the old rule with 5-10 days should be 
kept. This opinion was also voiced in the workshop with traders. 
In workshops in Latin America, the picture is similar, with 52% agreeing to 2 days. Those who 
disagree argue that all fruits should be analyzed because not all of them require the same time. They 
estimate that a minimum of 5 days is required to prepare the documentation; others say that this rule 
is not necessary. 
In the workshop in South Africa, participants did not agree with this proposal. They argued that 2 
working days is too short and unrealistic and could lead to non –compliances. Currently, even 5 – 10 
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days is a challenge. There should be no limitation on timeframe for fresh fruit (except for bananas) on 
when an order could be placed. 

Contracts for oranges for juice 

There are also some additional requirements for oranges for juice, due to the special pricing 
mechanism that applies for oranges for juice processed into FCOJ (frozen concentrate of orange 
juice) or NFC (non frozen concentrate). This model is based on a sharing mechanism in which the 
importer pays the FMP or market price for orange juice to the processor/exporter and the 
processor/exporter shares a minimum percentage of this orange juice price with the producer 
organization as payment for the oranges for juice. 
 
In addition to the respondents that indicated that they agree with this part of the requirement (11), 
there is one comment from one SPO in Africa: It needs to be simplified and processing set ups shall 
be clearly defined.  
 

2.3.6. Retro certification 

 
The proposal is that in case there is an increased demand by a client on short notice, importers should 
be allowed to retro-certify Fairtrade fruits. Fruits that are suitable to be retro-certified are sold by a 
Fairtrade producer unlabelled and no Fairtrade price and Premium are paid. The importer can declare 
a certain amount to be Fairtrade later in the supply chain. They are responsible for correctly labelling 
the fruit on behalf of the licensee and have to inform all actors down the supply chain, including the 
producer organization and the certification body about this transaction. 
 
The Fairtrade certified importer is allowed to retro-certify Fairtrade fruits.  
A retro-certification report has to be sent to the certification body and to all actors down the supply 
chain, including the producer organization. This includes the date of purchase of the fruit and 
container/shipment information, a copy of the original invoice if available; seller and buyer 
identification; the volume of fruit being retro-certified; the Fairtrade Premium amount due; the Fairtrade 
Price adjustment (where applicable if original price paid is below applicable Fairtrade Minimum Price) 
and a justification for retro-certifying. Due payment of the Fairtrade premium and any price adjustment 
are as per the Fresh fruit Standard. 
 
A good majority (75%) agrees with the introduction of this requirement into the Fairtrade Standard for 
Fresh Fruit for SPO and HL (87 responses in total). Those that are against it, put forward that this 
opens the door to unfair competition and that transparency cannot be ensured. It also represents a 
reputational risk to the Fairtrade system and is not advantageous for producers. There are also some 
voices that agree with the introduction of this requirement and welcome the simplified process. 
 
In the workshops, stakeholders generally agreed with this flexibility, however producers also see that 
transparency might be difficult to ensure and that the fee to FLOCERT must be reduced. 
 

Workshops 
Latin America  

70 organizations (78%) agree with the procedure proposed. The 17 that oppose 
say that there is a high risk that the importer does not declare that he has sold 
that fruit as Fairtrade. In addition, they do not see clearly how the organization will 
receive the benefit of this price differential. FLO - Cert should clarify the scope of 
retro-certification, especially when it is fast moving fruit in the market. It should 
also be established in the FLO-CERT procedures how it is ensured that if a fruit 
was "sold" to an intermediary as a "normal" price, that is, not Fairtrade and when 
it is sold to the final buyer, after retro-certification to Fairtrade, then how  does the 
fair price and / or the Premium reach the SPO. The marketer cannot keep those 
margins. 

Workshop 
South Africa 

Not in agreement. Currently the retro-certification fee to FLO-CERT is 255 Euros 
(irrespective of tonnage retro-certified). Retro- certification by importer will have a 
major financial impact on the business and will cause a decrease in the premium 
going to the Fairtrade premium committees. The farms worker will stand to lose 
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the most. 

Trader 
Workshop 
Switzerland 

Accurate planning is difficult 
In some cases, flexibility is desired, but the need is rather low (requirement is not 
necessarily needed, but there are no objections) 
Reservations against the obligation to report, as this increases the administrative 
burden. 
4 weeks after arrival should have been reported at the latest, whether retro-
certified or not. 

Trader 
Workshop Bonn 

In general all participants are in favour of this flexibility and have no objection that 
this requirement is included into the standard. 
One company regularly uses the current exception for retro certification. This is a 
lot of paperwork, the process is long and the fee is considered too high. The 
company very much welcomes this new rule that makes the process more 
transparent, faster and cheaper. One other company also uses retro-certification, 
while the two others do not directly need it. If they have a higher demand of 
Fairtrade fruits, they get it via other traders, so they see the importance of this 
flexibility and have nothing against it. 

 

2.3.7. Quality claims  

The requirements for Fairtrade bananas on quality claims were vigorously revised in 2010, introducing 
a clear framework of what is needed for a valid quality claim. The aim of these clear rules is to protect 
producers and exporters from abuses and also to provide them with more information so that they can 
detect the quality problem and improve their production. 

So far, there are no requirements on quality claims for all other fresh fruits. However, as all fruits are 
highly perishable and fragile, quality is an important issue in all fruit categories, not only in bananas. 
Fairtrade therefore proposes to introduce requirements regarding quality claims for all fresh fruits. It is 
suggested to apply the requirements on quality that are already in place for bananas to all fruit 
categories. 
 
A large majority (93%) of stakeholders that responded to this question (67 responses) agree with 
extending the requirement on quality claims to all fresh fruits for export. 
 
Comments given in general and given to the different parts suggest that in some cases there are 
problems with the detailed wording, especially timelines and the correct place of reporting. 
Overall, there is a wish to simplify this requirement and not to be overregulated by the standard as 
quality claims are an integral part of any trade relationship. There could be a minimum boundary, 
possibly with a reference to external guidelines such COFREUROP, to protect producers from worst 
practices. 
 
 

Workshops 
LA 

81 orgs in agreement (90%). FLO-CERT is expected to establish procedures to 
validate the quality claims and make sure that all the evidence that supports the claim 
for quality and possible cuts in payments to producers is correctly gathered. 
Emphasize quality at origin and cargo insurance due to misuse of refrigeration. 
This obliges the producer to have an extra expense in the destination country, while 
buyers can have inspectors in the export port or packaging of the product. It is even 
possible to split the cost of inspection at the export port, but not at arrival where the 
producers have no control of the product, this incurs unnecessary costs for both, e.g. 
the destruction of the product. 

Workshop 
South 
Africa 

In agreement 

Workshop 
Traders 
Switzerland 

Claims are an important part of the trade relations and are usually handled individually 
and in partnership, in some cases longer deadlines are accepted. 
Partially already checked in the country of origin. 
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 Not "arrival at port of destination" but after "release" or "opening" (scans) 
There are international rules / practices which make the regulations in the standard 
superfluous. 
How a claim expires should not be prescribed by Fairtrade. 
Nevertheless, there should be a rule to be able to tackle "black sheep". 
Reference to international rules, if there are problems. 
Claim process should be part of the contract (this is already the case). 
There should be a time limit (4 weeks, 2 months?) for extreme cases so that they can 
be countered. 
 
Costs for producers with quality deficiencies. 
Is always a negotiating matter, but e.g. Costs of destruction should be included. 
It is also important that producers act responsibly and do not send faulty goods. 
Reference to insurance policy: damage as small as possible, but real costs covered 
Partially, only the FOB price is debited  possibly also VBP? 

Trader 
Workshop 
Bonn 

Generally, the opinion is that timelines as suggested are not realistic (48 hours not 
realistic, e.g. because of scans in the port). 
The most important question according to participants is the question when the claim 
is sent, for bananas this could be 2 weeks, might be necessary to have a longer period 
for other fruits. 
Processing of a claim within 24 hours is also not realistic 
Quality claims should be regulated in the contract by the different parties, only very 
limited simple maximum requirements in the standard. Timelines can be set in the 
contract according to the specific situation. 
Producers are also responsible for sending the right quality (they sometimes take a 
chance), they should be responsible for all costs that occur. 
“Authorised quality inspection” not needed in the standard, this is done anyway if 
producers arrange it. 
In general, the critical point is the percentage that is affected by the quality problem. 
The problem can be proven by pictures, but the percentage affected is the crucial 
factor. 
A quality claim is finished with the evaluation of losses, this can be much later. 
However, this is less important, key is WHEN the claim is sent. 
Reference to COFREUROP might be helpful 

 
 

2.3.8. Short falls in sales 

For bananas, there is a provision in case of shortfalls in sales: up to 10% of the fruit that was initially 
bought as Fairtrade can be sold under non-Fairtrade conditions if there are changes in orders by the 
client of the importer in the North that occur when the products have already been shipped. This 
provides some flexibility that is necessary in the fruit business to the trader while at the same time 
protecting Fairtrade producers from taking all the risks due to a volatile market. As there is no such 
arrangement for all other Fairtrade fruits, Fairtrade suggests extending this requirement to all fresh 
fruits for export (for fresh consumption) traded under the Fairtrade Fresh fruit standard. 
 
Participants of workshops agreed with this option. There was consensus that there should be no 
difference between seasonal and perennial fruits. Traders emphasized the importance of this flexibility 
while producers underlined the need of good planning so that they have a good basis to organize 
themselves. 
 

Workshops 
Latin America 

74 orgs. In agreement 
In general: -only 10% maximum. Because there is loss of premium considered or 
planned, this also has implications in the planning established with producers.- The 
policies of non-Fairtrade sales confuse the consumer and is detrimental to the 
producer. 

Workshop Not applicable for the participating organizations. 
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South Africa Participants agree with the flexibility rule as this protects the producer. However, 
there was no agreement on the percentage as there was no representation on 
Fairtrade mangoes and oranges). 

Trader 
Workshop 
Switzerland 
 

Proposal that premium is always paid10% per shipment is sufficient, no difference 
between year-round and seasonal fruits% per shipment should be kept as 
otherwise difficult to understand and might be unfair to individual producers' 
organizations that have the defect 

 possibly VBP (Voluntary Best Practice)? 
 

Trader 
Workshop 
Bonn 
 

While some companies are already using the existing flexibility for bananas, others 
absorb the costs if there is a lower demand and still pay the price and premium for 
the Fairtrade fruits ordered. 
All underline the importance of some flexibility and have nothing against introducing 
this option for all fruits. However, all agree that there should be no difference 
between perennial and seasonal fruit and that the maximum percentage should be 
10% across all fruits. 
There is a question to what entity the 10% applies, e.g. if there is a whole vessel 
with Fairtrade bananas from different countries and producer groups. It is clarified 
that the 10% should apply per transaction, so per invoice issued. 
Comment that there should be a safeguard that the 10% should not always be 
applied to the same producer group, so that losses are always absorbed by the 
same producers. 
It was also discussed that this could become the norm for some companies, so that 
there might always be 10% on top of the “normal” planning to have some flexibility. 
However, it was clarified that the requirement cannot say that shortfalls in sales 
should not happen on a “regular” basis, as it is hard to define what is “regular”. 
Suggestion that good and realistic planning is encouraged through the small fee 
attached to each “downgrading” of Fairtrade sales. 

 
The stakeholders that responded to this question in the online survey (75 responses) generally agreed 
with a 10% flexibility rule for perennial fruits (e.g. bananas, pineapples) in case of shortfalls in orders 
from the clients of the Fairtrade importer (80% “Yes”).  
 
When looking at the distribution of answers according to the function (producer/trader), there is not a 
big difference between groups. Whereas half of the stakeholders that answered with “Yes” are 
producers, this group represents only 40% in the “No” answers. This difference comes from HL 
producers that mainly agreed with the 10% flexibility (only 1 organization in disagreement). The 
proportion of SPOs is the same for both answers (32% in “Yes” and 33% in “No”). 
In other words, the support for this option is higher in HL (91% of HL producers agreeing) than in 
SPOs (still 78% of SPO respondents agreeing). The overall support is a bit lower from traders (78% of 
traders agreeing) than from producers (82% agreeing). Please see the table for more details. 
 

  

YES 
# of 
respondents 

 % Yes per 
stakeholder 
group 

NO 
# of 
respondents 

% No per 
stakeholder 
group 

Total # of 
respondent
s 

% of 
Yes 
within 
stake-
holder 
group 

% of No 
within 
stake-
holder 
group 

SPO 18 32% 5 33% 23 78% 22% 

HL 10 18% 1 7% 11 91% 9% 

Processor 2 4% 4 27% 6 33% 67% 

Exporter 7 13% 2 13% 9 78% 22% 

Importer 15 27% 3 20% 18 83% 17% 

Retailer 4 7%  0 0% 4 100% 0% 

Producers 28 50% 6 40% 34 82% 18% 

Traders 28 50% 9 60% 37 76% 24% 
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 Total 56   15 71 71 

 
 
Reasons given for not accepting this are either that this is to the detriment of producers and a 
reputational risk for the system, or that this is not flexible enough (for traders). 
 
As seasonal fruits such as mango and grapes require more flexibility than perennial fruit with a year 
round harvest, Fairtrade suggested in the consultation having a 20% flexibility threshold for this 
category. 
The support for this option was less significant, with only 63% agreeing with this option (of 63 
responses to this question). Stakeholders preferred not to have two different percentages and said 
that 10% was enough of flexibility. There is again some resistance voiced that this is disadvantage to 
producers. Other traders say that producers should be treated equally and should also be part of the 
usual business risk. 
When looking at the answers per function in the supply chain (producers/traders), 44% of the 
stakeholders agreeing with this option are producers (56% traders). The part of producers answering 
with “No” is less significant, with only 29% (71% traders). The main reason for disagreeing with this 
option is to object to a different percentage for seasonal fruits, not to be against this flexibility in case 
of shortfalls in sales as such. 
 
When asked about the percentages of flexibility (49 responses), respondents generally agree with the 
percentages suggested for non-Fairtrade sales in case of shortfalls in sales (73%).14% would like to 
have a higher percentage and 12% a lower percentage.  
Again people ask for a single percentage of 10% in both cases. Some traders ask for higher 
percentages, as this would be of course convenient to them. In workshops in Latin America, 
participants also mostly agreed (43 organizations in agreement, 11 in disagreement and 36 did not 
answer the question). 

 
In general, stakeholders from all groups say that the flexibility in case of shortfalls in sales is important 
to keep, while it is at the same time especially important to avoid abuses of this rule. 
 

Reporting on non-Fairtrade sales 

In order to keep track of non-Fairtrade sales in the case of shortfalls in sales and quality claims, and to 
make this a more auditable procedure, Fairtrade intends to introduce a requirement to oblige the 
trader to report all transactions of non-Fairtrade sales related to shortfalls in sales and quality claims. 
This list has to be confirmed by the producer organizations. 

The importer has to report every transaction of non-Fairtrade sales that were originally ordered as 
Fairtrade within two weeks after selling the specific order/consignment to the certification body and all 
operators down the supply chain, including the producer organization. The report has to include the 
reason for the non-Fairtrade sales (quality claim or shortfalls in sales), proof of the reason (valid 
quality claim or change in order from Fairtrade client) and where the non-Fairtrade sales were sold to. 
In the case of quality claims, the operator also has to include the costs related to the claim that were 
transferred back to producers. 

The correct statement of transactions related to quality claims and shortfalls in sales, and the 
reception of related payments of Fairtrade price and Premium has to be confirmed by the producer 
organizations per quarter in the case of perennial fruits and per season (yearly) in the case of 
seasonal fruits. 

Overall, respondents (78 responses to this question), agree with the introduction of this requirement 
however the support is less significant than in other questions (72% “Yes”). 

In the workshops in Latin America, 76 organizations were in favour of this requirement, 8 against it. 
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Doubts mostly stem from questioning the auditability and the transparency of this process. Also, some 
say that the timeline of 2 weeks is too long, while others say it should be done quarterly. Traders 
largely have worries about the additional workload. 
 

Workshop 
Switzerland 
 

Downgraded Fairtrade purchases must be reported, what is feasible for traders? 
At least 4 weeks after arrival. 
Doubts about high administrative efforts. 

Workshop 
Traders Bonn 
 

It was made clear by all participants that it is really hard/impossible to enter all the 
information quality claims in another system, such as Fairtrace. Suggestion that the 
requirement says that a list of all non-Fairtrade sales should be provided, as 
companies can thus use their own information systems. 
It needs to be checked if this is also possible for smaller companies. 

Workshop 
South Africa 

This is good for checks and transparency as through FLOCERT  verification will be 
possible on what was sold as Fairtrade and non - Fairtrade 

 

2.3.9. Review banana Premium reporting requirement and investigate extension to other fresh 

fruits 

For bananas, the standard specifies what should be included into the premium report for every 
Premium project. The reports need to be shared with Fairtrade International at least once a year. 
Fairtrade suggests extending this requirement to all other fruits, with a slight change to make the 
requirement simpler by deleting the follow-up report. 
 
You send a report about the Fairtrade premium use for every new or ongoing Fairtrade premium 
project to Fairtrade International. The reporting must be done yearly and includes at least the following 
information: 
a) Initial report for projects in planning phase 
- Name and description of project (purpose and objectives; project partners) 
- Target group(s) (e.g. men-women or all members of cooperative; migrant workers; family 
members; community) 
- Estimated number of beneficiaries within each target group 
- Project budget (total / annual) 
- Project start and end date 
- Date of approval of project and who approved it 
 
b) For finished projects, you must send a final report, which includes in addition to information under a) 
and b) above 
- Target group(s) and number of beneficiaries reached 
- Total budget spent 
- Evaluation to what degree and why the purpose and the objectives have been achieved, and 
what can be learnt from the project 
 
Out of the 77 respondents that answered this question, almost all (96%) agree to the proposed 
change of deleting the follow up report. Also almost everybody of the respondents to this question 
agree to extend this requirement on Premium reporting to all other fresh fruits. 
 
The objection to this rule comes mostly from producers that say that the Premium reporting is already 
checked during the audit and that this is not necessary. One trader says that this is not enough and 
that there should be more exchange between buyer and seller on how the Premium money is used. 
 
In workshops in Latin America, almost all organizations agree with deleting the follow-up report and 
extending this requirement to all Fairtrade fresh fruits. There was also agreement in the workshop in 
South Africa. 
 



 
 

Standards Consultation Results Synopsis 
14.11.2017 

28 

2.3.10. Traceability 

The review of the banana standard in 2010 introduced a requirement regarding traceability saying 
that: 

Each box must indicate the packing station and date of packing. (additionally for SPOs: and the 
identification of the individual member of a SPO.) 

There was a high endorsement for extending this requirement to all other Fairtrade fresh fruits, with 
92% agreeing with it (78 responses). Participants of workshops in Latin America and South Africa 
were also in agreement. 

Only very few comments were given and pointed out that this might be difficult in some cases, e.g. for 
small production and that instead of the packing date the traceability code which is commonly used in 
food safety management systems could be used. 

 

2.3.11. Implementing a maximum land size threshold for SPO members 

In March 2017, the Standards Committee decided to introduce a maximum threshold of 30 has limiting 
the land size for SPO members producing bananas. This is to prevent large farms with a significant 
workforce from entering the Fairtrade system via the SPO Standard with softer rules on labour 
conditions while technically they should be certified under the HL Standard with rigorous requirements 
for workers. This set-up might be or become potentially also a problem in other fresh fruits. 

Fairtrade therefore proposes to extend the maximum threshold limiting the farm size of SPO members 
to all fruits. As the figure of 30 has was specifically introduced for bananas, we also take the 
opportunity to assess if this can be generalized for all fruits, or if the threshold should be higher or 
lower for certain fruits. 

Two thirds of the respondents to this question (75 responses) agree with extending this requirement 
on maximum land size to all other Fairtrade Fresh fruits. At the same time, comments point out that 
this is difficult to establish with a general number as country/region and product specific have to be 
taken into account. Also, producers and traders alike, voice that the threshold is set too high to still be 
in the category of a small producer. 

The share of traders agreeing with this option is slightly bigger than that of producers (55% of 
respondents saying “Yes” are traders, 45% are producers). The share of producers disagreeing with 
this requirement is much bigger than that of traders (63% of respondents saying “No” are producers, 
33% are traders.) The main reason for producers disagreeing with this option is not the idea as such, 
but rather to have a generic number of 30has.  

 
Workshops Latin America: 
Of the 90 organizations that participated in this consultation, 59 (66%) agree to establish the maximum 
size of land where members grow Fairtrade fruits. 28 organizations (31%) answered “no” to set 
maximum limit, some say that this limit makes the production of mango and papaya in Brazil 
unfeasible. Another says that large producers have an important role in SPOs to meet volumes and 
quality. 
It is important to emphasize that in Brazil the size of the land generates a lot of concern for the 
plantations because they say it limits the volumes they can sell and that generates injustice within the 
same system. At the same time, SPOs allow the entry of large plantations to the detriment of small 
producers. 

 
When asked about the actual figure of the threshold, results are not that clear. Of the 65 responses, 
respondents say the following: 
 
The maximum threshold of land should be: 

 
30 hectares   43% 
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Higher than 30 hectares 25% 
Lower than 30 hectares  32% 

 
Interestingly, although the 30has threshold was already agreed for bananas, some banana producers 
are calling for a lower threshold (Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador; also oranges Egypt, Pineapples 
Thailand, Wine grapes/blueberries Chile). 

 
Comments point out that especially papayas and pineapples would need a larger number. Some 
stakeholders also wish that this should be established per country and product, not with a universal 
number across all fruits and regions. 
 
Workshops Latin America 
Regarding the maximum limit, a rather large number (60%) say it should be less than 30 hectares, (20 
did not respond) and 9% say it should be the 30has limit. The size of the land must be seen by 
product, it is not the same in banana as in other products. 
 

2.3.12. Inclusion of floor wages into the HL Standard for Fresh fruits 

In the Fairtrade Hired Labour Standard (HL), requirement 3.5.1 requires that a “company sets wages 
for workers and other conditions of employment according to legal or CBA regulations where they 
exist, or at regional average wages or at official minimum wages for similar occupations; whichever is 
the highest, with the intention of continually increasing salaries.” As indicated in requirement 3.5.4 “If 
remuneration (wages and benefits) is below the living wage benchmarks as approved by Fairtrade 
International, your company ensures that real wages are increased annually to continuously close the 
gap with living wage.”, the increase is intended to reach living wages, in the case that remuneration is 
below the living wage benchmark. 

Given that in some countries where HL farms are certified for fresh fruit, there is no applicable legal 
minimum wage or CBA rate to comply with, company management only needs to negotiate with 
workers on wages and stay ahead of inflation. There is also a perception that Fairtrade is greatly 
exposed to reputational damage if wage requirements for certified companies are not made more 
stringent.   

Including a transition period, the proposal is that by year 0 there is a safety net of $1.90 (World Bank 
extreme poverty line – other benefits would be in addition to this wage). 

Your company ensures that wages paid do not fall below the global extreme poverty line 
($1.90/day) set by the World Bank noting that this amount could increase depending on the 
world bank adjustments. 

A large majority of respondents (91% of the 77 responses to this question) agree with the introduction 
of this requirement. Comments mainly suggest that this should be according to national law and the 
national minimum wage. This is however already the case according to the HL Standard, this 
requirement only kicks in if there is no national minimum wage. 
Participants in the workshops in Latin America also agreed with introducing this requirement (62 
organizations in agreement, 24 no opinion) 
Organizations in the workshop in South Africa also agreed and added that Fairtrade should be 
sensitive to this topic and to be careful that the “rule” does not ever get to be higher than the country 
legislation. If Fairtrade in future would expect producers to pay more in future, they risk losing 
producers on their system. Wages are a negotiated process with producers and the Industry. It will 
never be enforced on producers without consultation taking place. The last living wage research for 
South Africa in the wine industry was conducted in 2013 with follow up consultations in March 2015. 
Currently Fairtrade farms are paying within the gazetted recommended wages which is higher than the 
1.90/day. 
In the workshops with traders, representatives added that labour costs should be included in the FMP. 
This could be useful for products where there is no minimum price set. 
If the reference for the floor wage is from 2015, this should be updated if the official figure is updated 
(extreme poverty line). 
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2.3.13. Considering an extension of mango for processing to HL in Mexico 

In the current system of Fairtrade standards and prices, HL set-ups can sell fresh fruit for export, but 
cannot sell it for drying (except for bananas and two exceptions for fruits from Ghana and South 
Africa). 
In order to secure the high demand of dried mangoes in the Swiss and other European markets, more 
supply chains, other than the existing ones in Ghana and South Africa, are needed. 
It is a balance between the disadvantages of keeping the restrictions for HL (restricted volume 
potential, maintaining product inconsistencies, maintaining scope restrictions and leaving the potential 
for growth unexplored) against the advantage of protecting SPOs from a possible HL competition. 
Allowing hired labour set-ups to sell their fresh fruit for drying could disadvantage small producers due 
to the economies of scale, access to capital and infrastructure (processing, transportation etc.) that 
bigger producers have over producers of a smaller size.  
 
Thus, respondents were asked about their opinion with regards to the options presented to supply the 
Swiss and all other markets with mangos for processing from Mexico, i.e. to open the scope to HL so 
that they can be certified for mangoes for drying in Mexico or to keep the restriction so that only SPOs 
can be certified for mangoes for drying in Mexico. 

 
The responses for this question were limited (57 responses), as this is a specific topic for mangoes in 
Mexico. A majority of respondents (68%) agree with opening the scope to HL so that they can be 
certified for mangoes for drying in Mexico. The main reason for the support of this option that can 
be found in the comments is that as long as Fairtrade benefits reach workers, this is in line with 
Fairtrade’s mission. On the other hand, 28% disagree with opening the scope and would like to keep 
the restriction so that only SPOs can be certified for mangoes for drying in Mexico. These 
stakeholders are mainly SPOs (8, Brazil and Egypt), HL (2, Ghana and Egypt) and traders (5, Egypt, 
Guatemala and Switzerland). There are no particular reasons given, unless for one trader that says 
that there are currently enough certified producers who cover the full organic & Fairtrade mango 
demand in Switzerland and the EU with high quality product. Other traders think, there is no need to 
change the rule in Mexico as there are sufficient dried mangos from other origins to serve the Swiss 
markets. 
 
In total, 13 SPOs responded to this question in the questionnaire, whereof 8 (62%) are against it and 5 
(38%) are in favour of opening to HL.  
 
4% also answered that they would like to have a different option, but this was not specified, except for 
one stakeholder who suggested that the scope should not only be open in Mexico, but worldwide. One 
trader suggested that there should not be different rules if mangoes are dried locally or processed and 
exported. 
 
In workshops in Latin America, the majority (64) did not reply, 5 responded “Yes” to open the scope 
to HL and 21 (Peru) argue that “No”, that it is better to keep the restriction so that only SPOs can sell 
this product to those markets. The objective should always be to favor small producers in order to gain 
access to markets. 
 
5 SPOs in Mexico propose the following options 

• Is there an internal mechanism that allows SPOs to sell mangoes to plantations? 
• Small, unorganized mango producers could integrate into other SPOs that have other 

Fairtrade products so that they can take advantage of existing capabilities, including 
certification 

• Expand the search of potential SPOs to other regions of Mexico  
• Make it known in the markets that this niche exist, and continue to invite small producers to 

organize themselves under Fairtrade 
• Make a study of cost and supply structure between producer-processor-exporter, reviewing 

minimum prices, Fairtrade premium and technical export specifications 
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2.3.14. Revision of the specific country rule for HL in Brazil, especially for papaya producers 

The specific country rule for HL in Brazil was introduced in 2006 to prevent big players from entering 
the Fairtrade system, mainly to protect small producers growing oranges for juice. The rule restricts 
land where Fairtrade fruits (except bananas) are grown to a size of up to 4 fiscal units (“módulos 
fiscais)

2
. Additionally, it is required that the owner and/or family members is/are directly involved in the 

management of the applying unit and the owner lives on the applying unit or nearby. 
 
Fairtrade commissioned a study to understand the implications of lifting the restriction of land size for 
HL fruit plantation in Brazil. 
Arguments for lifting the rule for papayas and other fruits: 

• unfair conditions for Fairtrade fruits from Brazil 
• unfair competition within the country 
• The papaya production normally involves a soil rotation every 2-3 years 
• no threat to small producers as small producers of papaya in Brazil usually do not have the 

capacity to export 
• An increase of the Fairtrade production area would mean more benefits for workers as the 

Premium received can be increased through higher volumes 
 
Respondents were first asked on their opinion about lifting the limitation to land size for all fresh fruits 
in Brazil (except oranges). 
56 stakeholders responded to the question. Answers whether the limitation on land size should be 
lifted are mixed: 55% are in favour of lifting the rule, 36% are against it and 9% would prefer to keep 
the restriction but increase the number of fiscal units possible. There are no real indications to what 
number this should be increased, one trader answered 5-6 fiscal units, others repeated again their 
opinion to maintain the current limit of 4 fiscal modules per producer, according to Brazilian criteria (4, 
SPO Brazil). Responses in the workshops in Latin America were very limited: most of the 
organizations (85) did not respond, 5 (including plantations from Brazil) responded in favour (remove 
limitation). 
 
Comments in favour of lifting the rule mainly put forward that this is an unfair limitation for one product 
category in one country. Stakeholders that are against lifting the limitation and want to keep the 
restriction primarily put forward that small producers need to be protected and supported, and that 
there are indeed volumes of papayas and other fruits produced by SPOs in Brazil. 
 
The two opinions can be seen in the positions formulated by HL plantations and SPOs in Brazil. 
 
Position of HL plantations in Brazil 
“Thus, greater care is required in relation to this item of the standard, hence, in its own way, it directly 
limits the scope of the objectives of the Fairtrade International. 
As is well known, one of the FLOCERT compliance criteria rests on limiting the size of the land to 4 
fiscal modules of the contracted work and is only present in Brazil. 
The application of this criterion in 2006 was given to prevent large operators from entering the fair 
trade system, thus protecting small producers of orange juice. 
However, the rule of limitation of the fiscal modules that was underpinned to avoid unfair competition 
for orange juice producers, preventing major operators from controlling the entire Fairtrade system, 
but currently involves only unequal conditions and unfair for other Fairtrade fruits from Brazil in relation 
to other countries. 

                                                      
2
 Fiscal units or “módulos fiscais” is a concept used in Brazil to classify farms and to define 

beneficiaries of incentives such as state subsidised financing. Often, a credit instrument for family 
agricultures is conditioned to the fact that the farmer is a small farmer in the context of Brazil or has 
only up to 4 fiscal units. Fiscal units have a different size in each municipality and they range from 5 to 
110 hectares. The units are defined by the Institute of Agrarian Reform (INCRA) and consider different 
aspects such as the predominant kind of production, the profitability of this production and other 
factors. The units valid for each municipality can be accessed at the following link: 
https://www.embrapa.br/codigo-florestal/area-de-reserva-legal-arl/modulo-fiscal 
 

https://www.embrapa.br/codigo-florestal/area-de-reserva-legal-arl/modulo-fiscal
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The fear of unfair competition or the premise of protection for small producers is no longer supported, 
especially in relation to papaya, since in Brazil, there are no small organized producers with capacity 
or intentions to export. 
But, regardless of the unequal conditions experienced by Brazilian producers, given the limitation or 
difference between fiscal modules in the national territory, those most affected by the limitation 
imposed by the rule are in fact plantation workers, who still have great difficulties of social 
development. This limitation directly implies the reduction of the Fairtrade Premium, aimed directly at 
associations of farm workers to be reverted to benefits for workers, transforming into social 
development among their beneficiaries. 
In this sense, considering that this initial motivation to protect small producers is no longer supported, 
just as evident are the inequalities provided by this unjust limitation, that unanimously the opinion of 
this group is the elimination of the limitation to the area of the properties for all the fruit in Brazil, 
except for oranges." 
 
Position of Brazilian SPOs of fresh oranges and oranges for juice 
The small producer organizations of oranges in Brazil also met in a workshop to discuss the 
consultation, the Regional Coordinator of the CLAC Operational Team in Brazil reported that there 
were several points of view among the organizations, some in favour of eliminating the restriction 
other than oranges and others saying that it should not be removed. There is a fear that if this 
restriction is lifted now for other fruits then Fairtrade will also do it for oranges later. 
 
With regards to the other questions asked concerning this topic, a majority of respondents (81%) 
agreed with keeping the restriction of land size for plantations producing oranges and oranges for juice 
(47 responses to this question). 
Comments indicate that stakeholders in favour of lifting the rule say that the workers of plantation 
benefit from more Fairtrade Premium. Comments against lifting the restriction emphasize that SPOs 
need to be protected and that supply is currently much higher than Fairtrade market potential. 
In workshops in Latin America, only 5 organizations answered this question, 4 responding with “Yes” 
(including plantations in Brazil) and one responded with “No”. 
 
Similarly, a majority of respondents agree with deleting the requirement that the owner has to live on 
the farm land or nearby (48 respondents in total): 75 % are in favour and 25% against. 
SPOs (3) and one other stakeholder in Brazil would like to keep the requirement as this reflects their 
reality. However this requirement is currently applied to HL plantations, the SPO indicates other 
requirements for small producers.  
In workshops in Latin America, the 5 organizations that answered this question agreed with deleting 
this requirement. 
 

2.3.15. Transition period 

Fairtrade suggests that the revised standard become applicable as of July 1
st
, 2018. This leaves 

producers and traders a transition period of at least 6 months, given that the new standard will be 
published by January 2018. Any contracts for 2018 signed before the date of publication would be 
valid until the end of the year.  
 
83 stakeholders responded to this question, of which 75% agree. Those that disagree either argue for 
a longer timeline of 12 months or that the standard should become applicable immediately with the 
date of publication. 
 
In workshops Latin America, almost everybody agreed with the suggested transition period,the 
answers were 63 in agreement (26 did not respond) and 1 said that the transition period should be 
longer because it often involves big changes within organizations.  
Participants in the workshop in South Africa were also in agreement with the suggested transition 
period. 
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2.3.16. Other Comments by Stakeholders 

 
All additional comments that directly concern this review can be seen in the table below. For all other 
comments, please refer to the annex. The comments that cannot be processed within this project will 
be forwarded to the responsible person within the Fairtrade system or logged in our monitoring lists for 
standards and prices. 
 

Workshops Latin America 
• All fruits must have a maximum threshold of the cultivated area for the crop. 
• There must be flexibility due to breach of contract, when it is due to sigatoka due to critical 

weather problems, but not an excuse to break contract. 
• The party responsible for paying producers Fairtrade price and premium should not be 

removed from contracts. 
 

SPO Latin 
America 

HL Land size- In Brazil, this situation would be impossible, since large farmers 
would only be using their workers to benefit from FAIRTRADE in order to increase 
their sales, it would not be fair, if this criterion were approved, only believe that fair 
trade does not think in the small producer, but in the good profitability of the 
business, and then we will lose the true objective of FAIRTRADE. In Brazil there 
is a great example of workers who have obtained their own land, and today they 
are no longer employed as owners of land, and are certified and happy to have 
had the opportunity to improve their living conditions through FAIRTRADE, we 
cannot allow the a living laborer submissive to the great farmer the rest of his life, 
this is not to give dignity to the worker, but to let him be used the rest of his life. 
Fairtrade can work harder to exploit Brazil's potential for government programs 
because the Brazilian government supports the worker who wants to have his 
land to work, there are government programs to finance land for the worker, 
Fairtrade together with CLAC could seek to carry out this project with the 
government. (3) 

SPO and 
Exporter Africa 

Quality claims: Shall be generalized to any claim if the quality claim for banana 
applied for all fresh fruit 
Price levels definitions: Shall be written on one place especially pricing data base 
and make reference to these definition in all Fairtrade standards to avoid 
repetition and difference in meaning. The definition shall be based in international 
standard to avoid regular review (2) 

Trader Africa Quality problems and premium prices are important and particular clauses for 
traders / as we are facing always such problems. Quality not always as expected 
and clients/buyers pay zero amount. So 50% pre-finance is practically impossible. 

Trader Europe I think that Fair Trade authorities must define a maximum date to close the claims. 
I mean, when ripener open a claim, then he must close the final amount for this 
claim within xxx days. 

 


