Social Justice Workshop

Bangkok, Thailand

November 3-5, 2003

The Social Justice Workshop took place November 3-5 at the Menam Riverside Hotel in Bangkok Thailand. The meeting was planned as a working session to build greater cooperation and consensus on social justice standards and related non-standards initiatives. Invitation to participate was based on prior involvement, regional, sector and other diversity factors. Several additional participants who arrived early for the Organic Trade Conference also contributed. The workshop began with a round of introductions wherein participants stated their objectives in taking part. See Appendix 1 for the participant list.  

The goals of the Bangkok working session were to:

· Develop a more comprehensive “roadmap” to move forward the social justice agenda in organic and sustainable agriculture

· Establish a process for setting the “bar” for the use of social justice claims in organic

· Build strategies for “operationalizing” social justice standards for certification

· Increase international cooperation and partnerships between verification initiatives and other social justice initiatives

· Further identify potential allies and others not yet participating

The outcomes of the workshop are crystallized in an action plan that covers three core areas: 

1) Gaps and overlapping standards and certification

2) Code of Conduct for Organic Traders

3) Frameworks and structures for building capacity in developing countries.

This document aims to capture key discussions in each session of the workshop. Power point presentations will be annexed. A compilation of different organizations’ definitions of minimum and living wages will also be annexed along with descriptions of existing trade union models, for ensuring and monitoring social justice for workers.  

November 3 2003 9-12:30am 

Session 1: Social Accountability in Sustainable Agriculture (SASA) Project of FLO, SAI, SAN and IFOAM

Sasha Courville presented the SASA Project and preliminary results (see power point presentation). 

Rhiannon Pyburn contributed to the presentation by discussing the preliminary results of her research within the SASA Project on Internal Control Systems for smallholder producer group certification in developing countries (see presentation notes in Appendix 2).  Issues arising from the Thai and Burkina Faso audits were discussed including literacy, the challenge of balancing inspection/extension roles, the relevance for ICS in the West African context and the feasibility of integrating fair trade and organic inspections using the ICS. Key issues identified in a stakeholder meeting at Biofach Organic Trade Fair in February 2002 were also outlined. These included: the distinction between endogenous or farmer-driven ICS and buyer-driven or out-sourced ICS; confirmation and elaboration of issues raised on the Thai audit and an exploration of perspectives on ICS as a tool for social certification. The two remaining SASA pilot audits in Costa Rica and Uganda will focus – in relation to the ICS topic - on exploring the Sustainable Agriculture Network (SAN) group certification model and packaging internal control systems to best meet the needs of smallholders in different situations – trialling the ‘One Stop Shop’ idea raised in Sasha Courville’s presentation. 

Olaf Paulsen from FLO added to the SASA Project presentation by describing the history of the SASA Project, its evolution as IFOAM/FLO/SAI decided that they wanted to learn some things together and collaborate. IFOAM’s incentive to investigate tools for the implementation of Chapter 8 – the social justice standards. The starting point of the project was to build confidence and trust. Olaf recounted that it was scary at first because the organizations were so far apart. However, now, after ongoing discussion and dialogue over several years, a strong basis has been built up. The four systems slowly started talking to one another. Olaf credits the ISEAL Alliance as having provided a huge boost to organizational cooperation. The SASA Project has exceeded expectations in first year and must continue its work. Olaf is convinced that implementation of the results will happen and FLO is committed to that.

Antonio, an IFOAM World Board member and SASA Steering Committee member, shared that a trust building process started with the SASA Project inside the ISEAL Alliance (International Social and Environmental Accreditation and Labeling Alliance) amongst mission-driven organizations. The organizations are a tool, not a goal. Antonio stated that a much larger goal was in mind – the desire to change the world. By having the organizations work together, they build strength, but must also be open to change ourselves and adaptation to new situations. As each organization has its own weaknesses and strengths and there is an ambitious goal, he stated that they must also be ambitious in their changes.

Sasha reiterated that the SASA Project was a trigger for collaboration. Each organization had a different individual as well as a shared and bigger goal at the start of the project. SASA is under the ISEAL umbrella and will further develop. The Project drives coordination in ISEAL and can be a building block for combinations or coordination with other ISEAL organizations (e.g. Forest Stewardship Council or the Marine Stewardship Council). SASA results will feed into ISEAL, which is a way for the collaboration to continue. There is a lot of work to do in the agricultural sector at the moment, but through ISEAL this can broaden over time.

Discussion (questions/comments) regarding the SASA Project

New standards versus strengthening those already existing  

If a certification system isn’t working well on the ground, one approach is to try and improve what already in place – to look at existing systems and the gaps – can these gaps be effectively covered by the existing systems? The goal of SASA is to try to improve and coordinate existing systems, not to keep other systems out. Concern was raised that coordination could happen to such a degree that other initiatives may be prevented from emerging. While too many programs can be confusing, the importance of having a sufficiently high standard was stressed, especially from organizations claiming to lead the way on social justice certification. While there are some advantages to competition, it was pointed out that producers already feel pressured by the number of systems. We need to keep in mind the goal – socially and environmentally sustainable agriculture. Other systems on the horizon were also exposed – the SAI Platform and EUREPGAP. One goal is to make sure that the systems in place are credible – stakeholder-based and with sound inspections. 

It was agreed to put a ‘bookmark’ on this issue – how to deal with a situation where your rights are not addressed in a standard: new standards versus expanding those already in place. The example of smallholders in the North was given and the lack of fair trade premium available support small farmer development in the North. 

Undocumented Workers 

The difficult question of setting an appropriate bar for the issue of undocumented workers was also raised: what if they are making considerably more than would in own countries?

The undocumented workers question is complex and context-dependent. Sasha drew from the SASA strawberry audit experience for which this question was central. 85-90% of workers in California are undocumented – the economy would collapse without them. Should social certification certify in such regions?  One approach is to consider what the workers want: what is best for them? The Californian audit was on a (rare) unionized farm with privatized health care and pension benefits in place. All workers had to pay into a social security system they could never access. In this case, the California State laws are fudged, but federal laws are different. The audit team considered whether a union contract in this case might substitute for social certification given that the goal is good work conditions for workers. SAI in its inspections do not focus on documentation instead observing the actual conditions. However, the issue is that undocumented workers are the most vulnerable: could social certification actually add to already existing pressures on the farm? This difficult issue has not yet been discussed by the SASA steering committee.

Who is ‘setting the bar’? Union’s role

One risk of the  ‘One Stop Shop’ raised, from a worker’s organization perspective, was that of regarding the SASA organizations as the best models. The concern was that if particular organizations are held up as models, then their standards should be sufficiently high. Indicators like increased unionization on farms were asserted so as to learn from what is not working as well as what is.

Regarding specific claims related to insufficiently high standards, it was suggested that the organizations in question be contacted to defend and explain the systems’ parameters. While no system is perfect – the SASA organizations (SAN/SAI) have  strong systems and are committed to progress and improvement over time. The appeals mechanisms in place for complaints at both certification and accreditation levels were also pointed out. Sasha clarified that very few Dole plantations had certification and with Chiquita, certification was seen as a positive development by the unions. There is an international agreement between the unions and Chiquita’s own plantations – these were given as examples of concrete steps to improvement of workers’ situations within the SAI/SAN systems.

The situation of Chiquita was considered exceptional. Certification systems have specific and appropriate conditions for workers. Because certification takes place in a specific moment in time, it does not reflect the history of an operation. A minimum bar for establishing standards should be the recognition of the union – who have long-standing relationships with the workers. The role of unions and relationships between certification systems and unions is an issue to be addressed.

Limited Resources and Certification 

A current challenge was defined as that of finding a balance between sustainable verifiable systems and capacity building in a market place with erosion of prices: how do we get to the point where people who want to be certified can actually afford to be certified? What is the economic applicability of certification?

Sasha responded that audits and certification demand resources (human and financial) and time for audit preparation and to build an understanding of certification. Internal Control Systems are one example in SASA where synergies for training and capacity building are being explored. Resources also go into figuring out which kind of certification a particular operation should best approach. Coordinating that kind of information can save resources. 

One Stop Shop - synergies and reducing overlap

Market-related tensions between on the one hand, smallholders who want to produce organically, but lack the market and on the other hand those smallholders who want to produce organic and fair trade, when FLO doesn’t have a market. Olaf agreed this is an ongoing issue within FLO. Bottlenecks are facing the fair trade system. When certifying for fair trade, expectations are created. What if there isn’t a market? What can the organizations do to work with producers pre-certification in order to get the market? 

These are examples of issues to address via the ‘One Stop Shop’ – improving the existing systems, identifying gaps and synergies, and reducing overlap. On the grey areas (tricky issues) we need joint investments for the development of tools. In making the investment together, it can help us reach our goals.

Small Group Work: Standards – SASA Project

The over-riding question for session one was: what will make the ‘One Stop Shop’ idea work for your organization/constituents? The workshop participants were divided into two groups, each with the same sub-questions, listed below. Participants had about an hour to discuss the three topics. 

‘One Stop Shop’: questions for feedback

1. What are the current problems you face using social and/or environmental certification  systems?

2. How could the ‘One Stop Shop’ help meet your environmental and social needs?

3. What features need to be considered in making the ‘One Stop Shop’ accessible to you?
A. Smallholder Group Synopsis

Q#1 Problems faced when using environmental /social certification 

-regional standards, low income countries

-need reliable certification (government versus private) 

-costs of certification are high - grower group option

-need technical support for producers

-market access for fair trade – cannot sell to non-certified retailers

-no domestic market for organic, local market development

-low understanding and knowledge of systems

-no system addresses smallholders in the North

-non-monetary compensation for farm workers – how can we manage this?

-different certification bodies have different standards

-no family-level standards 
Q#2 The ‘One Stop Shop’ can help meet environmental / social needs

-common tools and instruments

-streamlining the systems – reduce documentation needs 

-consider other stakeholders as departments in the One Stop Shop e.g. other certification systems (e.g. EUREPGAP)

Q#3 Features to make the ‘One Stop Shop’ accessible

-whole supply chain certification

-product specificity and regional/local specificity

-inspection teams to strengthen the inspection capacity

-templates and tools for inspectors

-inspectors of one system as educators for other systems to address the ISO 65 requirement and the need for technical support and training

-base knowledge of inspector must cover all key issues – large skill portfolio

-local representatives

-include an educational unit  - organizations to promote change to organic/sustainable 

–keep the bigger picture and goals in mind

-a consumer report of some kind to ensure that the information leaving the ‘One Stop Shop’ is good quality

B. Workers group Synopsis

Q#1 Problems faced when using environmental /social certification 

-workers need to be as involved as the employer

-farm is a certification partner/counterpart

-workers change over time

-begin with making workers more aware

-workers direct complaints to certifiers

-communication between the workers and the certification body

-health and safety risk to workers (ILO 184) needs more recognition

-recognizing unions - a minimum requirement?

Q#2 The ‘One Stop Shop’ can help meet environmental / social needs

-determining the type of decisions workers are taking / how they are involved?

-freedom of association 

-wages

-health and safety

-ILO conventions

-minimum for FLO covered

-right to unionization (certification program role) – but not easy

Q#3  Features to make the ‘One Stop Shop’ accessible

-timing of inspections to ensure social welfare of workers – social and environmental – appropriate to both

-setting minimum agreed-to criteria

-a space to organize

-use local inspectors/organizations

-share certification information/check-off

-public input process

-demonstrable management participation

-getting workers trust

-ensuring the right to unionize

-standards setting to reflect workers’ needs

-certifiers talking to unions (two-way communication)

-written documentation - confidentiality issues of certifiers (minor/major non-compliance)

Open discussion 

Clarification on the Internal Control System was requested particularly in relation to local certification. It was explained that the ICS is like a management system – it is a means for a number of smallholder producers who are members of a group to access markets through group certification. The group as a whole must have internal controls to monitor member compliance. Historically the reason for the tool was to allow certification of producers who could otherwise not afford individual certification. From an NGO perspective the ICS demanded sufficient auditor training, but was a means to address soaring certification and accreditation costs.

November 3 2003 2-6pm

SESSION 2: Organic and Sustainable Agriculture

1. Social Stewardship Standards

Elisabeth Henderson spoke about her own history and the development of the social stewardship standards. Elisabeth is a farmer in the Northeast USA who sells directly from her own farm via a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) program. In order to distinguish themselves from the bigger operations and reduce their ‘eco-footprint’ as well as to attract consumers who care about creating a better world they developed a clear set of standards for Social justice for farmers. In the US, fair contracts are important and include the following elements: contracts are negotiated in good faith, transparent and contain fair grievance procedures. Fair treatment of interns is also practiced. Children on the farm work, but are not exploited. They receive a decent education. Children’s work on the farm is a difficult area and the standards need more work here – it is a fine balance to achieve. The standards also cover indigenous people, though this section needs further development and more detail.
Richard Mandelbaum added to Elisabeth’s discourse on the social stewardship standards, addressing several areas. He stressed the importance of the workers and indigenous sections of the standards and the value of a process of certification that engages the group addressed so that they have voice and representation. Adherence to ILO conventions, freedom of association, unionization rights, fair grievance procedures, and a living wage (vastly different by country) defined by what should be covered (health care, transport, living food, savings). Other issues addressed in the social stewardship standards include: toxic substances and interns and apprentices. An intern or apprentice’s right to the education sought and the use of interns as a means to avoid worker protection, skirting worker standards are both addressed. The next step for the social stewardship standards is a pilot project using the document. FOG – Florida Organic Growers will likely take this up.  

Michael Sligh added that in our generation we have but one chance to define social justice and as such, the social stewardship standards authors do not want to have forgotten important pieces. 

Feedback / clarification on the Social Stewardship Standards

Questions and comments included the biopiracy section (page 3 line 3 of the social stewardship standards) and why this is under the indigenous peoples’ section – in this place it does not address basmati rice in Pakistan for instance (which is patented in US). In Bolivia and Guatemala, rights to land were raised as an issue in addition to biopiracy as there is a lot of violence related to this. Other important issues in the document are food sovereignty and access to water. These are central to discussion.

Processes for implementation were also probed, particularly in terms of internal control, however at the moment, the document is not working with verification or implementation - only standards. 

2. FairTrade Labeling Organization (FLO) 

Olaf Paulsen from FLO presented (see power point presentation) on fair trade. His discussion underlined the importance of a mission in relation to standard setting. He shared the FLO mission with its developmental focus and went on to talk about standards development, standards review and building credible systems.
Clarifications on FLO

Unions

FLO’s position on worker’s unions was clarified. FLO’s hired labor standards require freedom of association, not the obligation of association. As such, where workers are not prepared to join a recognized union but have an internal proxy union, this is acceptable.

ISO65 compatibility vis a vis non-open registers
An open system would be counter-productive to the FLO system. Certification creates expectations and open registers could damage the reputation of the organization. Once an operation is fair trade certified they then have a market. There are two separate things – social standards and trade relationship standards. FLO is trying to find ways of defining this within ISO65 without opening up completely. 

3. EUREPGAP 

Sasha Courville gave a brief overview of the EUREPGAP scheme. She is not an official EUREPGAP representative, but shares information from a recent (October 2003) meeting between the SASA organizations and a EUREPGAP representative. 

EUREPGAP represents 26 European retailers and focuses on food safety as well as sometimes stating that it covers worker welfare and environmental standards. It is HACCP-based with a limited address of environment and worker welfare (for EUREPGAP worker welfare refers to health and safety re: chemicals – see website – put in proceedings). EUREPGAP claims to involve 50% retailers, 50% producers in standard setting processes. The standards are meant to be a floor on which retailers would not compete – it is meant to be a set of minimum requirements in order to sell in EUREPGAP retailer stores. The old version of the standard had 276 control points (or issues to address): the new version 220. There is new section on handling and packing at farm level with a focus on meeting European regulations. EUREPGAP is implemented in 37 countries covering 35 0000 hectares using 31 certification bodies. The initiative was driven by a couple of key retailers (e.g. AHOLD). The requirements are important to know about if you intend to export into Europe. The standards start with fresh produce, but are moving into coffee next. 

The criticism of EUREPGAP begins with stakeholder participation in the development of the standards – producers in particular, and in the time frame. SASA organizations asked the EUREPGAP representative about smallholder issues and the response illustrated a lack of awareness of the implementation difficulties associated with the standard. That said, EUREPGAP is becoming a de facto standard. In this light, SASA organizations are looking at how they might be able to work with EUREPGAP in terms of equivalency for SASA organizations. Discussions are embryonic at present. It is unclear to what degree EUREPGAP will be willing to work SASA organizations in the future.

4. FAO Good Agricultural Practices (GAP)

Michael Sligh stated that FAO people will provide proceedings to this event regarding FAO Good Agricultural Practices. Currently the FAO-GAP does not address very much in terms of social issues. A meeting next week will decide how they will move forward. 

5. IFOAM Chapter Eight

Detlef Kalus presented on the IFOAM Chapter 8 on social justice (see power point slides and the new IFOAM brochure on the Organic Guarantee System). Chapter Eight was revised in August 2002 at the General Assembly held in Victoria, British Colombia, Canada. The 29 International Organic Accreditation System (IOAS)-Accredited Certification Bodies (ACBs) must implement Chapter 8 in their certification August 2004. The social justice chapter, like all IFOAM Basic Standards (IBS) has three parts: 

1) General Principles 

2) Recommendations (practical suggestions for operator implementation – IFOAM promotes but does not require)

3) Requirements (basic standards – minimum standards)

Detlef reviewed the elements of each of these three in his presentation (refer to slides). He also reviewed the complex standards development process within the IFOAM system that involves many levels including the IFOAM members and the World Board.

Clarification questions/comments

Access Opportunities

The comment was made that outside IFOAM membership there is a stakeholder list for consultation on the standards by crop (textiles etc.). Opportunities for access to the standard-setting process are not clear. 

Country Specificity

Clarification of the term “enforce” (under 8.1 – referring to the requirement of a social policy for companies with over 10 employees) was requested with the question of what happens in states where there is no enforcement? The responsibility of a certification body is to decide if the state system is covering the issue. However, using the example of a Swedish company not needing an internal policy, it was clarified that these issues are country specific. 

Pilot Projects for Social Chapter Implementation
With regards to the August 2004 deadline, the question was asked if there were any pilots to support ACBs in implementation, for example in Latin America, given that it is up to the ACBs to make the standards inspectable. There are no pilot projects in place, however, the SASA Project is considered to be a test and learning tool for social standard implementation for IFOAM.

Social Standards pre-Chapter 8 Implementation

There was some disagreement as to the state of social standards in the organic sector certification at present. Its not that organic certification bodies do not have social standards today – they have been a part of some private organic certifications for a long time. 2004 will mark social standards as coming under the preview of IOAS program. The comprehensiveness of certification bodies on social standards to date was questioned. 2004 will mean that the IOAS will have to monitor the implementation aspect.

Final comments in the discussion were that we are dependent on the “top of the sandpile” buyer to give fair price and wages. It as also noted that the social stewardship standards are a template for scope and specificity. It was also noted that the trader did not see how to engage this morning

Small Groups: Organic and Sustainable Agriculture Standards

With the stated end goal being social and environmental sustainability and social standards and certification systems as tools, the participants were divided into three groups to address the tasks and questions listed below. The responses are compiled and clustered. 

With a standards and certification focus:

1. Map the gaps in existing social and environmental certification.

2. Address the gaps. How do we work towards cooperation and coordination? 

3. Where do we want to be in five years time re: standards and certification systems? 

1. 
“GAPS” Identified (compiled from three groups)

· Mechanisms of implementation of social justice standards

· No means for farmer price-setting outside market forces 

· No fair-trade mechanisms in the North

· Limited capacity amongst farmers to set standards

· No bottom-up strategies in place for evolving standards

· No definition of child labor within the reality of the farmer

· No way to deal with regional variation

· Lack of consumer awareness & truth in labeling

· Lack of a credible mechanism for creating consumer demand

· Lack of food security mechanisms for small farmers

· Lack of standards for buyers – commitment/rights &  responsibilities/pricing

· Lack of recognition of good practice among family/traditional farmers

· Lack of well-defined scope for standard-setting – inclusiveness/uniformity

· Lack of ways to assess impacts on those who are left out

· Assessing whether standards undercut traditional market models

· No discussion of wild harvested products
· Need alternative/participatory/local certification program recognition (i.e. Brazil)

· Local markets – both social and eco-certification, participatory systems – complement export system

· No development element (i.e. FLO) in IFOAM organic standards– empowerment / development / continuous improvement aspects

· empowerment of people/groups with the opportunity for continuous improvement
· Undocumented workers (i.e. immigrant farmers in Thailand) – more comprehensive address required

· Better training for social justice (auditor training for social skills) needed

· Lack of government recognition of private standards

· Lack of coordination between private standards and local governments

· Chapter 8 in organic – lack of reference to price setting and subcontractor/ operator relationships in many standards (all?)
· land tenure issues of indigenous peoples

· SAI/SAN/FLO do not directly address indigenous rights – falls under discrimination or community relations

· Lack of technical assistance for compliance

· IFOAM Basic Standards – does not address farmer contracts with buyers
· Where do these standards address poverty?

· Gender – standards address discrimination - cultural values

· Right of cultural transmission – FLO asks who are disadvantaged groups + a plan to address this?

· Uncertified organic producers: a. cost b. outside system – traditional  c. by protest vs. government control

· Large scale plantations - many have no applicable standards

· regulations for negotiating fair contracts
· Farmer access to government programs

· FAO – funnel to governments
2.
 “FIXES” Identified (three groups ideas compiled)

· Greater role for Trade Unions and Civil Society Organizations
· One-Stop-Shop
· Encourage “community verified” standards  - need for complementarity – integration

· Create a reference standard that can oversee the specific ones

· advocacy and international lobbying for acceptance of the minimum bar and international accreditation

· Link training/capacity-building to specific standards & certification

· Develop mechanisms to ensure equity across the supply chain
· Ensure transparency of buying contracts to safeguard price-setting

· Develop a price-transparency mechanism – setting fair price

· Teach farmers to price their product effectively to guarantee equity

· Assess cost of production considering transparency and fair return
· Take final retail price into account when distributing social dividend
· Make premiums flexible to respond to market opportunities
· Create local marketing opportunity for small producers

· Create direct producer-to-buyer relationships, eliminate middlemen 

· defining wild harvest where lacking 

· Establish way to increase smallholder participation for development of standards 

· Internal monitoring of social issues coordinating the pieces that exist already in IFOAM/FLO joint committees

· Develop progress criteria

· Continuous cooperation and development of projects to monitor, evaluate and improve (like SASA)

· Auditor training and tool development
· Technical assistance to producers - development of educational organizations

· IFOAM –shift focus to local capacity building
· Farmers need know how to access existing funds
· Clarify in guidance documents for regional and local levels

· Government incentives and local inspectors to address the costs and inefficiencies associated with certification  

· Traditional farmers – are there markets that make organic/ fair trade worthwhile?

· Standards need to be general enough to be applicable everywhere – when you go down the hierarchy – recommendation, requirements, indicators…. etc.

· Lobbying for the inclusion of social in marketing – using market demand as incentive (creating it!)

· Non-certified organic- what can we do here?

· Supply chain – look into this – charge to existing systems

· Poverty is part of the broader discussion – must be related to organizational missions

· Gender – if we neglect to mention it, we may fail to address it

3.
Five Year Visions Compiled

· Minimum bar of social standards throughout the chain – traders, processors, farm.

· Organic will include a social component in definition throughout the chain 

· Transparency of whole system/chain

· Recognition of regional differences
· Regional / local representatives are overseeing a global minimal standard within the local context and securing resources for this

· Realistic and equitable price structure 

· Agreement on principles amongst organizations

· Development of methodologies for enabling better standards

· Refined inspection  and verification procedures and protocol

· Government recognition of minimum social standards

On the issue of five year visions, there was some discussion as to whether fair trade and organic should merge or stay separate. In the long term the two belong together, but for the time being they are two distinct movements with some significant overlaps. The question is: how can we best bring environment, economic and social justice together for sustainability? The danger of merging the two together too soon in one standard is that we may create a superb set of standards, but perhaps no one will be able to meet them
At the end of the afternoon, the group then began to develop some key elements for the development of an action plan. The points were used for reflection to further the development of action plans. Issues teased out at this point included:

1) Transparency of equity division across the food chain. This can be achieved locally through standards based on international principles (e.g. set out in a code of conduct). This requires information and education on the supply chain. Internal Control Systems were identified as a means to build capacity and expertise and aid transparency. The Coop UK example was discussed to underline the importance of developing strategic relationships with sympathetic retailers, coops and others. Government and/or research institutes can play a role in providing information to consumers. 

2) Strengthen Collective bargaining

· Social standards (e.g. SA 8000, FLO, SAN)

· Trade union cooperation

3)  “Living wage” definitions need to be understood. Richard Mandelbaum will compile current definitions in use. These can be incorporated into organic standards. However the relative nature of wages (comparative) must be considered also. Where a living wage cannot be paid, then operations must demonstrate why. Further, the need to facilitate diversification of smallholder activities for food security was identified.

4) Code of conduct needs the approval of the IFOAM World Board and a timetable for implementation needs to be developed. There was some discussion as to making participation mandatory.

5) Freedom of Association means protection from retaliation, trust building and space to organize. Incentives for sustainable practices need to be in place. This can be a role for public policy-makers in governments.

Other issues put forward but not developed at that moment were: minimum wage - equity between farmers and workers; salaries and non-cash income – dangers and the importance of separating non-cash remuneration from minimum wage; the frameworks already in place (i.e. ILO conventions) need to be used; consideration of the business case for social justice, and; the cost of standards compliance and implementation.

Sum-up

There was agreement to build on the day’s discussions the following day in order to decide what we want to propose as concrete next steps for the social agenda.

November 4 2003 9-10:30am

SESSION 3: Building Sustainable Relationships 

1. Comercio Justo Mexico 

Jeronimo Prujn presented the Comercio Justo Mexico model of Fairtrade (see power point in Spanish). He has worked for 12 years Mexico with smallholder producers. Comercio Justo Mexico was founded in 1999, funded by smallholder organizations and networks as well as Mexican civil society NGOs. They promote fair trade. Currently 125,000 families – all small producers – are represented. Crops include honey, coffee (lots) and corn amongst others. Comercio Justo Mexico deals with both first level coops and networks. Several hundred NGOs are represented.

The organization defines FairTrade as a fair remuneration for quality products and solidarity in the relationship between small producers and consumers. They seek to build sustainable, long-term trade relationships. It is a feasible, economic system rather than a charity, and sees itself as an alternative to free trade – a parallel system with a keen focus on bottom-up development. 

There are 5 million or more smallholders in Mexico growing produce on 1-3 hectares for their own own consumption as well as cash crops. Many similarities exist between smallholders and indigenous groups – notably the problem of excessive intermediatism and migration. Smallholders lack infrastructure, economic alternative, and access to capital. However, what they do have is biodiversity, community organization, rich cultures, organizational solidarity and viable businesses.

Historically fair trade in Mexico is based on an exchange of products without money. There exists some tradition of alternative trade within the country, but also trade with Europe (e.g. Max Havelaar of the Netherlands was the first FairTrade label). Some certification is done by FLO International – approximately 40,000 families. Some organizations are linked, others not. For the Mexican market the demand is for quality as well as other values.  

The fair trade smallholder standards are the criteria used and a minimum price is set for different products – FLO price where available. Comercio Justo Mexico also defines how certification bodies should work as well as creating criteria on raw materials and primary products. Several kinds of standards are in place including: general, product, business, sales points, standards committee.

Certimex is an alternative to European certification that combines organic and fair trade creating one philosophy, which for consumers is a logical combination. However, auditors must be well prepared in order to do both kinds of certification. The system, is working well and is building good relationships between fair trade and organic. Now they are promoting fair trade in stores (2002-2004) and working with FLO to combine certification with Certimex. Soon they will be a national initiative with FLO (hopefully in a few months). This route was taken because they think that building a strong international system is important. Challenges include the development of local fair trade markets and horizontal integration in order to respond better to consumer needs. The sustainability of certification systems is political work. 

Questions

Defining ‘smallholder’

How do you draw the line between smallholder or large (i.e. if a smallholder is defined as having 1-3 hectares, what about the farmer of 4 hectares)? A sliding definition was probed for. While recognizing this to be a difficult question, the presenter clarified that smallholder was mainly defined by farmers who work with their own family labor.

Price setting 

Price setting must take into account the costs of production and a decent living. Corn is however, a complicated market with other factors to consider such as subsidies, so they are still analyzing that market. 

2. Fair Trade Pakistan 
Faiz Shah presented the Pakistan model for Fairtrade (see power point slides). This is a producers initiative that wants to take all stakeholders into consideration. It still refers to FLO and national initiatives, but thinks with a broader meaning.

The soccer ball, since 1997 was the only fair trade product in Pakistan. The introduction of the fair trade soccer ball brought awareness as to the opportunities for fair trade agriculture in Pakistan and created a lot of excitement. A national cross-sectional mandate as developed that went beyond citrus, soccer balls and rice. Membership is open to anyone with a certification or compliance program. Criteria are currently under discussion for all sectors. Membership went beyond producers because they wanted stakeholders on all levels – multinationals, governments etc. and also wanted a legally constituted body that was not only legitimate to members, but legally legitimate for financial (and other) accountability. Part of Fair Trade Pakistan’s mission is to hand over to leadership to a new, responsible organization. It is a lean organization looking for basic level funds in order to support a regular, sustainable system.

Fairtrade Pakistan wants to be both nationally credible and internationally recognized. 

There are both trade unions and workers in stakeholder list and each member has a place on Board. An Executive Board will be appointed so that the system is workable. At the moment the tasks at hand are primarily: awareness raising and understanding, research and benchmarking, membership and outreach, ensuring compliance and creating a database. Also global networking. A clear five-year plan has been elaborated. They want fair trade to be a trade magnet for Pakistan.

Faiz Shah also briefly introduced the Fair trade Sri Lanka model. 

3. Producer Initiatives - NOFA

Elisabeth Henderson spoke about NOFA – NorthEast Farmers’ Association in the US. She is part of nested network that works in cooperation with non-farmers and gardeners. In Northeastern USA, it is difficult to make a living from farming. Her farm supports two families because they use direct markets. From the beginning the goals of the farm included the job of spreading the organic philosophy as there was little formal information bout organic. Now universities are taking on the subject and information is more readily available. From the beginning on their farm, they wanted to support an alternative lifestyle of living rurally and growing food as well as developing alternative markets. Over the past 30 years there has been a striking growth in farmers markets and CSAs in the US. Her farm is a part of that.  

Most work of NOFA is done by volunteers. Over the past 10 years a focus has been local trade and the promotion of local products (see Farmer Pledge handout). With the National Organic Program (NOP) in the United States, 70% of small farmers decided not to certify because their values were not expressed in the NOP or organic standards. These values included having a farm open to consumers, reducing food miles, preserving farm land, seeking fair prices, ethical practices, worker rights, respect /safety for all on farm etc.  The Farmer Pledge serves as a way to work with uncertified farmers.

Elisabeth lives in a county without access to a good farmers’ market so sales via a farm market is not an alternative. Instead she runs a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) operation – that serves people in a 60-mile radius from the farm. The consumers share risk with the farmers in purchasing a full season food box with a weekly sliding scale fee (13-19 USD). Food stamp arrangements can also be made so that no one is excluded. In addition, customers contribute to the farm operation through work hours in both the field (4hr x 2 times) and in distribution (2.5hr x 2 times).  Participation in the CSA is expected as the farmers have built ownership of the CSA with the families they serve. They are referred to as ‘my farmer’ by their consuming partners. Additional support to the farm comes with the consumers building the CSA into their lives – kids come to the farm also.

Not all CSAs are as participatory as this example. Elisabeth’s farm has benefited from her past experience with community organizing and commitment to the idea of cooperation etc. The farm is not a top-down organization. Decision-making is consensus-based. A selling point is the high quality organic produce and a contribution to sustainable institutions that soften our impact on the earth. Many Americans find this very exciting.

Three people farm together – each year the farmers develop a budget that is presented to the core group that includes how much each are paid. Decisions are taken jointly between the consumers and farmers (i.e. should a pension fund be a benefit?). Whenever they have had a choice between a lower budget or an increase in health and pension funds, the larger budget has been taken. This is partly because consumers are embarrassed that the farmers make so much less than them, but also because they have a good understanding how radical what they are doing really is and want to be a model.

Comments

Appreciation was expressed in getting us away from talking about certification and onto the social justice ideals by someone looking at alternatives to top-down certification. The success of the regional system implementation was also commented upon.

4. International Federation of Alternative Trade (IFAT) 

Gerd Nickoleit presented on IFAT (see power point slides).

EFTA is comprised of 12 fair trade organizations in Europe and NEWS is an association. IFAT itself has more than 200 member organizations and is growing very fast. It is made up predominantly of producer initiatives in the South but also traders in the North and NGOS that support fair trade as their main task. Food producers, food traders are members, but also non-food producers e.g. handicrafts and they are also going into industrial products.  A lot of organizations are either on the FLO register or are licensee traders of FLO. So the majority of IFAT products are labeled by FLO. IFAT as a world organization with a World Board similar to IFOAM. It also has regional organizations that have conferences every two years serving as fora where all issues between traders in the South and the North are discussed.  IFAT accepts the fair trade definition and other networks:

Fair Trade is a trading partnership based on dialogue, transparency and respect that seeks greater equity in international trade. It contributes to sustainable development by offering better trading conditions and securing the rights of marginalised producers and workers, especially in the South. Fair trade organizations, backed by consumers, are engaged actively in supporting producers, awareness raising and in campaigning for changes in the rules and practices of conventional trade (check).

Within this definition there are two key words – partnership and development. Partnership is between traders in North and South and between producers and traders. Development is a key word of fair trade.  For all the member organizations, they apply the same standards –for some standards, there are different regional indicators that are developed and approved in regional conferences.

The Nine IFAT standards are as follows: 

1. Each fair trade organization should have the mission to create advantages for disadvantaged producers

2. Transparency – the ability to follow-up.

3. Capacity building – development within the organization.

4. Promoting fair trade - so that the spirit of fair trade spreads.

5. Payment of a fair price – to cover production costs, sustainable production that is socially and environmentally sound for future development.

6. Gender equity.

7. Safe and healthy working conditions. 

8. Rights of children.

9. Care for the environment.

Each member organization should sign to show that they comply with the standards. Monitoring within IFAT consists of three steps:

1. Self-assessment

2. Mutual Review

3. External verification

Mutual review means providing reports that are transparent to the trading partner and vice versa. An exchange of reports wherein each can complain about what has been written by the trading partner. When doubts arise (not correct or sufficient information) – an appeal committee can review the documents. Regarding external verification, IFAT is in close dialogue with FLO at the moment and hopes that FLO will do the IFAT external verification in the future.

IFAT is also doing advocacy both nationally and internationally to promote fair trade and bring forward the voice of small producers.

Comments and questions

Industrial goods

On one hand – like FLO – IFAT is trying to improve the situation of small producers and workers on plantations and on the other, trying to improve the situation of workers in factories – i.e. soccer balls in Pakistan.

5. Indigenous Rights in the Philippines

Alexis Bantiles is the Philippines indigenous rights representative. She spoke about the situation for indigenous people in the Philippines. 

There are 110 tribes in Philippines – largest population of Indigenous People (IP)come from Idenau.  By customary law and constitution, a territory is provided for the tribal people. They are working for an ancestral domain claim and were able to pass the IP rights up. This has been implemented for two years, but there is much conflict in Idenau because ancestral land taken over by multinationals for banana and pineapple export products. Conflicts are over land – some tribes not yet able to claim ancestral land – this causes disruption to the people. In terms of certification, the Philippines is way behind. The tribal groups still talk about peace and development. The national congress also talks of peace and development.

Food is sold through open marketing – markets organized here and there that are advertised in print media and radio. The food goes to Manila. People in the Philippines believe in the indigenous people’s food. The IP use indigenous techniques because they don’t use chemicals – it is easy to sell (for now). She has read the terms in the Social Standards, but in the Philippines does not experience discrimination. Production is small so that whatever farmers can grow is sold. In terms of the ancestral domain, they cannot increase their potential for producing food.

Question

Technical support

Extension workers from the government come to support the farmers, however, the IP do not like them because they make them use poison. The indigenous people started the organic movement in the Philippines. They have better yields than conventional.

5. Thai Tribal Presentation

Yota Jupho, the Lahu Network Coordinator and Helen presented on behalf of the Thai group (see power point slides). 

Yota began by thanking the organizers for allowing him to talk about the position of tribal people in Thailand. He works at the inter-mountain tribal council. Seven groups here have joined together.  Tribal populations not even 2% of Thai population (for population figures – see power point presentation) and live in four major areas.

1. Lack of official documentation and secure land tenure – most tribal areas are from the North in a watershed area. There are strict government controls through the implementation of laws as to what can be done on the land. The range of laws (protected wildlife etc.) are a series of layered regulations as to what can and can not be done in a given area. The impact on daily life is a complete restriction of development. Every action in the protected areas is very tightly controlled. They impact on agriculture in two ways: planting trees is avoided due to lack of security; and permanent agriculture is constrained due to difficult transportation and uncertainty as to if they will stay on that land.

2. Lack of official legal status, civil registration and citizenship. Most of the 870 000 are undocumented in Thailand. The problem is that if you are unofficial you cannot get access to government programs. You can get educated, but cannot get a certificate saying you have completed the training. The first step for the Thai indigenous groups is the right to remain living in the country.

3. Master plan for the Highlands is now in its third five-year phase. It has been implemented since 1992. The drafting involved no public consultation whatsoever regarding relocation, control and management. There is a channel for continued settlement but it is almost impossible to prove as the proof must be based on satellite photos of the same fields over time. Swidden agriculture is practiced wherein cultivation is moved. There are many doors of detailed regulations i.e. if there are rare species of birds, the altitude etc. restricting cultivation of land. There are four categories of villages concerning IP in Thailand:

1) Official villages with a head man 

2) Unofficial 

3) Incapable of  continuing –will be moved 

4) Pink area – drug reasons

Chang Mai Province example: 372 official villages; 363 no rights unofficial; 476 military; 30 not capable of continued existence. A problem is lack of government support. The agriculture practices are seen as non-sustainable (i.e. slash and burn). The government does not recognize these systems.

To address problem the Thai indigenous group is pushing for policy change on a national level – Thais refer to this as ‘protests’, they call them ‘rallies’ – different words. There have been two major rallies on land rights and status  (1992, 1999). A problem with rallies is that agreements are reached to stop arbitrary detention due to lack of citizenship.  They have had more success since 1992. Many indigenous people have become citizens – since 1999 - 40,000 more. However there are another 400 000 on the other side. 

The Thai group is trying to promote the acceptance of Lahu culture as a belief system for caring for the environment. Networks within each of the tribal groups connect to other tribal groups and to smallholders and farmers living in poverty as a way to get as much power as possible.
Small Group Work: Building Sustainable Relationships

The group was divided to discuss the following guiding questions:

1) What are existing examples or ways of building sustainable relationships in sustainable agriculture at local, national and international levels and across the levels throughout the supply chain?

2)
What can we do to strategically move this forward? (Five) concrete priorities for discussion.

Group 1 

1) Defining Sustainable Relationships

Local Examples of Good Relationships

1) Dialogue between small farmers and consumes – Philippines

2) ECOVIDA – Small farmers, NGOs, stakeholders, consumers, cooperatives

3)  Stimulate Local Markets (feiras – fairs) and recall traditional ways of markets coolmeia – South of Brazil; Uruguay

3) Home basket delivery in Brazil

National  Examples of Sustainable Relationships

1) Exhibitions shared by farmers and governments to give information about  - Thailand

2)  German fair trade forum of traders and educators - create synergy voice views on policies 

4) Mexico – wanted special small shops (i.e. 7/11) – but consumers said there were too few products and low quality – they preferred big supermarkets

5) Brazil – GAO – public/private organizations – lobby for policies

International Examples of Sustainable Relationships

1)  SASA

2) Certification bodies in Latin America get IFOAM training together

3) Asia – certification bodies united certification in organic (inspection)

4) A. Latina – commercial relationships 

5) Pakistan – fairs (mela) are a  big exchange place where local buyers buy but not fresh products

6) UNCTAD, FAO etc. 

Key words for this group were: dialogue, education, synergy, work division and natural alliances.

Five Priorities – local national and international

1) Events to inform people about sustainable agriculture

2) Database for sustainable / organic agriculture 

3) Case studies of successes in sustainable agriculture

4) Audit training for local inspectors

5) Exchange visits 

Group Two 

Group two began by discussing what is meant by relationships.

· IFOAM is increasingly looking at local level relationships supporting local marketing

· Development of cooperatives and local strategies for establishing secure markets

· Building market demand for “locally grown” – mutual forum within production groups and discussion with consumer groups (trusted coordinating body and market flexibility

· India example:
1) Organizational guarantee of quality (local markets)





2) Facilitating coordination between production strategies





3) Certification needed only for broader market access
Recommendations
1. Increased international cooperation on key identified priorities – common positions amongst players (IFOAM, IFAT)

2. Emphasize the participation of all stakeholders in review of standards principles and position papers

3. Documentation, publication, and sharing of best practices and successful initiatives.

4. Accept and recognize existing alternatives models and the right of communities to develop their own systems of verification

5. Encourage the formation of national structures of cooperation on social issues related to trade and trade/marketing

6. Emphasize cooperative work with governments and inter-governmental organizations to support concrete national implementation

7. Use every opportunity to raise key social issues in agriculture and trade (including IFOAM policy)

8. Increase and support market access for organic farmers and advocate for the removal of politically-based trade barriers

9. Recognize an support sustainable agriculture as one part of the social system

Group 3

1) Examples of successful sustainable relationships

Local level:

· CSA – transparency, commitment to local area, sharing the risk of a farming enterprise, sharing responsibility, trust in the group process

· Agenda 21 – involvement stakeholders in local sustainability issues

· Cooperatives – Ghana – monitoring, trust, respect, sharing experiences/expertise, transparency in pricing

· Out-growers

Key principles drawn out of the discussion on successful sustainable relationships at the local level were: cost of production and price setting that includes a wage for the producer and family; working together; building trust through transparency in communication, and; a commitment to clear and common aim.
National level: Fair trade and GOAN (Ghana)

International level:

· How to transport trust built at local/national level to international level?

· International agreements / documentation (WTO)

· ISEAL Alliance and other alliances

In addition the group considered successful relationships across levels and throughout the supply chain. Means and elements to consider in building such relationships were identified as: Internal Control Systems, self-assessment, long-term commitment, adequate information, and networks such as the ISEAL Alliance.

2) What can we do to (how to move forward on) building sustainable relationships?

1. Make contacts, share experiences at (inter-)national level

2. Translate SASA shared learning from international to national and local levels

3. Involving the government to support and recognize the voluntary systems

4. Prioritizing the issue of long-term trading relations

5. More participation of the most marginalised in our discussions (indigenous and workers esp.,) 

November 4 2003 3-6pm 

SESSION 4: Economic Justice

1. Code of Conduct for Organic Trade  

Sasha Courville presented the Traders Code of Conduct (see power point presentation). The Code was originally intended for traders, but it was later decided that it should involve everyone in the organic supply chain.

Further clarification and discussion

The evaluation was meant to be sent out at the 6-month point, but because there was such a poor response – they are waiting on this.  The Code of conduct needs institutional support. Very few people have signed up – if it has value, I would welcome you ideas on how to get more people signed up, including producers of which there are currently none.

2. Price Setting within FLO

Olaf Paulsen  presented on the price setting mechanism within FLO (see power point presentation)
Discussion

Plantation workers and smallholders

FLO price setting is for both groups. This is another area of discussion. The pricing mechanism provides a clear guarantee to disadvantaged farmers. It does not directly relate to the company so the question is – what is the responsibility of the fair trade system in providing a fair price? Tea, for example has no minimum price – few smallholder are involved in this crop. The tea company is powerful enough on its own to negotiate a good price. But this is not necessarily true. What are the consequences for smallholders when you do not define a price – in this case the price will definitely be higher for smallholder products.

The relationship between price setting and investment and empowerment / development of smallholders and workers
Quite clearly empowerment and development of smallholders and workers have nothing to do with price setting – they have to do with the core mission of FLO. Price setting is meant as an instrument

Setting a fair trade price

The question is a first estimation of volumes – how many workers/farmers while defining a premium – what does this mean per farmer per year. Must relate to the fair trading later. High value low volume product – a low price means that a farmers will get $2 extra a year – does not make sense.

3. The Socio-Economic Value of Organic Agriculture 

Leonardo de Leon Frascolla presented a trade union perspective in agriculture (see power point). 

Questions/Comments

‘Agro-ecology’ and ‘organic’

The terms are not synonymous. Agro-ecology is broader than organic, not only referring to certified production. Many farmer in our region are not certified but are de facto organic – agro-ecology is broader and includes social criteria.

Group Discussion

The group as a whole continued discussion around the question: how do we institutionalize economic justice into sustainable and organic agriculture for workers and smallholders? The main points from the discussion are summarized in the subsections below.

Transparency of equity across the food chain

Transparency is a critical first step in institutionalizing economic justice in sustainable and organic agriculture. This requires education on supply chain for both producers and consumers. FLO does good work, but stops at the producer. What about the consumer? Consumers continue to think that farmers are getting the money – we must improve on that. Transparency is needed in order to know the margins at each step of the supply chain. If the supply chain is transparent then consumers can choose what they want to buy. The supermarket shelf should have this information. If a supermarket makes its margin explicit then consumers will choose. 

In addition to farm-consumer transparency, farmer-worker transparency is needed.  Mechanisms to increase transparency include Internal Control Systems (ICS) in organic and the fair trade joint bodies. ICSs can build capacity and expertise and aid transparency. An exploration of the models and systems in place is required so as to assess how monitoring of social justice standards is happening. In terms of providing information to consumers, government or research institutes may be allies. Governments can also provide incentives for sustainable practices through supportive policies. 

The example of an experiment by a French institute was shared wherein the amount of the price paid to the farmer was on the box of cereal and with this information, consumers could decide which cereal to choose. The experiment did not last. Like Ben and Jerry’s wage ratios – the approach changed when the company is taken over by a multinational. The CoopUK fair trade model was described as a system where the consumer knows exactly what farmers get. Some supermarkets provide this information on their websites. CoopUk and a number of other supermarkets are very interested in social justice and consumer awareness and are already doing this. We have natural allies in retail world. As a strategic issue, it is important to develop better relationships with retailers.

We also must think about cooperatives and transparency in our own system – making the friendly system friendlier. In one country consumers ask about farmer margins, but in another country the same company does not provide that information. We need to think outside our own friendly box.

The notion of increasing transparency is noble, but the reality of getting this to happen in a system where food is cheap is questionable. Some businesses may be willing to share with the bottom (the farmers), but fights happen over one penny more for a lettuce. We came up with some interesting and adaptable ideas – but why would people want to do this? 

Living Wages and Defining Minimum Wage

Transparency creates more openness for discussion of issues and definition of living wages amongst other advantages. The relative nature of wages was raised. A main component in a definition of social justice needs to include how much someone earning compared to others in the system. A mandate that employers pay living wages was called for – where farmers cannot pay a living wage, they must document the reason and allow workers access to that information. Workers will then truly see why a farmer cannot pay the living wage, then negotiate from there.

On the question of minimum wage there was discussion on how that is defined. For example – the International Labor Organization (ILO) 2001 drafted a convention that agricultural workers would be granted the same minimum wage as other workers, but this in not yet ratified. In SASA there is consensus on defining minimum wage – SA 8000 and FLO – living wage. SA8000 has a formula and gathers data by talking to actors, building a “shopping basket” etc. Fundamental questions for fair trade are: in what way is price setting transferred to the salary of workers? What economic and social mechanisms improve the salary? For IFOAM, the subject has been touched on in the SASA Project, but as organic deals mostly with Northern production, often on farms using external labor, the national minimum wage is often above the wage of the farmer. In such cases, the workers on the farm would earn more than the farmer. For this reason its difficult for IFOAM. Richard will collect the definitions of minimum and living wage for the appendix to the proceedings using the SASA website amongst other resources. 
If one macro-level standard were in place then minimum wage would be taken into account in the cost of organic production. This approach demands institutional support as it may mean redirecting chemical subsidies or other policy decisions by governments. 

FLO acknowledges that they want to support the existing mechanism of collective bargaining and that whatever work they do acknowledges the role of the labor unions to fight regionally or nationally for the rights of workers. However, FLO standards require that salaries be lifted from minimum wage to a living wage – this is a progress requirement. Lifting wages up can only happen through cooperation – it must be a joint exercise with unions and FLO wants that.

Strengthen Collective Bargaining – Cooperation with Trade Unions 

Documentation is complicated but necessary. Cooperation with unions who interact on a regular basis with workers, was encouraged. The role of unions in fair trade was discussed. Even in cases where there is no union fair trade requires collective bargaining. A link is requested  - a space for workers on the plantation if they so wish. The minimum would be a bargaining mechanism. 

The FLO model of not re-creating trade union approaches was commended and IFOAM was urged to implement a similar guidance for certification. Because unions have a daily presence whereas auditors are periodic the trade union model rather than a certification  and verification through inspection processes was raised as an important point for IFOAM consideration. One IFOAM issue appears to be implementation when auditors lack social training. The suggestion was that if there is a model in place (a union) – a structure that can meet those needs – why re-invent the wheel? However, it was also raised that in the United States, “unions” are for most farmers a nasty word. Farmers are scared of unions and will walk out of the room when the topic is raised. The request was made that in an appendix, information on trade unions be included so that we can understand and learn from these models.
Local Specificity

Standards for local aspects with an umbrella organization working with principles and goals so as to have the best fitting standards at the local level.

Coordination amongst Certification Systems

The approach of having two certification systems – i.e. fair trade and organic was suggested as a better path than building the same into organic. Then producers could choose to have one or two logos (organic and fair trade). The fact that organic and fair trade are not a perfect match was raised. For example, Northern small farmers can not be certified by FLO, nor can individual farmers in the South who are not in a cooperative. These gaps are yet to be sufficiently addressed.

IFOAM has worldwide standards, including minimum social justice standards. Working with fair trade is an additional value in the developmental approach. Through SASA IFOAM is gaining more tools on social justice standards or principles. There is concern that there will be too many standards in worldwide. 

Why institutionalize economic justice? 

It is a part of some actors definition of organic – both social and ecological sustainability.  An example was given of a farm where everyone receives equal pay as part of the deal. This has continued for 26 years. The question was raised - why can this not be a standard?

If we institutionalize economic justice, a strategy for smallholders and indigenous food security and income must be found if they cannot produce for themselves on their own farms. The Thai GreenNet model was given as an example wherein producers are required to maintain their home production plots and cannot compromise this for cash crops.

Non-cash remuneration and systems

How can non-cash value be integrated at the farm and still allow for formula that determines living wage? This question forces us to think one step deeper to small agricultural communities that are able to survive without cash. A Ghanaian example was offered wherein workers are provided with one meal per day and potable water for villages where there is none, schooling for kids and transport – all in addition to a wage, which is above minimum. On some farms land is also given to workers to farm for their own consumption on a seasonal basis.

The discussion suggested full-cost accounting – full wage accounting and transparency – this could mean some cash, some food with both being part of the deal. But is there a sophisticated enough formula? There are frameworks in place addressing non-cash remuneration – ILO 85 protection of wages defines what is forced labor and what is wage. These 90 documents must be used as resources in addressing these questions. SASA organizations spend a lot of time reviewing ILO conventions. However, the ILO is less interested in implementation. 

The downside of non-cash remuneration was also addressed with dangers including poor quality housing on farm, canteens where meal costs are deducted involuntarily, transportation to and from the farm etc. The element of choice is essential in non-cash remuneration. Care was advised when considering this option. An operator must have good answers and good reasons for the use of non-cash wage.
Code of Conduct

The pressing need for a good approach for the code of conduct and a timetable for further implementation was raised. The option of making the code mandatory was also aired. This is further discussed the following day. However, the concern about codes is that they are not required, but their strength is that they can be an educational or awareness raising tool. It is not fair to judge the Code of Conduct for Organic Traders on its performance so far because it has had very poor institutional support and lacks incentives for participation. The potential is still there to be tapped.

If organic wants to mainstream then tools must be cheap. More standards is one means to address social justice, but there are other ways and the code of conduct is one.

Measuring Food Security

Measures of food security in a community are an important element of economic well-being of society.  As such, monoculture is not an option in a sustainable agriculture system. If reliance is on only one crop then in a world crisis e.g. falling coffee prices, a farm family can lose everything. While this is not a FLO standard, FLO supports that principle (non-monocrop) on farms.

Freedom of Association

A fundamental role of certification agencies should be protecting the right of freedom of association because governments have failed to do this. Freedom of association means having a space in which to organize and being free from employer retaliation in any form including firing, pay deductions and violence. If protection is in place, then workers are free associate. Where protection is not in place – workers must have enough trust of the certifier to say if retaliation is happening. The same is true for farmers when unprotected. Collective bargaining for both farmers and workers – must be a component of any friendly system we move forward with

The meeting was closed with the request that participants think about next steps in preparation for the following day’s meeting. 

FAO GAP Meeting Announcement 

Louisa from the IFOAM Head Office (policy person) announced the– FAO GAP meeting next week. Once every 2 years planning. One input on GAP – not good enough input – not sure if want to proceed on this. Next week – assess what to do with GAP – vague. Her question to the social justice forum was: is there a message from the social justice forum of what IFOAM should say? Think about a message or a statement to bring to the FAO meeting.

November 5 2003  9am -1pm 

SESSION 5: Planning Next Steps

1. Social Survey 

Sasha Courville presented the results of the social survey (see power point presentation).
Comments

A targeted and tailored follow-up on the survey was suggested.

2. Recommendation to IFOAM for FAO GAP

They need to include Good Agricultural Practices (GAPs) from already existing practices such as organic and fair trade and include all stakeholders. Otherwise we are wary of them moving forward on this.  

3. Strategic and Specific Next Steps

Participants reviewed and reflected on the gaps, fixes and five year visions arising in an earlier session and brainstormed strategic and specific next steps necessary to address the gaps and start formulating actions plans. The results of that brainstorm are listed below.

· IFOAM revision of principles incorporating social justice forum discussions

· Increasing market transparency in our own local areas - stores we sell to - educate local consumers 

· Development of technical assistance tools for (organic) certification body to implement the standards and for producers/traders trying to comply

· Standards review on fair trade or social justice - marginalized groups, traditional agriculture and indigenous rights

· Cooperation rather than competition – agreements and coordination amongst certifiers – fair trade/organic 

· Existing standards review or revision must address regional variations and appropriateness as well as language re: indigenous and marginalised people

· Governments can help us to identify the margins along the supply chain

· Communication with IFOAM criteria committee re: ICS as a way of stimulating empowerment   

· Practical models in organic and fair trade – we need cases to verify what’s happening

· ILO conventions work on an international level - promote the regional level with specific companies in order to introduce ILO conventions locally
· Engage a wider base beyond the organic community - i.e. retailers, trade sector – advocacy - target expansion and communicate constructively

· Consumer involvement - inventory the consumer coop networks who aren’t yet fair trade or organic –who are not yet allies – explore this

· Explore local participatory certification already operating in terms of complimentarity and recognition

· Outreach to the other 95% of the market 

· One Stop Shop - feed SASA results into the wider frame of the ISEAL Alliance – as a place for these issues to be addressed

· Address the missing gaps in organic – there is a clear offer from FLO for very direct cooperation – a consistent and comprehensive coordination opportunity
· Regulation and monitoring of social justice through both the code of conduct and standards 

· Join forces - One Stop Shop is an idea for a promotion tool and service of four  organizations - maybe open up to more 

· Create a formal space for unions as instruments to fulfil standards

· Be proactive in response to labels we consider illegitimate - minimum criteria for social justice claim

· Engage the international human rights community
· More networking, collaboration – with a unified perception of social justice

· Stop this shopping list - Prioritize issues!

· De-prioritize standards - have enough initiative on this - not clear on what it means to implement for CBs and farmers - more input from political decision-makers

· SASA/ISEAL - can deal with standards and verification - use SASA/ISEAL in areas where they have scope - look at who is doing what - link into those networks

· Consultative advice

· Information mechanisms to communicate with farmers on social justice 

· Encourage farmers to get involved in different levels of supply chain

· IFOAM 2005 in Australia

4. Towards an Action Plan

Participants divided themselves into three groups to develop ideas for inclusion in an action plan:

a. Gaps and overlapping standards and certification - legitimate standards/systems
b. Code of conduct

c. Frameworks and structures for capacity building in developing countries  

Discussion lasted about an hour followed by presentations to the whole group on elements to include in an action plan. 

A. Gaps and overlapping standards and certification 

(Richard, Leonardo, Maria, Koen, Olaf, Teresa, Elisabeth, Michael)

· Process needs to be set out to allow certification to different labels

· Minimum bar development and communication 

· Minimum bar also for implementation and standards in order for a label to be considered credible by the grassroots (to make the social justice claim)

· Method of implementation discussed – certifiers rather than an inspection process – instead working with local, community-based models/systems in place - cooperating with those systems (unions on site or in the region/nation and participatory systems) or proving capacity building to help those emerge

· 2 forums to communicate coordination – ISEAL (Olaf) and IFOAM criteria committee (Roberto) to flesh out the wording and see how to implement (these principles could also apply outside the ISEAL/IFOAM context – this is a first stage)

Comments

In order to achieve credibility, local control and active participation are necessary. Perhaps there is an easier method of implementation of social standards for certification bodies rather than developing a new process for verifying compliance.

B. Code of Conduct Roadmap

(Gerd, Detlef, Sasha)

· there are a set of standards for producers but no requirements or standards for traders – all the social justice burden lies with producers – a tool is needed for a developing a commitment to social justice amongst traders 

· Code is a flexible tool that is good for traders. IFOAM has this code as compared to IFAT who have verification mechanisms. The code is a discussion entry point and works well in this capacity for small and mainstream traders. However, it can be brought to a higher level, in time.  

· Lack of institutional support for the code of conduct. No one took responsibility for it (i.e. traders and IFOAM) and this needs to be discussed. The next step for IFOAM is  how to move forward with it.

· Need for discussion between FLO/IFAT/IFOAM as FLO is also looking at a code of conduct for traders
C.  Frameworks and structures for capacity building on social issues in developing countries

(Joo, Alexis, Jeronimo, Faiz, Betty, Anne, Doris, Rhiannon, Helen and Thai group)

· Linkages – there is no need to create NEW networks and structures, we should instead use EXISTING structures

· Learning can happen through these linkages and channels

Solutions

· Need a directory of grassroots organizations – an inventory – as resource for the linkages at national level

· Mechanisms for horizontal communication and learning

· Use existing Internal Control Systems for capacity building 

· Case studies for best practices

· National/local  focal points for working on these issues – so we know who to talk to 

· Funding proposals (IFOAM I-GO, DFID…)

· Strengthening existing regional and national structures – channels for sharing information and experiences

Constraints

· Resources – people, time and funds (potential sources at both local and international levels)

· Variations in the strength of existing regional and national networks – Thailand  has a network on the verge of forming, but other countries have less developed networks so this is a bigger task

· No clear mandate as yet 

Actions

· Include a session on frameworks for capacity building at IFOAM ASIA 2004

· Circulate IFAT lists and other organization members to each country group 

· Widely publicize the SASA results

· Continue the discussion on horizontal learning – it is an important component 
5. Groups not represented at the social justice workshop

A final round of feedback from participants was to assess who was missing from the Social Justice Workshop. However, this exercise was not completed because it was recognized as being too vague. The actual names of groups, companies and organizations under each heading are needed. The list was the following:

· Consumers groups – International Consumers Union  

· International and regional human rights networks 

· Retailers

· Trade

· Government

· Regional Indigenous Rights Networks (Helen will provide names)

· National trade unions

· ILO

· Certifiers

· World Social Forum 

6.  Potential Venues for smaller group strategic meetings
· Biofach - Germany - February 2004

· SASA Final Conference - April 20-21 2004 - Rome

· Alternative Certification Meeting - April 2004 - Brazil?

· IFOAM Organic Coffee - Uganda - March 2004

· IFAT Regional Meetings - (Steve Salmon can provide dates)

· Biofach in Rio de Janeiro - August 2004

· IFOAM Asia General Assembly South Korea - September 2004

· IFAT General Meeting - Ecuador - May/June 2005

· IFOAM - September 2005 - Australia

7. Outcomes of the Social Justice Workshop

The core organizing committee will compile the small group work into three action plans: 1) gaps and overlapping standards, 2) code of conduct, and 3) frameworks and structures for capacity building in developing countries. The draft action plans will be sent out with the workshop proceedings for confirmation and input from workshop participants. Once confirmed, the action plans will be taken forward by the different groups and individuals at the meeting.

With a few final words and thank-yous, the meeting closed.

Appendix 1: Participant List

Joo- silk farmer network NW Thailand 

Alexis Bantiles– Philippines indigenous groups (tribal council)

Koen - company in Vietnam to market organic vegetables – Hanoi area 

Anne - France – representing the French Federation of Biological Agriculture

Betty – Ghana – EU project – West African Fresh Fruit

Nairtrudee – ACT Thailand - 

Asama – human rights of indigenous and tribal people’s

Name - N Thailand – agriculture and environment are amongst the work

Praiwan – Thailand - impact association – traditional methods of agriculutral production

Helen – Chang Mai – indigenous rights advocacy group

Name? quality control in coffee – South of Lao – wants to learn abut organic /FT for Lao

Song Chai  - integrated tribal development project – manager agriculture and marketing and the coffee project 

Marty Mesh – Florida Organic Growers (FOG)
Detlef Kalus – IFOAM Head Office

Leonardo de Leon– internal union of agricultural workers 

Oralia – CATA Pennsylvania, garment worker

Efren Hernandez – Mexico – CATA

Teresa – farm worker health and safety institute USA

Faiz Shah - Pakistan – FT/organic – not ambitious expectations – tomorrow contribute Pakistan 

Gerd Nikoleit- Germany – FT

Jeronimo Prujn- Mexico-FT

Maria – organic standards and social justice network

Richard Mandelbaum– CATA – USA

Sasha Courville – Australian National University, SASA Project Coordinator

Michael Sligh – RAFI

Olaf Paulsen – FLO – 

Antonio – World Board and steering committee SASA
Angela Caudle – Florida Organic Growers (FOG)

Steve Salman – IFAT, Thaicraft

Rhiannon Pyburn – SASA Researcher on ICS, Wageningen University, Netherlands

Turbia -  Serbia-Montenegro – working on production(fruit), marketing, educational

Serah - Lebanon – consumer coops

 Name? - Swedish organic farmer and consultant

Dr. Koyu Furusawa – Organic agriculture Assn of Japan

Roberto Ugas – Peru – IOAS

Wayne ? – DC, USA – works in E and W Africa

Vitoon Panyakul – GreenNet Foundation, Thailand

Louisa –IFOAM policy person

Praba – IFOAM World Board

Liz Clay – IFOAM World Board

Appendix 2: Internal Control Systems – Preliminary Findings

Rhiannon Pyburn from Wageningen University gave an overview of the preliminary l findings of the SASA Project on internal Control Systems (ICS) to date and the objectives of the two remaining audits that will focus on ICS.

ICS for group certification allow smallholders in developing countries to access organic markets in the North. The topic has been a key issue in the SASA Project on the Thai rice audit and the Burkina Faso mango audit and will be further explored in the upcoming Costa Rican coffee audit and Ugandan cotton audit. In addition, a stakeholder workshop was held at the Biofach Organic Trade Fair in Nuremburg in February 2002 to broaden and confirm SASA understandings of the strengths and weaknesses of the ICS and to discuss its potential for social certification.  Each audit is a building block for the next within the SASA project.

Main Learnings 

Thai Rice Audit

The team explored challenges and strengths of the Thai rice producer group ICS. Strengths of the Thai rice cooperative ICS included:

· Documentation and organizational capacity building through ICS

· Improved planning

· Social control is effective in terms of compliance

· Farmer Field School model used for technical capacity building

· Improved internal communication in the group

· Internalization of the organic standards and ideals

Amongst the challenges were:

· Documentation was burdensome, particularly when working with non-literate farmers

· Community tensions where extension workers are also internal inspectors

· ICS start-up costs (support from an NGO)

SASA organizations drew from their own models to consider the relevance of ICS:

· FLO – federation of cooperatives

· SAI- management systems elements and progress requirements were discussed and the challenge of smallholder certification 

· SAN – playing with group certification ideas to build their own model

SASA ICS Workshop at Biofach

The Biofach Workshop confirmed and broadened the SASA Project learnings from the Thai audit. The discussion covered both the organic ICS and the ICS as a tool for social certification. Some interesting points emerging were:

· Two ‘kinds’ of ICS distinguished:  1) Endogenous, farmer-driven ICS

2) Buyer-driven, out-sourced ICS 

· The two types of ICS have different characteristics and different potentials

· Fragmentation of the ICS due to the division of internal inspection and extension roles

· Pedagogical approach to the internalization of standards

· Danger of romanticizing the ICS model

· Challenge of the formalization of the ICS model

ICS and social certification learning:

· ICS use as a way for smallholders to define their own social issues 

· Definition of social issues for certification via ICS must be targeted and relevant to the smallholder reality

· Methods would be a challenge

· A developmental approach makes more sense

· Buyer-driven ICS are much less amenable to social certification than the farmer-driven ICS

Burkina Faso Mango Audit

The Burkina audit deepened the SASA exploration based on the Thai and Biofach leanings. The feasibility of the ICS in a West African context was investigated as were the challenges facing West African small farmers who aspire to organic certification and marketing. 

Issues included:  

· Lack of training and support or strong working models for ICS in West Africa

· High start-up costs of ICS are dependent on external support (i.e. NGOs) 

· Fair trade and organic coordination on documentation can be facilitated via the ICS

· Determining the readiness of an ICS for transition from a learning mechanism to a certification mechanism is tricky 

· Heterogeneity amongst member groups can be a barrier to effective establishment of the ICS as a certification mechanism

· ICS as a database for certifiers

 Upcoming Costa Rican Coffee and Ugandan Cotton Audits

The Costa Rican coffee audit and Ugandan cotton audit will build on the findings of the earlier ICS-focus audits, taking up the challenge of the ‘One Stop Shop’ in exploring how to create ICS packages to meet the needs of different producer groups. The Costa Rican audit will allow the SAN model of group certification to be investigated and compared to the organic model and contrasted to the FLO developmental approach to certification and the SAI Management Systems elements. The Ugandan audit is with an organic cotton producer group.  
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