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4 In search of responsible soy 

1 PURPOSE OF THE PUBLICATION 

Since 2004 various standards have been developed, with different objectives and different 
requirements. Most of these standards are now operational. The next step is that all actors, 
including local communities, CSOs and local farmers become aware of the existence of these 
standards. Moreover, these standards should not be a paper exercise to justify business as 
usual. Certification should lead to changes. Amongst others, this requires support in 
implementation, adequate verification of compliance, monitoring of results and the availability of 
effective complaint mechanisms. 
 
This publication is not about realizing responsible soy production through the use of standards 
or about promoting responsible soy. It is also not about making choices based on the 
information provided. The purpose of this publication is to enable those involved in the soy 
discussion to get a better understanding of the content, goals, scope, potential value and other 
relevant aspects of the various voluntary soy standards in the market.  
The publication should enable communities, CSOs and other stakeholders to gain a stronger 
position in the discussions around soy. It should be realized that the impact of soy in the 
producer countries led to many discussions in the consumer countries resulting in the 
development of standards that (mainly) producers should comply with and that companies 
should request for.  
 
Voluntary standards and certification are not the solution to the overall impact caused by soy 
production. The agricultural model, government policy and the use of monocultures are among 
the issues that go beyond the scope of standards. 
 
This publication mainly presents the facts on the different standards and does not express any 
preferences. The content is based on information that is publically available (e.g. from the 
internet) and some specific questions (e.g. on complaints mechanisms) have been put forward 
to the standard organizations themselves. The results were scanned by several experts in the 
field of voluntary standards for responsible soy. Where public information appeared to contradict 
with the expert views, this has been mentioned in the text.  
 
The information presented reflects the situation in June 2011. 
 
N.B.: The results have not been validated by the organizations themselves. The reader is kindly 
requested to bring forward any factual additions/reactions/changes that may further improve this 
overview of key characteristics and differences1.  
 
The following thirteen2 standards  are covered: 
• Basel 
• ProTerra 
• Round table on Responsible Soy (RTRS) 

 

 

1  This information can be sent to Both ENDS: tm@bothends.org 

2  Soja Plus was initially also included, but Soja Plus developed towards becoming a capacity building programme for 
Brazilian soy farmers rather than a certification scheme. 
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• Soy Moratorium (not a standard, but a commitment) 
• Aapresid 
• Organic (International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements: IFOAM) 
• Fairtrade 
• EcoSocial 
• Sustainable Agriculture Network: SAN/Rainforest Alliance 
• GlobalGAP 
• Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB) 
• International Sustainability and Carbon Certification (ISCC) 
• Netherlands Technical Agreement 8080 (NTA8080) 
 
Standards are developed for different purposes (e.g. mainstream or niche markets). Different 
(social and environmental) issues may be covered in very different ways by different standards, 
e.g. by referring to national legislation and/or international legislation, by referring to 
international standards (like the ILO) and/or by including performance criteria and/or 
management systems. In this publication we present the general focus, issues and information 
the standards respond to. For most standards more detailed information can be found on 
internet, e.g. guidance to audits (verification of compliance). It should also be realised that 
criteria of most standards are subject to periodic change.  
 
The publication is structured as follows: 
• In section 2 the key environmental and social issues in soy production are mentioned. 
• In section 3 the background of each standard is presented, including the organisations that 

initiated/developed the standard, the standard’s objective and other characteristics. 
• In section 4 the criteria are presented, looking at a selection of environmental and social 

issues and the way these issues are covered by the different standards. 
• In section 5 the process of each standard is described, focusing on (amongst others) the 

extent to which the standard is a multi stakeholder initiative (MSI), the question whether the 
standard includes a Chain of Custody and the use of a (consumer) label. 

• Section 6 concludes with an overall view, looking back at the results.  
 
Annex 1 contains a list of abbreviations and definitions of ‘standard terminology’ used in the 
publication. 
Annex 2 provides an overview of ‘fair compensation’ and ‘conflict/complaint mechanisms’ of the 
different standards. 
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2 KEY ISSUES IN SOY PRODUCTION 

Negative social-economic and ecological impacts associated with soy production are situation 
specific. However, general concerns and key issues3  exist and are briefly mentioned below: 

Deforestation and other habitat destruction 
Forests produce clean air, water, food, shelter, medicines and act as carbon sink, buffer against 

natural disasters and soil 
regenerators. Increased demand for 
soy and land for growing soy can lead 
to deforestation. In South America, 
deforestation is twice as high as the 
global average while soy-producing 
countries show even higher rates. In 
addition to loss of the services 
provided by forests, deforestation 
may affect local communities in their 
traditional way of life and increase 
their dependence on soy production, 
while soy production normally 
requires few qualified labour. 
 

 

Erosion and soil degradation 
Fertile soils are a precondition for a strong biodiverse ecosystem which can be used for 
agricultural activities. Soil fertility can degrade as a result of biodiversity loss, disappearance of 

vegetation, use of agrochemicals, 
drying out and erosion by wind and 
water. Most of the soy produced is 
grown in large monocultures for which 
most other (natural) vegetation is 
removed: a condition that may result in 
erosion and soil degradation. Water 
evaporation in soy monocultures, for 
example, is four times as high as in 
natural forests. The use of 
environmentally sound farming 
techniques, such as not ploughing 
(zero-tillage), contour ploughing and 
the use of vegetative ground covers 
reduce the risk of erosion and 
subsequent soil degradation. 

 

 

3  The information is largely based on the Soy Barometer 2009, with additions from ‘Soy-big business, big responsibility’ 
(Dutch Soy Coalition, 2008). 

 

 
Photo: Jan Gilhuis 

Harvesting of the soy (photo Tamara Mohr) 
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Pesticides  
Pesticides and fertilisers are commonly used in large-scale soy production sites. Improper use 
may result in contamination of the water systems, endangering aquatic- and wild life as well as 
the health of people. Special concern should also be given to storage and use. Risks can be 
reduced by integrated pest management, applying organic farming techniques, proper, more 
effective and efficient use, training, wearing protective clothing, using adequately equipped 
storerooms and having emergency protocols. 

Genetic Modification 
Approximately 70% of all soy has been made resistant to the herbicide ‘Round Up’ through 
genetic modification (GM). This resistance allows for extensive use of ‘Round Up’ killing all 
other vegetation, reducing the biodiversity and contamination of the water systems. With non 
GM soy, often more toxic pesticides are used, and/or in higher quantities, also leading to 
negative effects. The use of GM soy has led to heated discussions with regard to ecological and 
economic concerns, the use of patents and related costs, the dependency on large companies 
and safety.  

Land conflicts 
In soy producing countries land rights and boundaries are often not as well documented as in 
Europe or the U.S. Producers of soy and investors (very often from industrialized countries) that 
try to get hold of land may therefore be able to force local communities to move based on the 
absence of legal paperwork. Forests may be cleared illegally when the boundaries are not well 
documented and identifiable. Tenants, small communities and indigenous people with no legal 
claims to their land may struggle to fight for their rights. The recognition of customary land 
rights, the right to access natural resources, a multi stakeholder approach and using the 
concept of free prior and informed consent may assist in the prevention of land right disputes.   

Forced labour 
Forced labour still occurs in soy farming. Workers are forced to work for free or to pay back 
‘advances’ with high interest rates in the form of transport, food, clothing, liquor and cigarettes. 
Especially local and indigenous people that used to depend on the forests for their daily 
business are vulnerable as they have no alternatives to fall back on. Similarly, seasonal 
workers, especially from abroad and illegally at work, may be subject to forced labour as they 
are often reluctant to go to the authorities. A fair salary, training possibilities and no 
discrimination are the bases to prevent forced labour.   

Scale increases 
Globalisation, increased demand and reduced prices have lead to increased average farm size 
and have put small-scale farmers / family farmers under pressure to sell their land to the larger 
farms. In some cases, small-scale farmers are being displaced from their land to make room for 
large-scale soy cultivation. Large-scale soy cultivation generally generates less work and 
income per hectare than small-scale farms, leaving many without the chance to build up a 
sustainable livelihood. Moreover, small-scale farms often also produce other food crops for 
domestic consumption. To strengthen the position of small-scale farmers’ certification schemes 
may have special programmes for them which include training. 
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Food security 
Soybean production can put the local food supply at risk. Land that was originally used for the 
cultivation of corn, rice, oats and beans, is now used for the cultivation of soy. Recognising the 
rights of small-scale farmers and land rights may provide a solution to local food production. 

Biomass and green house gas emissions 
Soy oil is used to make biodiesel. With an increased demand for biofuel to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, financial incentives and legislation push forward the demand for biofuels 
including biodiesel. Consequent rising prices make it profitable to clear and cultivate land that 
used to be unprofitable for the production of soy, which may result in increased deforestation 
and competing claims on land. Certification schemes for biomass have recognised this adverse 
negative indirect impact but are unable to tackle this issue in a verifiable manner. Stringent 
criteria for or simply not allowing the cultivation of biomass in natural areas or sites that have a 
potential for food crops may reduce this problem.  

Infrastructure 
To facilitate the transport of soybeans, governments in soy producing countries invest a lot of 
money in infrastructure. These infrastructural works such as waterways, ports and roads may 

enhance deforestation, land-
grabbing and land conflicts as 
they are opening up new 
areas. Examples of 
infrastructural works that are 
currently under construction in 
Brazil include the waterway of 
the Madeira River and the 
Itacoatiara grain terminal. 
 
 
 

 
Soy being shipped to other markets (photo Tamara Mohr) 
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3 BACKGROUND: WHAT IS THE STORY BEHIND THE 
STANDARDS?  

General observations 
The background and characteristics of the various standards show that the standards vary 
widely when it comes to key characteristics like the initiating organizations (including private 
sector, retail, certification organisations and NGOs), GM or non-GM focus and product focus 
(soy specific or agricultural products in general). Some of the standards are linked to specific 
countries or regions, like Aapresid to Latin-America, while others are internationally applicable 
(like ProTerra, SAN/Rainforest Alliance, RTRS, IFOAM, Fairtrade, RSB, ISCC and NTA8080). 
The Soy Moratorium is different from the other standards since it is not a certification standard 
as such, but a commitment. Some standards specifically address consumers, like IFOAM, 
Fairtrade and SAN/Rainforest Alliance, while others do not, like GlobalGAP or not yet, like the 
RTRS. Similarly, RSB, ISCC and NTA8080 differ in that they focus on the biofuel chain in which 
soy can play a role. These schemes also address indirect effects such as competition with food. 
A general characteristic that all standards have in common is their focus on responsible (soy) 
production, looking at both environmental and social criteria. Reading from the number of 
initiatives that already exist, it is obvious that a large variety of actors around the world agree on 
the fact that soy and other agricultural crops should increasingly respond to environmental and 
social standards. 

Basel Criteria 
The Basel Criteria (BC) are developed in 2004, cooperatively by the retailer COOP-Switzerland 
and the Swiss World Wild Fund for Nature (WWF), for non-GM soy production, at all production 
scales (including smallholders) throughout the world. Its sustainability goal is to provide a 
working definition (i.e. an internationally accepted set of criteria) of responsible soy production. 
The criteria have been developed by drawing on widely accepted existing criteria and standards 
such as GlobalGAP standards and ILO conventions.  
 
The compliance model is a ‘one level’ model4, allowing room for a phased implementation within 
a defined time period. The model includes only performance criteria: minimum performance 
thresholds and identified appropriate techniques and practices. The criteria are generic, with 
national interpretations for different scales of production (individual smallholders versus all other 
producers). Basel is only a standard, but without a certification scheme. It can be used by 
(accreditation/)certification bodies. In practice only Cert-ID is using it (see Proterra). 
 
Basel Criteria in key statements: NGO/retail initiated, soy-specific, non-GM, one level model 
with performance criteria.  
Website: http://assets.panda.org/downloads/05_02_16_basel_criteria_engl.pdf 

 

 

 4  In this study, ‘one level models’ are defined as models using one set of criteria a producer needs to comply with. 
‘Improvement models’ use different sets of criteria (e.g. ‘minimum’ and ‘progress’ criteria) and require improvement in 
time (e.g. each year two progress criteria). In both models, the criteria (and thus the indicators) could either be result 
(performance) oriented or process (management) oriented. Performance criteria clearly describe the expected goal 
(result or specific improvement measures implemented). Management criteria require plans or programs rather than 
defining a minimum performance level.  
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ProTerra 
ProTerra builds on the Basel Criteria for responsible soy. In 
addition to soy, it is applicable to a variety of agricultural 
products. In 2004, the Brazilian branch of Cert-ID, a global 
company active in providing accredited third-party certification 
programs, developed the standard. The standard is based on 
SA8000, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child, ILO Conventions and 
Recommendations, the UN Norms with Regard to Human Rights, and the GlobalGAP Standard.  
 
ProTerra aims to create a certification program that sets a universally respected standard for 
social and environmental responsibility in food and feed production, that is, at the same time, 
highly practical for the industry. ProTerra certification is generic, for all areas of the food and 
agricultural sector, at three levels of operation: agricultural production, handling, transport & 
storage and processing, manufacturing and labelling.  
It covers a wider scope than the Basel Criteria with respect to social aspects and legal 
requirements. ProTerra is only applicable to non-GM soy.  
 
The system distinguishes basic and progressive requirements. The basic requirements shall be 
met from the initial date that certification is granted; the progressive requirements shall be met 
according to a written timetable and plan. The standard uses performance criteria. The standard 
offers a label, which may also be used in the consumer market. 
 
ProTerra in key statements: NGO/retail initiated, not-soy specific, non-GM, improvement model 
with performance criteria, consumer label. 
 
Website: http://www.cert-id.eu/Certification-Programmes/ProTerra.aspx 

Round Table on Responsible Soy (RTRS) 
The RTRS was founded in 2006 and promotes the use 
and growth of responsible production of soy, through the 
commitment of the main stakeholders of the soy value 
chain, and through a global standard for responsible 
production. 
In 2010, as a result of the efforts of producers, industry and civil society actors involved in the 
soy value chain, the “RTRS Standard for Responsible Soy Production Version 1.0” was 
developed and agreed.  
 
RTRS aims, in particular, to facilitate a global dialogue on soy that is economically viable, 
socially equitable and environmentally sound; to reach consensus among key stakeholders and 
players linked to the soy industry; to act as a forum to develop and promote a sustainability 
standard for the production, processing, trade and use of soy, and for monitoring the 
sustainability of global soy production; and to organize international conferences on responsible 
soy production and involve new operators and NGOs. The RTRS criteria are in line with ILO 
conventions and are generic with national interpretations. 
 
RTRS is applicable to all soy production systems (conventional, organic and GM) and for all 
scales of soy production worldwide, serving the GM and non-GM market. RTRS is an 
improvement model with performance criteria. Based on a system of monitoring, producers are 
expected to commit to a process of continual improvement. 
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RTRS in key statements: Multi-stakeholder initiated5, soy-specific, GM and non-GM, 
improvement model with performance criteria, a consumer label in development. Operative 
since April 2011. 
 
Website: http://www.responsiblesoy.org/ 

Soy Moratorium 
The Soy Moratorium is a commitment announced by Soy traders, represented by (ABIOVE) and 
trade (ANEC). A Working Group was created for its implementation composed of NGOs like 
Greenpeace, WWF, the industry (ABIOVE) and trade (ANEC) and their respective members. 
The commitment is not to commercialise soybeans planted in deforested areas within the 
Amazon Biome after 2006. The Soy Moratorium monitoring system was developed by both 
companies and NGOs. The system is based on satellite images, which detect all polygons with 
a deforested area of more than 25 ha in Brazil.  
 
Soy Moratorium in key statements: Industry initiated, regional level (Amazon), soy-specific, 
mainstream market focus, monitoring system, No certification scheme.  
 
Website: http://www.abiove.com.br/english/ss_moratoria_us.html 

Aapresid 
The Argentinean No Till Farmers Association (AAPRESID) is 
a non-governmental, non-profit organisation created in 1989, 
comprised of agricultural producers and agronomists from 
every part of Argentina. Aapresid aims to satisfy current food 
demands, and, at the same time, to encourage future generations to meet their own needs, by 
improving business management and optimizing the resources-use efficiency.  
 
Aapresid has general principles and criteria with local adaptations, based on good agricultural 
practices and soil quality indicators. It is based on a one level compliance model with 
performance criteria and management criteria. It is applicable to all agricultural commodities, 
including soy. No tillage is an important point of focus. Part of the criteria is based on ILO OSH 
2001 (ILO Guidelines on occupational safety and health management systems).  
 
The scope of the first version of Aapresid is limited to Argentinean agriculture, but the initiative 
aims to become global. The system allows all types of soybeans (including GM).  
 
Aapresid in key statements: Producer initiated, not soy-specific, GM and non-GM, one level 
model with performance and management criteria, consumer label. 
 
Website: http://www.aapresid.org.ar/ 

 

 

5  Multi-stakeholder initiated does not necessarily mean that it is a Multi-Stakeholder Initiative (MSI), see section 5. A MSI 
is developed via a transparent multi-stakeholder process which fully reflects the views of all stakeholders involved. 
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Organic by IFOAM 
IFOAM, the International Federation of Organic Agriculture 
Movements, was established in 1972, by the cooperation and 
association of producers active in alternative agriculture, from all 
over the world. It currently unites 750 member organizations in 116 
countries. Its goal is the worldwide adoption of ecologically, socially 
and economically sound agricultural systems that are based on the principles of Organic 
Agriculture. These principles exclude the use of GM.  
 
Organic by IFOAM refers to an organic management system based on general principles, 
accompanied by performance oriented requirements. The criteria are generic with regional 
exceptions and adaptations. The criteria are applicable to all agricultural crops, including soy. 
For farms to become certified, a conversion period is required to enable the establishment of an 
organic management system, and build soil health and fertility. During the conversion period all 
requirements of the standard should be met to enable certification. Organic certification serves 
a niche market.  
 
Organic by IFOAM in key statements: Producer initiated, not soy-specific, non-GM, organic 
market focus, one level model with performance criteria, consumer label 
 
Website: http://www.ifoam.org/ 

Fairtrade International  
Fairtrade is an alternative approach to conventional trade and is based 
on a partnership between producers and consumers. In 1988 the first 
Fairtrade label, Max Havelaar, was launched under the initiative of the 
Dutch development agency Solidaridad. In 1997 the Fairtrade Labelling 
Organizations International (FLO)6 was established in Bonn, Germany, 
to unite the labelling initiatives under one umbrella and harmonize 
worldwide standards and certification.  
 
FLO follows internationally recognized standards and conventions, particularly those of the 
International Labour Organization (ILO). 
 
The Fairtrade standards are designed to address the imbalance of power in trading 
relationships, unstable markets and the injustices of conventional trade. Its purpose is to create 
opportunities for small producers in the South, who have been economically disadvantaged or 
marginalized by the conventional trading system. If fair access to markets under better trade 
conditions would help them to overcome barriers to development and empowerment, they may 
join Fairtrade. 
 
Fairtrade standards distinguish between minimum requirements, which producers must meet to 
be certified, and progress requirements that encourage producers to continuously improve and 
to invest in the development of their organizations and their workers. The Fairtrade standard for 

 

 

6  FLO is a non-profit organisation that is responsible for the strategic direction of Fairtrade, sets Fairtrade standards and 
supports producers.  
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soy (applicable to small producers’ organisations only) was developed in 2009. The standard 
however does not contain any requirements specific to soy (the generic standards apply). 
Fairtrade products serve a niche market and the label is a consumer label.  
 
Fairtrade in key statements: NGO initiated, improvement model with performance criteria, non-
GM, consumer label, specific soy certification scheme (no soy specific criteria). 
 
Website: http://www.fairtrade.net/ 

EcoSocial  
The EcoSocial standard was developed in 2004 by the Instituto 
Biodinâmico (IBD), a Brazilian organisation for Rural Development. It is a 
certification organisation dedicated to participate in the development of 
organic, biodynamic and socially correct agriculture, processing, trading 
and its markets. The EcoSocial standard is considered to be 
complementary to IBD’s organic standards. Its aim is to improve social, 
fair trade and environmental standards on a local level. Businesses, farms 
and groups of producers are audited using human rights, social, environmental and economic 
criteria. The standard is a consumer label and is mainly used in Latin America and Europe. It is 
applicable to all conventional and organically certified agricultural products, including soy. The 
standard does not allow the use of GM soy.  
 
EcoSocial is based on social norms defined by ILO, IFOAM, FLO, SA 8000 and 
recommendations of the SASA project (Social Accountability in Sustainable Agriculture, a joint 
ISEAL project of FLO, SAI, SAN and IFOAM). Moreover, the standard is based on principles 
established by international sustainability initiatives like Agenda 21, Global Pact, the Millennium 
Goals, Earth Charter and the International Declaration of Human Rights.  
 
EcoSocial uses minimum, critical and progress criteria. The minimum criteria (entry level 
requirements) define a specific performance level. They should be met to receive the EcoSocial 
label. In addition, annually two progress criteria in both the social and the environmental 
program should be met. Furthermore, the critical criteria are used to determine situations in 
which certification will be suspended or cancelled. All but the minimum criteria are 
process/management criteria, requiring the implementation of programs/management systems.  
 
EcoSocial in key statements: Certifier initiated, not soy specific, non-GM, improvement model, 
performance and management criteria, consumer label. 
 
Website: http://www.ecosocialnet.com 

SAN / Rainforest Alliance 
The SAN, Sustainability Agricultural Network, is an international operating 
network that has been established from the collaboration of several NGOs. 
The SAN started in 1984. Founding partners are Fundación Natura 
Colombia, Rainforest Alliance (RA), the Interamerican Foundation of 
Tropical Research (FIIT) from Guatemala, the Institute for Cooperation and 
Self-Development (ICADE) from Honduras, Institute for Agricultural and 
Forestry Management and Certification  (IMAFLORA) from Brasil, Conservation and 
Development, from Ecuador, ProNatura Sur from Mexico, and SalvaNATURA from El Salvador.  
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The objective of the standard is to encourage farmers to analyze and consequently mitigate 
environmental and social risks caused by agricultural activities through a process that motivates 
continuous improvement. The standard is based on the themes of environmental soundness, 
social equity and economic viability, and is based on the United Nations’ Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights and Children’s Rights Convention, International Labour Organization’s (ILO) 
conventions and recommendations. Furthermore, SAN standards are based on an 
internationally recognized integrated pest management model, which allows for a limited, strictly 
controlled use of agrochemicals.  
 
The criteria of SAN/RA, partly being critical, are clearly defined and have comprehensive, very 
detailed and highly specific result indicators. The criteria are generic, although part of the 
criteria are only applicable depending on factors such as size of the farm, use/non-use of 
agrochemicals and contracted/non-contracted (family) labour. A wide variety of (agro-forestry) 
crops can become Rainforest Alliance Certified, including soy. SAN/RA does not allow GM soy.  
 
SAN/RA in key statements: NGO initiated, not soy-specific, non-GM, improvement model with 
performance criteria, consumer label.  
  
Website: http://sanstandards.org/sitio and http://www.rainforest-alliance.org 

GlobalGAP 
GlobalGAP was initiated by the private sector (European retailers) 
with the aim to reasure consumers about how food is produced on 
the farm by minimising detrimental environmental impacts of 
farming operations, reducing the use of chemical inputs and 
ensuring a responsible approach to worker health and safety as well as animal welfare. 
GlobalGAP is a global partnership of voluntary members. The partnership is open to any 
organisation agreeing to the Terms of Reference.  
 
The standard is a pre-farm gate standard meaning that it focuses on the production in the field. 
The GlobalGAP model is a static model with specific Control Points and Compliance Criteria 
(CPCC). The standard distinguishes three types of control points: major musts, minor musts 
and recommendations. To obtain GlobalGAP certification the following is required: 100% 
compliance of all applicable Major Musts; 95% compliance of all applicable Minor Must. With 
regard to the Recommendations, no minimum percentage is defined.  
 
GlobalGAP does not define soy specific criteria. Like all agricultural (arable) crops, soy 
production has to comply with the criteria of the ‘all farm base’ and ‘combinable crops’. The 
focus of GlobalGAP is on the mainstream business-to-business market and is therefore not 
directly visible to consumers. 
 
GlobalGAP in key statements: Private sector/retail initiated, not soy-specific, GM and non-GM, 
one level model with performance and management criteria, no consumer label. 
 
Website: http://www.globalgap.org 

RSB 
The Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB) is an 
international initiative coordinated by the Energy Center at 
EPFL in Lausanne, Switzerland. It is a certification system for 
biofuels based on sustainability standards, encompassing 
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environmental, social and economic principles and criteria as well as compulsory criteria for 
green house gas (GHG) emissions. The goal of the RSB is to create and implement a 
certification system based on these standards to ensure that biofuels deliver on their promise of 
sustainability.  
 
RSB aims to develop standards that are: simple (accessible by small producers, inexpensive to 
measure, and easy to explain), generic (applicable to any crop in any country, allowing 
comparisons across crops and production systems), adaptable (easy to revise to take new 
technologies and their impacts on relative performance of different biofuels into account) and 
efficient (able to incorporate other standards and certifications to eliminate duplicative reporting 
and reduce inspection burdens on producers and processors). The scheme is based on an 
improvement model with mainly performance-oriented minimum criteria (only few progress 
criteria). Through an internet tool, those interested can make a self risk-assessment, self-
evaluation and GHG calculation.  
 
RSB in key statements: A public- private initiative, not soy-specific, GM and non-GM, focus on 
biofuel market, improvement model with performance criteria, no consumer label. Operative 
since March 2011. 
 
Website: http://rsb.epfl.ch/  

ISCC 
ISCC (International Sustainability and Carbon Certification) is an 
international certification system set up by public and private partners. 
It is financially supported by the German Federal Ministry of Food, 
Agriculture and Consumer Protection via the Agency for Renewable 
Resources. 
 
It certifies all kinds of biomass based on sustainability standards, encompassing environmental, 
social and economic as well as compulsory greenhouse gas emissions criteria and traceability 
principles and criteria. The goal of the ISCC is the establishment of an internationally oriented, 
practical and transparent system for the certification of bio-energy and biomass for all kinds of 
use. It thereby uses six principles with their respective criteria and does not only aim at the 
prevention of ecological shortcomings, but also at the safekeeping of adequate working 
conditions and the protection of health of the employees on farms. The criteria are result 
oriented and defined as “major musts” and “minor musts”. For a successful audit, all major 
musts have to be complied with. At the same time, 60% of the minor musts have to be fulfilled. 
The scheme allows room for a phased implementation (of 40% of the minor musts). 
 
The processes of the ISCC System and the related terminology are based upon EU regulations 
(2009/28/EC d.d.: 23 April 2009) and the German sustainability ordinances (on requirements 
pertaining to sustainable production of biofuels and on requirements pertaining to sustainable 
production of bio liquids for electricity production. In addition reference is made to ILO 
conventions for social issues). 
 
ISCC in key statements: A public-private initiative, not soy-specific, GM and non-GM, one level 
model with performance criteria, no consumer label. Operative since January 2011. 
 
Website: http://www.iscc-system.org/index_eng.html   
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NTA8080 
NTA8080 is The Netherlands Technical Agreement (certification 
scheme) on sustainability criteria for biomass for energy purposes.  
Biomass encompasses solid as well as liquid and gaseous biofuels 
for power, heat & cold and transportation. The scheme can be 
applied worldwide. It has been set up by the Dutch government in cooperation with the Dutch 
Normalisation Institute (NEN), industry representatives and several NGO’s. Special attention 
has been given to compliance with other relevant certification schemes, indirect effects and the 
realisation of positive effects. 
 
NTA8080 is intended to be applied by organisations that want to produce, convert, trade, 
transport and/ or use sustainable biomass for energy purposes. Chain of custody certification 
(CoC) is required to claim compliance throughout the supply chain. Themes covered are 
greenhouse gas emissions, competition with food or other local applications, biodiversity, 
environment, prosperity and social well-being. Participants must meet criteria, indicators and 
reporting obligations. Not meeting these will result in major or minor none-conformities. For 
successful certification an organisation may have a maximum of six minor none-conformities 
and no major none-conformities. Exemptions exist for small holders and residual flows 
representing a neglectable economic value.  
 
The process of the scheme and related terminology are based upon the Cramer criteria (a set of 
criteria set up by a multi-stakeholder commission, and endorsed by the Dutch government), EU 
regulations (2009/28/EC d.d.: 23 April 2009) and other relevant certification schemes. 
Reference is made to ILO conventions and the Universal Declaration on Human Rights (UDHR) 
for social issues. With regard to reporting reference is made to the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI).  
 
NTA8080 in key statements: A public-private initiative, not soy-specific, GM and non-GM, multi 
level model with performance & reporting criteria, no consumer label. 
  
Website: http://www.sustainable-biomass.org  
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4 CONTENT: WHAT ISSUES DO THE STANDARDS 
COVER? 

In this section a comparison is made between the standards. The issues included are divided 
into environmental and social issues. Each issue is characterised, looking at the way in which 
the different standards address the individual issues. The key findings of both the environmental 
and social issues are summarized in tables. 

4.1 Environmental issues 

Legal compliance 
In most standards, legal compliance is an essential baseline criterion. However, some 
standards require compliance to applicable laws in the country of production, whereas others 
demand compliance to both national and international laws and conventions. EcoSocial requires 
legal compliance with Brazil's environmental and social legislation. RSB, ISCC and NTA8080 all 
three state that biomass production shall take place in compliance with all applicable regional 
and national laws and shall follow relevant international treaties. Together with RTRS, they 
include (and go beyond) the sustainability criteria covered by the EU Renewable Energy 
Directive (EU RED)7. IFOAM has no mention of legal compliance in its standard. Contrary to 
other standards, organic certification is laid down in legislation (Council Regulation (EC) No 
834/2007 for the EU and others in other countries) which means that all products marketed in 
the EU with an organic label have to comply with this legislation. GlobalGAP states that 
legislation overrides GlobalGAP where relevant legislation is more demanding. Legal 
compliance of all applicable legislation is however, not a condition for certification.  

Good Agricultural Practices (limited use of pesticides, crop rotation, tillage, etc) 
Standards differ in the number of themes covered. Themes range from agrochemical use to soil 
fertility management (including crop rotations, cover crops and soil tillage), IPM (Integrated Pest 
Management), erosion control, water management and fire management. ProTerra, IFOAM, 
Aapresid, RTRS and SAN seem to have a more comprehensive approach to Good Agricultural 
Practices (GAPs) than e.g. Fairtrade and GlobalGAP. The latter focus mainly on safe, limited 
and documented agrochemical use. Furthermore, some standards clearly define what GAPs 
should be applied (e.g. ProTerra, IFOAM, RTRS, SAN). Others indirectly mention GAPs by for 
example stating that agricultural management must happen so that soil structure and soil fertility 
are maintained (EcoSocial, ISCC and NTA8080).  

Nature conservation/biodiversity 
Similar to the GAPs, standards differ in the number of themes covered. Themes range from 
waste & pollution control, to protection and restoration of natural areas, maintaining buffer 
zones and implementing a biodiversity plan. All standards mention waste & pollution control. 
Biodiversity is addressed by all standards except for Aapresid. However, the biodiversity issues 

 

 

7  Link: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:140:0016:0062:en:PDF 
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covered differ per standard. They include: the protection of native vegetation (Soy Moratorium, 
RTRS and ISCC), creation and maintenance of vegetation corridors (ProTerra, SAN and RSB), 
conversion of unproductive areas into conservation areas (ProTerra), maintenance of on-farm 
wildlife refuge habitats (IFOAM), recuperation of degraded soils, water springs and waterside 
vegetation (Soy Moratorium) and planting of trees/bushes in areas of low biodiversity 
(Fairtrade). 
  
The Basel Criteria, EcoSocial, SAN and RSB seem most comprehensive in their approach 
towards biodiversity, as they require various programs/plans to manage biodiversity covering a 
wide range of themes. GlobalGAP requires a written action plan that aims to enhance habitats 
and maintain biodiversity on the farm. However, the plan does not cover any of the biodiversity 
themes mentioned above, but focuses on (for example) knowledge of IPM practices, of nutrient 
use of crops, conservation sites, water supplies and the impact on other users.  

Deforestation 
Apart from GlobalGAP, all standards mention that soy expansion is not allowed in primary 
vegetation/native forests and High Conservation Value Areas (HCVA). GlobalGAP is the only 
standard not having any criteria related to deforestation. Cut-off dates (the date after which 
primary vegetation may not have been converted into farm land) vary from 2004 (Basel Criteria, 
ProTerra) to 2005 (SAN), 2006 (Soy Moratorium), 2007 (NTA8080), 2008 (ISCC) and 2009 
(RTRS and RSB). ISCC also makes specific reference to areas with high carbon stock and peat 
land. Not all standards mention cut-off dates, but state that conversion of land must be in line 
with environmental legislation (Aapresid, EcoSocial) or say that certification will be denied on 
farms cleared of HCVA in the 5 years preceding their certification application (IFOAM). Fairtrade 
states that new plantings in virgin forest areas are prohibited. However, the certification body 
may make exceptions to this rule if the organization can prove that affected members have no 
other arable land. Some standards have additional requirements with regard to the 
implementation of compensatory measures in areas deforested after 1994 (Basel Criteria and 
ProTerrra) and 1999 (SAN).  

Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
ProTerra, RTRS, EcoSocial, SAN, RSB, ISCC and NTA8080 have developed criteria to monitor 
and or reduce Green House Gas (GHG) emissions. RSB and ISCC provide the most specific, 
metrix based criteria. ProTerra, EcoSocial, SAN, ISCC and NTA8080 require a reduction of 
GHG emissions from their soy producers. In addition, SAN specifies varies ways (cultural 
practices and technologies) to achieve this. RSB only requires a reduction from the biofuel 
blenders and not the soy producers. The latter are requested to monitor their GHG emissions. 
In addition to GHG emissions, ProTerra requires the elimination and replacement of products 
harmful to the ozone layer. RTRS rather monitors than demands a reduction in GHG emissions. 
Increases are allowed if there is a justification for this.  

Genetic Modification 
The Basel Criteria, ProTerra, IFOAM, Fairtrade, EcoSocial and SAN prohibit the use of GMOs. 
In addition to prohibiting GMOs in seed/planting material, IFOAM, Fairtrade and EcoSocial 
prohibit any products derived from GMOs in primary production and processing. Others do not 
address GMOs or have no published opinion on their use. RTRS has a specific non-GM 
certification supply chain. 
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Overview 
The following table provides a general overview of the extent to which the different standards 
cover the environmental issues. Please note that to compare standards on specific issues, 
detailed reading of the criteria will be necessary. 

Table 1 Soy standards and Environmental issues 

 Legal 
Compliance GAPs Biodiversity Deforestation 

(cut-off dates) 
GHG 
emission Non GMO 

Basel 
Criteria 

Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

Appropriate fertilizer 
use, crop rotations, 
erosion control, IPM, 
limited pesticide use, 
efficient irrigation, no 
fire 

Creation and 
maintenance of 
vegetation 
corridors, 
conversion of 
unproductive areas 
into conservation 
areas, preservation 
of native 
vegetation 

2004 Not 
mentioned 

Non-GM 

ProTerra Both nat. and int. 
laws/conv. 

Soil fertility 
maintenance, crop 
rotations, cover crops, 
crop succession, 
erosion control, IPM, 
limited pesticide use, 
no toxic pesticides, 
efficient irrigation, no 
fire 

Creation and 
maintenance of 
vegetation 
corridors, 
conversion of 
unproductive areas 
into conservation 
areas 

2004 (Gold 
distinction) and 
2006 (Silver 
distinction) 

No specific 
metrix 
target 
 
Reduction 

Non-GM 

RTRS National 
legislation and 
international 
conventions 

Soil fertility 
maintenance, erosion 
control, IPM, no toxic 
pesticides, no fire 

Preservation of 
native vegetation 

2009 Monitoring Non-GM 
supply chain 

Soy 
Moratoriu
m 

Does not allow 
any deforestation, 
legal or illegal 

No-tillage, crop 
rotations, IPM, no fire 

Preservation of 
native vegetation 

2006 No Not explicitly 
mentioned 

Aapresid Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

No-tillage, crop 
rotations, IPM, limited 
pesticide use, 
balanced nutrition 

Not explicitly 
mentioned 

Legal 
compliance 

No Not explicitly 
mentioned 

IFOAM Not explicitly 
mentioned 

Locally adapted 
varieties, soil fertility 
maintenance, soil 
organic matter 
increase, soil 
improving plants, crop 
rotations, non-
chemical pest control, 
no synthetic 
fertilizers/pesticides, 
organic fertilization, 
efficient irrigation 

Maintenance of on-
farm wildlife refuge 
habitats 

5 years 
preceding 
certification 

No Non-GM, 
including 
other inputs 

Fairtrade Both nat. and int. 
laws/conv. 

Soil fertility 
maintenance,  limited 
pesticide use, no toxic 
pesticides, erosion 
control, efficient 
irrigation 

Planting of 
trees/bushes in 
areas of low 
biodiversity 

Only mention of 
no plantings in 
virgin forests, 
however 
exceptions are 
possible.  

No Non-GM, 
including 
other inputs 

EcoSocial Brazil’s legislation Soil fertility 
maintenance, no fire 

Programs to 
increment 
biodiversity (green 
barriers, ecological 
corridors, increase 
in forest 
reservation areas), 
programs to 
recover eroded 
areas 

Legal 
compliance 

Reduction 
target 

Non-GM, 
including 
other inputs 

SAN National 
Legislation 

Erosion control, IPM, 
no toxic pesticides, 
limited use of 
agrochemicals, 
promotion of organic 
fertilization, fallow 
areas, vegetative 
ground covers, 
efficient irrigation 

Conservation 
programs to 
protect and 
connect natural 
ecosystems, 
creation and 
maintenance of 
vegetation 
corridors 

2005 Reduction 
target 

Non-GM 
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 Legal 
Compliance GAPs Biodiversity Deforestation 

(cut-off dates) 
GHG 
emission Non GMO 

GlobalGA
P 

Legal compliance 
is not a condition 
for certification 

No soil compaction, 
erosion control, IPM, 
efficient irrigation. 

Action plan that 
aims to enhance 
habitats and 
maintain 
biodiversity on the 
farm 

No No Not explicitly 
mentioned 

RSB Both national and 
international laws 
/ conventions 

Soil fertility 
maintenance, erosion 
control, crop rotations, 
ground covers, no 
toxic pesticides, fire 
control 

Preservation of 
biodiversity values 
and ecosystem 
functions, creation 
and maintenance 
of buffer zones and 
ecological 
corridors, 
maintenance of the 
quality of water 
resources  

2009 Monitoring; 
Reduction is 
only a 
requirement 
for biofuel 
blenders 
 
 

Not explicitly 
mentioned 

ISCC Both national and 
international laws 
/ conventions 

Soil fertility 
maintenance, 
appropriate fertilizer 
use, erosion control, 
IPM, fire control, no 
toxic pesticides  

Maintenance of 
natural vegetation 
areas around 
springs and natural 
watercourses, 
protection of land 
with high 
biodiversity, high 
carbon stock, or 
peat land and land 
for rare or 
endangered 
species  

2008 Strict metrix 
GHG 
reduction 
target for 
biofuel 
market, no 
metrix 
target for 
biofuel use 

Not explicitly 
mentioned 

NTA8080 Both national and 
international laws 
/ conventions 

Soil fertility 
maintenance erosion 
control, IPM, no toxic 
pesticides,  fire 
control, efficient 
irrigation   

No deterioration of 
biodiversity in 
protected areas, 
maintenance and 
where possible, 
strengthening of 
biodiversity within 
biomass 
production areas  

2007 Reduction Not explicitly 
mentioned 

 

4.2 Social issues 

First of all, social issues are described and analysed related to land rights, community 
consultation and disputes and agrochemicals contamination. This analysis is summarised in a 
table. After this, the other social issues, related to labour and working conditions, are discussed 
and summarised in a table. 

Land rights  
Soy Moratorium, IFOAM, Fairtrade and GlobalGAP do not have criteria for land rights. All other 
standards mention legal acquisition of land in their criteria. In addition, (documented) proof of 
ownership is demanded by the Basel Criteria, ProTerra, RTRS, EcoSocial, SAN, RSB, ISCC 
and NTA8080. EcoSocial, RSB, ISCC and NTA8080 also explicitly refer to acquired (informal, 
traditional) rights of traditional communities, smallholders and other ethnical and social 
minorities. However, the way in which these stakeholders can prove their ownership or 
demonstrate acquired rights is unclear though some schemes like NTA8080 attempt to provide 
guidance in this matter.  

Documented community consultation 
Only a few standards (Basel Criteria, RSB and NTA8080) explicitly mention documented 
community consultation. SAN mentions that farms periodically consult with interested parties 
about changes on farms that could have potential impacts on the social and environmental 
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wellbeing of surrounding communities. However, no (explicit) mention is made of consultations 
with local communities. ProTerra, RTRS and EcoSocial seek contact with local communities by 
requiring documented evidence of a communication system or plan to improve the relationship 
with local communities (not documents of the actual community consultation).  

Participative social and environmental impact assessment (SEIA), including development 
relevance (threats and opportunities for small farmers and local communities) 
Only a few standards apply all aspects of an SEIA (cost benefit analysis which includes 
environmental- and social impact assessments, stakeholder analysis and input and scenario 
analysis). The Basil Criteria, ProTerra, SAN, RSB and NTA8080 include all aspects. Other 
standards refer to an SEIA in specific situations: RTRS for example, requests a SEIA only with 
regard to social and environmental impacts of large or high-risk new infrastructure such as silos, 
storage areas, buildings, roads, bridges and dams; ISCC requests that environmental impacts 
of new buildings, drainage systems etc. is assessed and kept to a minimum. Fairtrade focuses 
on the question how the benefits can help promote the environmentally-sustainable social and 
economic development of the organization and its members; a plan needs to be in place within 
three years. Many other references are not as specific and leave more room for other means.  

Complaint/conflict resolution mechanism 
All standards but EcoSocial have a complaint/conflict resolution mechanism in place. EcoSocial 
states that conflicts arising from land ownership must be solved legally. Fairtrade only has 
procedures in place for employees in case of hired labour. However, Fairtrade certification of 
soy is currently limited to small farmers.  
Further, the standards differ in their scope: mechanisms are in place to protect the producer 
against the certifying body (ProTerra, GlobalGAP), to protect the employees against their 
employer/land lord (Fairtrade, ISCC, NTA8080), to protect the producer against its buyers 
(IFOAM), or to protect local communities and/or other affected people against the certification 
activities of producers (Basel Criteria, RTRS, Aapresid, SAN, RSB, ISCC and NTA8080).  
 

According to the SAI benchmark Study 20098, RTRS, IFOAM, Fairtrade, SAN and GlobalGAP have developed a clear 

and transparent process by which conflicts of interest and disputes can be resolved. The Basel Criteria do not meet this 

criterion. The other standards mentioned in this report were not investigated in the SAI benchmark study. The SAI 

benchmark Study does not elaborate on the type of stakeholders (employees, producers, affected communities etc) 

protected by such mechanisms. 

 
Aapresid provides a (Spanish) protocol that is available on their website; RTRS’ manual is 
under development and will be available in the near future; GlobalGAP’s formal complaint 
system is only applicable to participants of the GlobalGAP system (i.e. retailers, certification 
bodies and producers). 

Fair compensation 
The only standards mentioning fair compensation for communities are the Basel Criteria, RTRS, 
SAN, RSB, ISCC and NTA8080. The Basel Criteria, RTRS, RSB and NTA8080 relate fair 
compensation to land disputes with affected communities. NTA8080 also includes 
compensation of ‘the local population for the application of their traditional knowledge or the use 

 

 

8  This study investigated and compared some of the most influential agricultural production standards in the world, 
including six of the standards of this report, being the Basel Criteria, RTRS, Organic (IFOAM), Fairtrade, SAN/Rainforest 
Alliance and GlobalGAP. 
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of species of plants or management systems for land use, at which the local population shall 
agree formally and freely, and to be informed with the compensation for commencement of the 
exploitation of the production unit’. SAN also requires farms to compensate local communities 
and local and national authorities for resources and infrastructure used. ISCC refers to 
compensating all impacts for surrounding communities, users and land owners.  

 
For a detailed overview and comparison of the extent to which the certification schemes handle 
complaint/conflict resolution and fair compensation, see Annex II. 

Free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) 
RTRS, Aapresid, SAN, RSB and NTA8080 are the only standards explicitly requiring the free, 
prior and informed consent from traditional communities in case of land use. When FPIC is 
covered in national law and the standard refers legal compliance, this issues is also covered. 
SAN and NTA8080 seem more comprehensive as they also include consent with regard to the 
use of natural and agricultural resources (SAN) and traditional knowledge (NTA8080).  

Competition with food 
Most standards do not include criteria on competition of soy production with local production 
and availability of food – relevant for local food security. Maybe because this issue is 
considered too complicated to operationalize. However, the biomass/biofuels standards RSB, 
ISCC and NTA8080 have included the issue as an important element in the standard, probably 
because in discussions about biofuels the competition with food security is often cited as an 
important risk of biofuels production. RSB provides RSB Food Security Guidelines to help to 
assess the level of food security in the area of operations and evaluate potential impacts of 
operations on food insecurity. 

Overview 
The above mentioned issues are all interrelated. Land rights of local communities, small farmers 
and indigenous populations should be protected. To find out the relevance of this issue, an 
SEIA is required. Local communities should be consulted and in case of disputes, the 
community should be able to appeal. Eventually, a fair compensation should be in place by 
which the affected communities are compensated based on their free, prior and informed 
consent. Only RTRS, SAN, RSB and NTA8080 cover all these aspects. The manner in which 
this should take place, however, is not always clear. Therefore the extent to which the social 
issues are covered in reality may differ. Further specifications may be found in the audit 
schemes which can be consulted through the websites provided in section 3. For a general 
overview of the social issues, see table 2. 

Table 2 Soy standards and Social issues: land rights, SEIA, community consultation, 
complaints resolution, fair compensation and FPIC 

  Land rights  SEIA Community 
consultation 

Complaint/conflict 
resolution 

Fair 
compensation 

 FPIC (*) 

Basel 

Criteria 

Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership 

Environmental impacts 
on soil, water, air, 
biodiversity and people; 
social impacts on 
customary or traditional 
rights of local 
communities/indigenous 
people 

Documented 
community 
consultation 

For local 
communities 

In case of land 
disputes local 
communities 
are 
compensated 

No 

ProTerra 
Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership 

Environmental impacts 
on biodiversity; social 
impacts on local 
economy and people  

Improved 
communication 
with local 
communities 

Between producer 
and its certifier 

No No 
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  Land rights  SEIA Community 

consultation 
Complaint/conflict 
resolution 

Fair 
compensation 

 FPIC (*) 

RTRS 
Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership 

Only with regard to 
large or high-risk new 
infrastructure 

Improved 
communication 
with local 
communities 

For local 
communities and 
traditional land 
users. 

In case of land 
disputes local 
communities 
are 
compensated 

With regard 
to land use 

Soy 

Moratorium 

 
 
 
 

No No Not applicable No No 
 
 
 

Aapresid 
Legal 
acquisition 

No No For local 
communities 

No With regard 
to land use  

IFOAM 
No 
 
 
 

No No Between producer 
and its buyer 

No No 
 
 
 

Fairtrade 
No 
 
 
 

Needs assessment of 
how the Fairtrade 
benefits can help 
promote the 
environmentally-
sustainable social and 
economic development 
of the organization and 
its members 

No No, only for 
employees in case 
of hired labour: FT 
certification of soy is 
currently only 
possible for small 
farmers. 

No No 
 
 
 

EcoSocial 
Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership, 
respecting 
customary 
rights 

No Improved 
communication 
with local 
communities 

No No No 

SAN 
Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership 

impacts of new works 
or activities, impacts 
regarding farm 
activities or changes 
that could have an 
impact on the health, 
employment or local 
natural resources  

Consultation 
with interested 
parties  

For local 
communities 

local 
communities 
and local and 
national 
authorities are 
compensated 
for use of 
resources and 
infrastructure 

With regard 
to the use of  
the land, 
natural and 
agric 
resources 

GlobalGAP 
No 
 
 
 

No No To protect 
participants of the 
GlobalGAP system 
(i.e. retailers, 
certification bodies 
and producers).  

 No 
 
 
 

RSB 
Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership, 
respecting 
customary 
rights 

Impacts on food 
security, water 
management and use, 
ecosystem impacts, 
biodiversity 
conservation and 
opportunities for local 
communities 

Documented 
community 
consultation 

For complaints of 
affected landowners 
and/or users.  

In case of land 
disputes local 
communities 
are 
compensated 

With regard 
to land use  

ISCC 
Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership, 
respecting 
customary 
rights 

Environmental impacts 
on biodiversity; social 
impacts on local 
economy and people 

No For complaints of 
employees and 
affected 
communities. 

With regard to 
all impacts for 
surrounding 
communities, 
users and 
landowners. 

No 

NTA8080 
Legal 
acquisition, 
proof of 
ownership, 
respecting 
customary 
rights 

Making positive 
impacts, avoid or 
minimise negative 
impacts on  food 
security, water 
management and use, 
ecosystem impacts, 
biodiversity , 
conservation and 
create opportunities for 
local communities 

Documented 
community 
consultation 

For complaints of 
employees, affected 
communities and 
landowners / users  

With regard to 
the application 
of traditional 
knowledge of 
the local 
population  

With regard 
to land use 
and the use 
of traditional 
knowledge 
of the local 
population 

 
(*):  When FPIC is part of national legislation and legal compliance is required, then FPIC may be covered automatically. National 

legislation on this issue has not been checked for this study. 
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Legal compliance 

For coverage of legal compliance: see Environmental issues. 

Smallholders 
Smallholders are defined in various ways and dealing with the characteristics and interests of 
smallholders is covered differently in the standards. General relevant aspects for smallholders 
are adjusted (less demanding) requirements and assistance in compliance through training, 
capacity building, group certification and incentives. Most schemes have incorporated special 
conditions for smallholders for them not to be excluded from possible beneficiary outcomes of 
the schemes. This includes the Basel Criteria, ProTerra, RTRS, Soy Moratorium, Fairtrade, 
EcoSocial and NTA8080. Some schemes provide assistance in compliance (RTRS, Fairtrade 
and SAN), work on capacity building (Fairtrade and RSB9) and provide specific incentives 
(Fairtrade and EcoSocial). Group certification is possible within RTRS, IFOAM, Fairtrade and 
NTA8080. 

Labour rights 
All standards with the exception of GlobalGAP include labour rights with regard to wages, 
freedom of association, equal opportunities, no discrimination and the absence of child and 
forced labour. Differences are found in references to national law and standards explicitly 
stating that the criteria should be met regardless of the presence of national laws (IFOAM, 
Fairtrade and SAN). Differences are also found in the labour covered: limited to workers or also 
including contract workers, sub contractors (ProTerra, Basel Criteria, Soy Moratorium and 
ISCC) and other third parties (Aapresid, RTRS, IFOAM, Fairtrade, SAN and RSB). Some 
standards also require training for the tasks they have to perform (ProTerra, RTRS, Aapresid, 
IFOAM, Fairtrade, SAN, RSB and ISCC). Reference to on site living conditions (appropriate 
housing, sanitary and education) is made by ProTerra, Aapresid, IFOAM, SAN, GlobalGAP, 
RSB and ISCC. Often reference is made to specific conventions of the ILO and the UDHR. 
NTA8080 for example obliges compliance with ILO’s Tripartite declaration of principles 
concerning multinational enterprises and social policy with regard to employment, labour 
relations, safety, health, training, education, diversity, equal opportunities and treatments of 
complaints and with the UDHR for non-discrimination, freedom of trade union organisation, child 
labour, forced labour compulsory labour, disciplinary practises and the rights of indigenous 
peoples.  

Occupational Health and Safety (OHS) 
Occupational health and safety criteria cover a health and safety policy, accident and 
emergency procedures, availability of medical aid and monitoring. These criteria are included in 
all standards except IFOAM. Special reference to agrochemical use is made by most standards 
(ProTerra, Soy Moratorium, Aapresid, RTRS, Fairtrade, EcoSocial, SAN, GlobalGAP, RSB and 
ISCC). IFOAM does not refer to agrochemical use from an OHS perspective since the use of 
chemical pesticides is prohibited in organic production.  
Most standards also include requirements on sanitary issues: Basel Criteria, Pro Terra, 
Aapresid, Fairtrade, EcoSocial, SAN, GlobalGAP, RSB and ISCC. EcoSocial also includes 
programs to prevent alcohol and tobacco use and to promote health insurances. Also with 
regards to OHS issues frequent references to ILO are made. 

 

 

9  On voluntary basis. 
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Gender 
Gender issues are often incorporated in national law and are considered part of requirements 
on discrimination and equal opportunities. Specific attention to gender issues is provided in the 
standards of ProTerra (reasonable maternity leave), RTRS (criteria for entitlements and 
protection in national law and practice with respect to maternity), Fairtrade (special attention 
should be given to the participation of female members), RSB (special attention shall be made 
to ensure that women can participate meaningfully in meetings and negotiations and data for 
rural poor women in regions of poverty shall be disaggregated in the baseline social surveys to 
assist with the design of special programs for the targeted people) and most specifically by SAN 
(implementation of programs of support to working women, building of day care unit, program of 
activities and medical support for pregnant women, breast feeding orientation and support and 
other programs). 

Overview 
Table 3 provides a general overview of the extent to which social issues are covered by the 
different standards. As can be read from the previous analysis, comparison on the standards on 
specific issues will require detailed reading of the standards’ criteria from the websites provided 
in section 3. 

Table 3 Soy standards and Social issues: legal compliance, small holders, labour rights, 
OHS and gender 

 Legal Compliance Small 
holders 

Labour rights OHS Gender 

Basel Criteria Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

Exemptions 
 

Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

No 

ProTerra Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

Exemptions 
Assistance 
 

Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

Reasonable 
maternity leave 

RTRS National legislation Exemptions 
Assistance 
Group certification 

Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour, 
for 3rd parties 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

Criteria for 
entitlements and 
protection in 
national law and 
practice with 
respect to 
maternity 

Soy Moratorium Brazil’s legislation Exemptions 
Assistance 
 

Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

No 

Aapresid Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

No Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

No 

IFOAM No Group certification 
 

Regardless law, 
fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour, 
for 3rd parties 

No No 
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 Legal Compliance Small 

holders 
Labour rights OHS Gender 

Fairtrade Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

Exemptions 
Assistance 
Group certification 
Incentives 

Regardless of law, 
fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour, 
for 3rd parties 
 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

Special attention 
should be given to 
the participation of 
female members 

EcoSocial Brazil’s legislation Exemptions 
Assistance 
Incentives 

Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

No 

SAN National legislation Group certification Regardless of law, 
fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour, 
for 3rd parties 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

Programs of 
support to the 
working woman, 
building of day care 
unit, activities and 
medical support for 
pregnant women, 
breast feeding 
orientation and 
support  

GlobalGAP Legal compliance 
is  not a condition 
for certification 

No No Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

No 

RSB Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

Assistance Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

Special attention 
should be given to 
the participation of 
female members 

ISCC Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

No Fair wages, 
freedom of 
association equal 
opportunities 
absence of child 
and forced labour 

Health & safety 
policy, accident & 
emergency 
procedures 
medical aid 
monitoring 

No 

NTA8080 Both national and 
international 
laws/conventions 

Exemptions and 
group certification 

Reference to ILO’s 
tripartite and the 
UDHR 

Reference to ILO’s 
tripartite and the 
UDHR 

No 
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5 STANDARDS IN OPERATION: HOW DO THE 
STANDARDS WORK? 

Apart from a characterisation on environmental and social issues, the standards can also be 
described by the way they operate when it comes to verification and certification, multi 
stakeholder involvement and good governance. The operational issue of ‘compensation and 
complaint/conflict resolution mechanisms’ has already been covered in the social issues 
section. 

5.1 Certification 

An important characteristic of the way the standards are operated is the certification system. 
Compliance with a standard’s criteria may lead to certification, either by a third party 
independent certifier or by the certification organisation itself. Third party verification means that 
verification is done by an independent third party, where the first party is the farmer, the second 
party the organisation behind the standard, and the third party is the accredited certification 
body.  
The certificate may be used as a business-to-business label or as a consumer label. A full 
Chain of Custody (CoC) may be in place to make sure the certified product can be traced all the 
way through the supply chain or the system may be ‘non-identity preserved’ meaning that the 
soy cannot be traced from the buyer to the farmer. In case of responsible soy excluding genetic 
modification, traceability (identity preserved) should automatically be a precondition.  

Traceability, chain of custody, third party verification, consumer label involvement 
All but the Soy Moratorium and Basel Criteria (only a standard) are certification schemes. Of the 
certification schemes providing a certificate, nine standards refer to a traceability system 
covering the supply chain. Of these, six have CoC certification (Fairtrade, ProTerra, IFOAM, 
RTRS, RSB, ISCC and NTA8080), meaning that all parties in the chain have to be certified in 
accordance with the standard. EcoSocial does not mention a traceability system. There is no 
information available on the Aapresid standard regarding a traceability system. However, since 
Aapresid offers a certificate that may also be used in the consumer market, one would expect a 
traceability system to be in place. 
 
Third party verification is applied by RTRS, Aapresid, IFOAM, Fairtrade, SAN, GlobalGAP, RSB 
ISCC and NTA8080. Others do not offer third party verification (ProTerra, EcoSocial, Basel 
Criteria).  
 
A consumer label is offered by ProTerra, Aapresid, IFOAM, Fairtrade, EcoSocial, SAN, RTRS, 
RSB and ISCC. Other standards do not offer a consumer label (Basel Criteria, Soy Moratorium, 
GlobalGAP) or are not clear on this subject (NTA8080). 
 
Table 4 provides an overview of certification characteristics of the different standards. 
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Table 4 Certification characteristics (certification scheme, 3rd party and consumer label) 

 Certification Chain of Custody  Third party 
verification 

Consumer label 

Basel Criteria Yes Any COC certification or 
identity preserved 
system10 

Only in context with 
ProTerra 
 

No 

ProTerra Yes Unclear  No, by initiator11 Yes 
RTRS Yes COC certification (mass 

balance, segregation, 
non-GM and group 
certification 

Yes In development 

Soy Moratorium No: monitoring system NA NA No 
Aapresid Yes Unclear Yes12 Yes 
IFOAM Yes CoC certification  Yes Yes  
Fairtrade Yes CoC certification  Yes Yes 
EcoSocial Yes No No, by initiator Yes 
SAN Yes Identity preserved and 

registration13 
Yes Yes 

GlobalGAP Yes, pre-farmgate Yes Yes No 
RSB Yes Yes Yes Yes, in development 
ISCC Yes Yes, CoC certification 

(preferred mass 
balance) 

Yes Yes 

NTA8080 Yes Yes (book & claim, 
mass balance and 
segregation 

Yes No information 

5.2 Multi-stakeholder Involvement and Good Governance 

Another important characteristic of standards is the extent to which stakeholders are involved in 
the development and the governance of the standard. Stakeholder involvement may for 
example be organised by means of a multi-stakeholder board. Broad stakeholder input to 
standard setting processes can also be ensured through public consultation processes.  
Part of good governance is to provide adequate information on the standard (transparency), 
developments and the role of stakeholders. The previous section on certification already shows 
that transparency of some of the standards is limited. This makes it more difficult for 
stakeholders to assess the value of these initiatives. In some cases a standard may be initiated 

 

 

10  Any certified chain of custody or ‘Hard Identity Preserved’ scheme that confirms that the product can be traced from the 
farm through all stages of processing and transport, such as GlobalGAP or organic; or systems being in place which 
ensure that products can be traced from the farm through all stages of processing and transportation through 
documentation, identification and segregation of soy and soy products produced in compliance with the Basel Criteria. 

11  Cert ID is a company providing third-third party certification services for organizations and people involved in the 
production chain of agricultural goods. Cert ID requires producers, processors and distributors to comply with social and 
environmental issues outlined in their standards. According to Fairfood, compliance is verified “by a third party 
verification framework, however, carried out mainly by Cert ID”. As Cert ID is the initiator and the verifying body at the 
same time, this does not qualify as third-party verification.  

12  According to an Aapresid presentation there is “an agreement with SGS, an inspection, verification, testing and 
certification company based in Switserland, for external audit and certification”.  

13  Businesses that source products grown on certified farms and farms that meet the Sustainable Agriculture Network 
(SAN) Standard may apply to use the Rainforest Alliance Certified seal. To use the seal, businesses must register in the 
online Rainforest Alliance Certified Marketplace, sign a license agreement, comply with the traceability requirements 
and use the green frog seal as defined in the Use of Seal Guidelines, and only with approval by Rainforest Alliance.  
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by one or a limited number of organisations (see also section 3), after which more stakeholders 
join. Information on stakeholder involvement is not always very clear, as some standards refer 
to many stakeholders and initiatives, without clarifying the extent of influence and roles of these 
stakeholders.  
 
Box 2: Multi-stakeholder involvement & Good Governance 

Multi- stakeholder involvement (MSI) and good governance (GG) are subject to many definitions with successive 

claims. For this report the criteria from ‘The Agriculture Standards Benchmark Study 2009’ by the SAI Platform are used 

whereby MSI are “schemes developed via a transparent multi-stakeholder process which fully reflects the view of all 

interested stakeholders”.  

GG schemes are those that are well maintained by a representative and transparent board.  

Multi-stakeholder involvement and good governance 
ISEAL guarantees that the development of criteria and indicators of its members and associate 
members are undertaken through a multi-stakeholder, consensus-based process, in line with 
the ISEAL Code of Good Practice for Setting Social and Environmental Standards. Of all 
certification schemes, Fairtrade, IFOAM and SAN/Rainforest Alliance are full members of 
ISEAL. RSB is an associate member and ISCC is an affiliate member of ISEAL. The Basel 
Criteria and RTRS mention that standard development is in line with the ISEAL procedures, 
however, according to the ISEAL list of (associate) members, they are not (associate) members 
of ISEAL.  
 
Most standards claim that they have been developed involving (at least two) different 
stakeholders. However, publically available information on their individual roles is in many cases 
missing or is limited to general descriptions. With regard to good governance, RTRS, IFOAM, 
Fairtrade, GlobalGAP and RSB show multi-stakeholder representation in their Boards. In 
addition, the names, pictures and stakeholder representations of the Board members are 
presented on the respective websites. SAN is currently governed by a Board composed of 8 
conservation professionals. It is not clear whether they represent various stakeholders. 
ProTerra, Aapresid and EcoSocial do not have their own Boards, but are managed by other 
governing bodies, such as a Governance Committee (ProTerra) appointed by the Cert ID Board 
of Directors, a management team of 23 members (Aapresid) and a Management Commission 
(EcoSocial), formed by representatives of the enterprise direction, co-workers and IBD. ISCC 
has a system whereby members are heard at general assemblies and the board and executive 
board take decisions. The board includes six members from a research centre, an NGO and 
companies. Members of ISSC, certification bodies and companies that use the system can 
contribute to discussions in the technical committees. 
 
The board of the Dutch Normalisation Institute (NEN) manages many certification schemes and 
standards, including NTA8080. It is a reflection of the Dutch society but not of the biomass 
supply chain. Generally principle and criteria development takes place through a consultation 
process with stakeholders. Stakeholder involvement is further recognised by sending them draft 
reports for feedback. 
 

The conclusions of the SAI benchmark Study 2009 are largely in line with the findings of this study: the criteria of RTRS, 

IFOAM, Fairtrade, SAN and GlobalGAP are developed by a full and transparent multi stakeholder process and the 

standards are run by a good governance structure. The Basel Criteria score negatively on both elements. The other 

standards were not investigated in the SAI benchmark study. 

Link: http://www.saiplatform.org/uploads/Library/Benchmarking%20Report%20-%20TEASER.pdf 
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Membership 
IFOAM, Fairtrade, SAN, RTRS, GlobalGAP, ISCC and RSB have published membership lists 
on their websites. In addition, profiles are available of each participating member. The 
membership list of Aapresid is confidential. For the other initiatives, a membership system is 
either not included or the information is not publically available. 
 
In table 5 the involvement of stakeholders is summarised (membership is not included in the 
table). 

Table 5 Standards and multi stakeholder involvement 

 Recognized process / 
guidance 

Stakeholders involved Stakeholder roles MS Board 

Basel Criteria Standard development 
in line with ISEAL 
procedures. 

Initiated by WWF Switzerland and 
Coop, the BC are developed with 
guidance from ProForest, a 
consultancy. The objective of the 
BC was to create a first set of 
working criteria for responsible soy 
production that could be taken as a 
basis for discussion by 
multistakeholder initiatives. During 
the creation of the BC a large 
number of stakeholders was 
integrated, but is was not a true 
multistakeholder approach.   
 
According to the SAI benchmark 
Study 2009, the BC are not 
developed through a MS process. 

Not clear/no information 
available. 

No information.  
 
According to the SAI 
benchmark Study 2009, 
a Good Governance 
structure is not in place. 

ProTerra The standard mentions 
an interactive 
consultative approach 
in developing the 
ProTerra standard 

Standard developed by certification 
body, based on input from many 
organizations, both leading 
members of the food and 
agricultural industry and public 
interest organizations 

Not clear/no information 
available 

No Proterra Board 
exists. However, 
Proterra has a 
Governance 
Committee, appointed 
by the Cert ID Board of 
Directors. 

RTRS Standard development 
in line with ISEAL 
procedures. 

Representatives of NGOs, (local) 
producers/producer organisations, 
industry, finance and civil society.  
 
According to the SAI benchmark 
Study 2009, the RTRS standard is 
developed through a MS process. 

Participating in national 
technical groups for 
national interpretations 
of standards, in working 
group chain of custody, 
and in biofuels working 
group. General roles 
incl. giving input on 
principles and criteria 
and technical, 
environmental and 
social aspects of issues 
related to soy 
production. 

Board consists of 15 
members, 5 from each 
constituency (NGO's, 
producers, Trade/ 
Industry/ Finance). 
Names are available on 
the website.  
 
According to the SAI 
benchmark Study 2009, 
a Good Governance 
structure is in place. 

Soy 
Moratorium 

No information Soy traders and its associations, 
environmental NGOs  

The Soybean Working 
Group (GTS) was 
created for defining the 
operational model for 
the moratorium: 
establishing the working 
agenda, taking strategic 
decisions and 
coordinating the actions 
of the sub-groups 

No information 
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 Recognized process 

/ guidance 
Stakeholders involved Stakeholder roles MS Board 

Aapresid No link to ISEAL 
 
No further information 

Producers (Aapresid members and 
initiators), researchers and 
specialists 

Setting up the standard.  There is no board. 
Aapresid has a 
management of around 
23 people, including a 
president, vice 
president, treasure 
keepers and local 
managers. No further 
information available 
about MS involvement, 
however producers, 
researchers and 
specialists are probably 
represented.  

IFOAM Full member of 
ISEAL; public 
consultation 
processes. 

Full multi-stakeholder engagement 
including farmers, NGOs, traders, 
importers/exporters, consumers, 
universities, certification bodies, 
institutions and individual pioneers.  
According to the SAI benchmark 
Study 2009, theIFOAM standard is 
developed through a MS process. 

No specific description 
on roles of stakeholders 
available. 

Yes, the IFOAM World 
Board, representing all 
continents and various 
stakeholder groups.  
According to the SAI 
benchmark Study 2009, 
a Good Governance 
structure is in place. 

Fairtrade Full member of ISEAL NGOs (initiator) and producers and 
those involved in the supply chain, 
labelling initiatives members and the 
general public.  
 
According to the SAI benchmark 
Study 2009, the Fairtrade standard is 
developed through a MS process. 

Full role in developing 
the standard, incl. a 
broad consultation 
phase conform ISEAL. 
Documented and public 
standards setting 
protocol for every new 
or revised standard 
which guides 
stakeholders’ 
contribution to the 
content of the standard 
are available. 
Information on 
contributors is available 
online. 

The FLO Board 
consists of: 5 
representatives from 
the Fairtrade Labelling 
Initiatives, 4 from 
Fairtrade certified 
producer organizations, 
2 from Fairtrade 
certified traders, and 3 
external independent 
experts. Names are 
available on the 
website.  
 
According to the SAI 
benchmark Study 2009, 
a Good Governance 
structure is in place. 

EcoSocial No link to ISEAL 
 
No further information 

No information No information No. EcoSocial has no 
Board but a 
Management 
Commission, formed by 
representatives of the 
enterprise direction, co-
workers and IBD. The 
IBD Board however, is 
formed by members 
represented by 
research, production, 
processing & handling, 
trade, consumers and 
certification. 

SAN Full member of 
ISEAL; public 
consultation 
processes.  

International standards committee 
(ISC) exists of 12 members, 
representing academic, 
governmental, NGO, and technical 
organisations.  
 
According to the SAI benchmark 
Study 2009, the SAN standard is 
developed through a MS process. 

No specific roles 
defined.  

The Board of Directors 
is currently composed 
of 8 conservation 
professionals. Names 
are available on the 
website.  
 
According to the SAI 
benchmark Study 2009, 
a Good Governance 
structure is in place. 

GlobalGAP No ISEAL Member 
 
GLOBALGAP does 
follow ISEAL’s basic 
requirements for a 
notification period 
before draft. 
Standards are made 
public and two rounds 
of public consultation 
of at least 60 days 
each. 

GG engages with different 
stakeholders around the globe 
through proposals and 
recommendations. The standards 
development process is clearly 
outlined in online procedures which 
outline the processes for standard 
setting that include multiple 
stakeholders’ involvement. GG 
further increases local MS 
involvement by establishing National 
Technical Working Groups (NTWG).  
 
According to the SAI benchmark 
Study 2009, the GlobalGAP standard 
is developed through a MS process. 

NTWGs develop 
National Interpretation 
Guidelines , address 
identified specific local 
adaptation and 
implementation 
challenges. 
Stakeholders  are 
invited to comment on 
drafts 
 

Yes, the Board 
constitutes an equal 
number of elected 
producer and retailer 
representatives and is 
chaired by an 
independent 
chairperson. Names are 
available on the 
website.  
 
According to the SAI 
benchmark Study 2009, 
a Good Governance 
structure is in place. 
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 Recognized process 
/ guidance 

Stakeholders involved Stakeholder roles MS Board 

RSB 
 
 
 
 
 

Associate member of 
ISEAL.   

The development and 
implementation of the RSB Global 
Sustainability Standard are based on 
consensus among diverse interests 
in a seven chamber governance and 
membership structure including, 
growers of biofuel feedstocks, 
industrial biofuel producers, retailers, 
blenders, transporters and investors, 
rights-based NGO’s, community 
organizations, environmental 
organizations and governmental 
organizations.  

Participating in national 
technical groups for 
national interpretations 
of standards, in working 
group chain of custody, 
and in biofuel working 
group.  General roles 
incl. giving input on 
principles and criteria 
and technical, 
environmental and 
social aspects of issues 
related to soy 
production. 

Governance and board 
including their names, 
terms of reference and 
minutes can be 
consulted on line. They 
include experts from all 
chambers.  

ISCC 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Affiliate member of 
ISEAL 

The ISCC association (e.V.). 
 
 The association is open to all 
stakeholders. 

Important decisions on 
the definition and 
further development of 
the system are taken by 
the ISCC association 
(e.V.).  
 
Stakeholders can 
become a member of 
the association and/or 
contribute through 
technical committees 
and working groups.  

Governance takes 
place through general 
assemblies, a board 
and executive board. 
Members, notes and 
minutes of the 
association and 
assemblies are publicly 
available on the net. 
Similar the names of 
the board members are 
available on the net. 
The terms of reference 
however are not 
available on the net. 

NTA8080 No link to ISEAL The standards commission consists 
of public and private sector 
representatives, social and 
environmental NGOs and academics. 
 
The criteria have been established by 
a multi-stakeholder working group 
after consultation of other 
stakeholders including a mirror 
committee and industry 
representatives.  

Stakeholders can give 
input and feedback 
during the development 
of the schemes and can 
respond to draft 
versions 

The names of the board 
members and the 
experts are available on 
the website. Terms of 
reference are partially 
available. 
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6 OVERALL VIEW / CONCLUSION 

There are many different initiatives focussing on a responsible soy production. Most of these 
initiatives are certification initiatives. Although the general focus of the initiatives show a lot of 
similarities (e.g. the environmental and social issues covered by criteria), the standards widely 
differ in the way specific issues are covered by certification criteria. Some stakeholders 
(companies, CSOs, consumers, farmers, etc.) may look upon some of these differences as 
fundamental differences. These include: 
 
• the extent to which the initiatives are Multi Stakeholder Initiatives, guaranteeing a real 

influence of different stakeholders, including local communities, small farmers and CSOs; 
• third party certification or not; 
• the inclusion or exclusion of GM soy; 
• level of protection of biodiversity and cut-off dates with regard to deforestation; 
• greenhouse gas reduction target; 
• complaint mechanisms based on a clear and transparent process. 
 
The analysis shows that it will be very difficult for stakeholders to get a clear picture of the 
differences between the standards. Not only because differences may only appear when 
comparing the criteria in full detail (or even the audit manuals), but also because many 
standards are not completely transparent in the information which is publically available (e.g. on 
the internet). For example, clear information on complaint mechanisms and the role of 
stakeholders in the development and governance of initiatives is in many cases not readily 
available.  
 
It should also be realised that there may be a difference between theory/good intentions and 
practice. To get a complete picture of the performance of the different standards in the 
field/supply chain and of the actual (environmental, social and economic) changes resulting 
from the initiatives, an in depth (multi stakeholder!) research would be necessary. For example, 
although an adequate complaint mechanism may be in place, local communities may not be 
aware of this or may encounter specific problems (distance, language, etc.) in using such a 
system.  
 
Finally it should be realised that certification is not an answer to everything. As already 
mentioned in the introduction, some sustainability issues are difficult or even impossible to 
capture with certification, like searching for long term solutions for the current agricultural model 
and aiming at decreasing the dependency on soy as animal feed. 
 
Nevertheless, the information presented in the analysis does provide stakeholders with a firm 
basis of basic knowledge of the different standards, allowing an informed discussion on the use 
of these standards and the choices farmers, processing companies, CSOs and others can or 
should make. 
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The information also clearly indicates the many efforts in a search for more responsible soy. 
These efforts should be seen as one approach to reduce the impact of soy production, among 
many other approaches, such as the replacement of soy by other protein rich products and 
reducing meat consumption in mainly Europe and the U.S.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We hope this publication contributes to the discussion and especially provides local 
stakeholders and CSOs with valuable information on the variety of issues discussed and agreed 
upon by a variety of initiatives and stakeholders worldwide. In the end, the implementation of 
standards should lead to an actual improvement on the ground. For communities, producers as 
well as ecosystems.   
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ANNEX 1 

Abbreviations  
ABIOVE  Brazilian Association of Vegetable Oil Industries   
Aprosoja  Mato Grosso Soybean and Corn Producers Association (Brazil) 
ARES   the Responsible Agribusiness Institute (Brazil) 
ANEC   National Grain Exporters Association (Brazil) 
COC   Chain of Custody 
CSO   Civil Society Organisations 
IPM   Integrated Pest Management 
FPIC   Free Prior and Informed Consent 
GM   Genetic Modification 
GMO   Genetically Modified Organism 
ILO   International Labour Organisation 
ISEAL Alliance  global association for social and environmental standards 
MSI   Multi-Stakeholder Initiative 
OHS   Occupational Health and Safety  
SAI   Sustainable Agriculture Initiative 
SEIA   Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment 
UDHR   Universal Declaration on Human Rights 

Definitions 

Chain of Custody 
A full Chain of Custody (CoC) means that the certified product can be traced all the way through 
the supply chain. When the soy cannot be traced from the buyer to the farmer, the soy is ‘non-
identity preserved’ meaning that a Chain of Custody is not in place.  

Chain of Custody certification  
All parties in the chain have to be certified in accordance with the standard. 

One level model versus improvement model 
One level models’ are defined as models using one set of criteria a producer needs to comply 
with. ‘Improvement models’ use different sets of criteria (e.g. ‘minimum’ and ‘progress’ criteria) 
and require improvement in time (e.g. each year two additional progress criteria).  

Good Governance 
Schemes with a Good Governance are those that are well maintained by a representative and 
transparent board. 

ISEAL Alliance 
The ISEAL Alliance is a member-based association. ISEAL Members are leading international 
standard-setting and accreditation organisations that meet or are close to meeting ISEAL Codes 
of Good Practice for social and environmental standards systems. ISEAL works with their 
members to strengthen their effectiveness and collective capacity to scale up their positive 
impacts. ISEAL’s mission is to create a world where ecological sustainability and social justice 
are the normal conditions of business. 
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ISEAL full member 
A full member of the ISEAL Alliance has to demonstrate full compliance with ISEAL Codes of 
Good Practice and other applicable ISO Guides (e.g. ISO17011 for Accreditation Bodies). 

ISEAL associate member 
An associate member is required to successfully complete a pre-assessment. He then makes a 
commitment to come into compliance with relevant Codes within one year of membership 
approval. 

ISEAL affiliate member 
Other interested organisations and individuals that join the ISEAL Alliance  

MSI 
Initiatives developed via a transparent multi-stakeholder process which fully reflects the view of 
all interested stakeholders. 

Performance criteria versus management criteria 
Performance criteria clearly describe the expected goal (result or specific improvement 
measures implemented). Management criteria require plans or programs rather than defining a 
minimum performance level. 

Third party verification/certification 
Third party verification/certification means that verification/certification is done by an 
independent third party, where the first party is the farmer, the second party the organisation 
behind the standard, and the third party is the accredited certification body. 
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ANNEX 2 FAIR COMPENSATION AND CONFLICT / 
COMPLAINT MECHANISMS 

Tabel 6 Fair compensation and Conflict/Complaint mechanisms of the different standards 

 Fair compensation Complaint/conflict resolution 

Basel Criteria 
Where there are disputes, 
additional information to 
provide proof of legal 
acquisition of title and fair 
compensation of previous 
owners and occupants may 
also be needed.  

Yes, there should be a system for dealing with complaints and grievances (from 
local communities), which is implemented and effective. The basis of the system 
must be to try to resolve disputes in a timely and appropriate manner. Both the 
process by which a dispute was resolved and the results must be documented.  
 
According to the SAI benchmark Study 2009,  the BC do not have a clear and 
transparent process in place for conflict of interest and dispute resolution. 

ProTerra 
No  Yes, both with regard to the certification decision and other complaints regarding 

the certification program, the evaluation process, and the performance of testing 
bodies. A short description of the procedure is available in the standard on how 
the mechanism works: Appeals should be submitted to the Certification Program 
Manager or Director, who will report to the Appeals Committee. The decision of the 
committee will be final. It is not clear whether a mechanism is also in place for 
local communities. 

RTRS 
Where land rights have been 
relinquished by traditional 
land users, there is 
documented evidence that 
affected communities are 
compensated subject to their 
free, prior, informed and 
documented consent. 

Yes, it will be available on short notice to local communities and traditional land 
users. It includes the maintenance of documented evidence of complaints. Any 
complaints and grievances received are dealt with in a timely manner. 
 
According to the SAI benchmark Study 2009,  RTRS has a clear and transparent 
process in place for conflict of interest and dispute resolution. 

Soy Moratorium 
NA NA 

Aapresid 
No Yes, there is a procedure to deal with claims and complaints: The farmer is obliged 

to uphold testimony of the claims and complaints that the society poses in regard 
to his activity and offer solutions. The protocol can be downloaded from the 
website. 

IFOAM 
No Yes, traders should agree on and specify the most adequate forms of dispute 

resolution mechanism for their contract (with producers) in advance. A neutral third 
party should be decided in advance. Both parties should have access to the same 
form of arbitration procedures. No relation with local communities. 
 
According to the SAI benchmark Study 2009,  IFOAM has a  clear and transparent 
process in place for conflict of interest and dispute resolution. 

Fairtrade 
No Procedures are in place for workers’ grievances in case of hired labour. Fairtrade 

certification of soy is currently limited to small farmers. 
 
According to the SAI benchmark Study 2009,  Fairtrade has a clear and 
transparent process in place for conflict of interest and dispute resolution. 

EcoSocial 
No  No 

SAN 
Farms must negotiate a fair 
compensation with local 
communities and local and 
national authorities for 
resources and infrastructure 
used. 

Yes, the farm must document and make available for public view all complaints 
and comments it receives (from local surroundings) related to its activities and its 
replies to them. 
 
According to the SAI benchmark Study 2009,SAN has a  clear and transparent 
process in place for conflict of interest and dispute resolution. 

GlobalGAP 
No Yes, a documented complaint procedure is available for participants of the 

GlobalGAP system (i.e. retailers, certification bodies and producers). All received 
complaints relating to issues covered by GLOBALGAP are recorded and followed 
up. Actions taken with respect to such complaints are documented.  
 
According to the SAI benchmark Study 2009,  GlobalGAP has a clear and 
transparent process in place for conflict of interest and dispute resolution. 

RSB 
Where land rights and land 
use rights are voluntarily 
relinquished and/or acquired 
on a willing seller-willing 
buyer basis, local people 
shall be fairly, equitably and 
timely compensated. 

The initiation of a Grievance Redressal and Complaint Resolution Mechanism is 
part of ensuring that in every phase, the affected people are involved and are 
made a part of the decision making process. Guidelines are presented in the RSB 
Land Right Guidelines document. 
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 Fair compensation Complaint/conflict resolution 

ISCC 
All impacts for surrounding 
communities, users and land 
owners taken into account 
and sufficiently compensated 
for. 

A complaint form and/or procedure are available for farm employees and 
surrounding communities. They have been made aware of its existence and 
complaints or suggestions can be made at any time. Complaints and their 
solutions from the last 24 months are documented and accessible.  

NTA8080 
Compensate the local 
population for the application 
of their traditional knowledge 
of the use of species of plants 
or management system for 
land use. The principle of 
precaution applies to objects 
with cultural, ecological, 
economical or religious value. 

For complaints about the certification schemes as well as action on the ground the 
legal system of the host country is leading with reference to ILO’s tripartite and the 
UDHR. 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 


