Cooperation between Conformity Assessment Bodies (CABs) in Organic certification


	INTERNATIONAL TASK FORCE ON HARMONIZATION AND EQUIVALENCE IN ORGANIC AGRICULTURE (ITF)

	[image: image2.png]



Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
	[image: image3.png]


International Federation

of Organic Agriculture Movements
	[image: image4.png]



United Nations Conference on Trade and Development



	Secretariat: 

Diane Bowen
Secretary
D.Bowen@ifoam.org
phone +1 414 352 5789 
fax +1 253 669 7921

Matthias Fecht
Coordinator
M.Fecht@ifoam.org
phone +49 228 926 5018 
fax +49 228 926 5099

ITF Website: www.unctad.org/trade_env/itf-organic


Cooperation between Conformity Assessment Bodies (CABs) in Organic Certification

Report prepared for

the International Task Force on Harmonisation and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture

Ong Kung Wai

Final revised version June 2006

Based submitted and presented draft October 2005

	Table of content
	page

	Acronyms and abbreviations


	3

	Glossary


	4-5

	Executive Summary


	6-8

	Introduction


	9

	Development of organic certification


	10

	State of play


	10-12

	Development challenges in organic certification


	12-13

	Collaboration examples in organic certification


	13-17

	Models for CAB development and collaboration


	18-19

	Challenges and opportunities for CABs in organic certification in developing markets


	19-21

	Sector development projections, recommendations and CAB collaboration for organic sector


	21-25

	CAB to CAB collaboration is voluntary


	25-26

	
	

	References


	27

	Annexes
	

	1. Overview of CABs in the organic sector
	28-30

	2. European Organic Certifiers Council (EOCC) case study
	31-34

	3. The Institute for Marketecology (IMO) group
	35-36

	4. The Quavera.org Alliance
	37-38

	5. Bio Latina
	39-40

	6. European Committee for Electrotechnical Standardization (CENELEC)
	41

	7. ASHA-CASLPA Mutual Recognition Agreement (separate document)
	42-45


Acronyms and abbreviations

DAP
Deutsches Akkreditierungssystem Prüfwesen

IAF
International Accreditation Forum

IFOAM
International Federation of Organic Movements

IOAS
International Organic Accreditation Services, inc

ISO 65
ISO/IEC Guide 65: 1996(E), General requirement for bodies operating product certification systems. In the European standardisation it is called EN 45011. 

ITF
International Task Force on Harmonisation and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture

JAS
Japan Agriculture Standard

MAFF
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (Japan)

MLA
Multilateral Agreement (between countries, certification or accreditation bodies)

NOP
National Organic Program (USA)

OFIS
Organic Farming Information System (EU database)

USDA
United States Department of Agriculture

Glossary

ITF table

	Term
	Definition
	Reference
	Comment

	Standards
	Document approved by a recognized body, that provides for common and repeated use, rules, guidelines or characteristics for products or related processes and production methods, with which compliance is not mandatory.  It may also include or deal exclusively with terminology, symbols, packaging, marking or labeling requirements as they apply to a product, process or production method.
	WTO/TBT 
	Note:

The recognized body can be any constituency. 

	Technical Regulation
	Document which lays down product characteristics or their related processes and production methods, including the applicable administrative provisions, with which compliance is mandatory.  It may also include or deal exclusively with terminology, symbols, packaging, marking or labeling requirements as they apply to a product, process or production method. 
	WTO/TBT
	Note: technical regulations can refer to, or be based on, standards.

	Conformity Assessment
	Any activity concerned with determining directly or indirectly that relevant requirements are fulfilled.
	ISO
	

	Requirements for Conformity Assessment
	Any procedure or criteria used directly or indirectly to determine that the relevant technical regulations or standards are fulfilled.  
	ISO modified
	This could include requirements on the body itself.

	Harmonization
	The process by which standards, technical regulations and conformity assessment on the same subject approved by different bodies establishes inter-changeability of products and processes. The process aims at the establishment of identical standards, technical regulations and conformity assessment requirements.
	WTO modified

(WTO defines

“harmonized standards”)
	

	Equivalence
	The acceptance that different standards or technical regulations on the same subject fulfill common objectives. 
	ITF
	

	Recognition
	Arrangement (either unilaterial, bilateral, or multilateral) for the use or acceptance of results of conformity assessments. 
	ISO Modified
	


Additional terms

In addition to the ITF table, the following terms are used in this report with the following meaning:

Accreditation:  Procedure by which an accreditation body gives a formal recognition that a body or person is competent to carry out specific tasks.

Approval: Procedure by which a body (other than an accreditation body) gives a formal recognition that a body or person is competent to carry out specific tasks.
Certification: The procedure by which a Certification Body gives written assurance that a clearly identified process has been methodically assessed such that adequate confidence is provided that specified products conform to specified requirements. 

Certification body: Organisation offering certification services. Can be a limited company, association, government agency etc. 

Conformity assessment body: Same as certification body
EU regulation: Council Regulation (EEC) no 2092/91, with amendments and additional regulations. 

IFOAM norms: The IFOAM Basic Standards for Production and the Accreditation Criteria for Certification, which form the basis for IFOAM Accreditation. 

IFOAM accreditation: Accreditation by the IOAS of a certification body to the IFOAM Norms. The status of which is often referred to as “IFOAM Accredited”. 

Inspection: Visit on site to verify that the performance of an operation is in accordance with the production or processing standards. In other sectors of conformity assessment, this is often referred to as auditing or assessment, e.g. environmental auditing 

Inspection body: Normally a body performing inspection services. Also means “certification body” as is used in the EU regulation on organic farming.

ISO 65 accreditation: Accreditation (by an accreditation body) of a certification body for compliance with the ISO 65. The status is often referred to as “ISO 65 accredited”

NOP accreditation: Accreditation of a certification body to the NOP requirements for certification bodies, by the USDA.

Third country list: The list of the EU of countries that have been recognized as having an equivalent organic regulation as the EU, according to art 11.6 of the EU regulation. 

Executive Summary

i.
Organic certification was initially a service performed by producer or public interest associations for their own members. Organic certification in its early beginnings was strongly related to private labelling schemes set by pioneer organic CABs for market differentiation. One could say that certification at the time was a kind of category “branding”. 

ii.
With the onset of government regulation, organic certification also become a “professional service” for regulatory compliance. Besides the private organic label CABs, there are now also professional service provider CABs and governmental bodies providing organic certification. 

iii.
Organic certification covers the full product chain, i.e. from primary agriculture production to the final finished processed product, packed and ready for sale. The product supply chain and trade chain of custody can include several operation stages performed in several different countries. 

iv.
Organic production takes place in regulated and not regulated markets. Certification at every stage of the chain has to comply with applicable standards at that stage. This can include the local regulatory requirements where production is located, regulatory requirements of the target export market and buyer’s choice of private label/standard requirements. Certification of international product chains is likely to have been done by different bodies at different stages to different regulations, standards and norms. In addition, the certification of each stage has to cover the preceding stage with the certification of the final stage assuming responsibility of all prior certifications. Due to the lack of recognition between governments and within the private sector, certification of the international organic product chain has become a very complicated and cost burdensome service to operators and consumers.

v.
The organic sector is far from the ideal, where suppliers of goods and services in a global market would be able to sell all over the world based on satisfying a single integrated approval process whose result(s) is accepted everywhere. Compounding the lack of recognition agreement between governments, organic regulations today do not empower CABs approved or accredited within their system to recognise products certified by another CAB approved or accredited under another regulatory system. The situation is further exacerbated by normative restrictions placed on CABs against delegation of authority even within the framework of a recognition agreement based on an identical accreditation. These exclusive framework conditions amount to demanding every CAB in the organic sector to do everything by itself, i.e. acquire every authorisation required and make every certification decision by itself.

vi.
The demanding nature of the requirements makes it extremely difficult for local certification initiatives in developing markets to service export certification. The exclusive nature of the requirements hampers development of international one stop shop certification service networks based on CAB to CAB collaboration. Yet such service networks are needed to reduce, if not the multiple certifications, the need of separate inspections by different CABs of the same operation as experienced by organic operators worldwide today. 

vii.
There are examples of collaboration in the organic sector. But none is as extensive as the IQNet example for ISO 9000 and ISO 14000 type certification, or as inclusive as the ASHA-CASLPA recognition agreement in professional certification in audiology, which provides for individuals certified by ASHA or CASLPA to obtain certification by the other based on equivalence without further tests.

viii.
Not withstanding competition and social-cultural reasons, development in CAB to CAB collaboration in the organic sector today is largely constrained by the exclusive nature of private labels, regulations and certification norms. CABs compete on standards, authorisation, as well as service. Lucrative export certification receives greater attention than certification for local developing markets. The situation will worsen as more countries set similar ‘exclusive’ regulations. As the bureaucracy increases, so will frustrations and tensions within the sector. It is questionable if consumers will feel ‘protected’ or alienated by this development, which is more likely to hinder than drive the mainstreaming of the organic sector.

De-regulation of organic certification

ix.
Certification of quality systems do not have to be government regulated to work, e.g. ISO 9000 or ISO 14000 certification. Certification of organic management is in many ways a quality system certification. Majority of countries have no organic regulations. Given the difficulties, although not intended, regulations have created, policymakers should consider withdrawing regulations and letting organic certification be self regulated by industry. As it is by no means guaranteed private sector collaboration today is able to counter competition forces to prevent regression to internal market segmentation, a more inclusive transition regulatory framework that enhances public-private sector collaboration as well as encourages CAB to CAB collaboration represents a more feasible option for the medium term.

Revision of current exclusive to inclusive standards & regulatory framework

x.
The exclusive nature of current regulations and standards is overkill. Products produced to different organic schemes are safe food and pose no health threat in principle. Where regulated, policy makers should consider acceptance as the rule and not the exception to ease the certification burden on operators and authorisation burden on CABs. Regulations in general should

· reference private sector consensus standards developed within the country where available.

· recognise other foreign regulations or private standards set in a participatory and consensus based process.

· accept all products produced to the applicable national regulation or private standards.

xi.
The above will encourage private sector to develop consensus and remove discrepancy between private standards and regulations. The gap between local development and international market requirements is addressed. Organic operators have to only satisfy one applicable local regulation/standard to market their product as organic worldwide. 

Mitigating measures

xii.
In the event policymakers are not able to adopt the above, they can take the following mitigating measures.

· Establishment of an international equivalency determination process for regulations based on international norms to facilitate government to government recognition. 

· Authorise CABs approved or accredited within their system to determine acceptance of products certified by another CAB approved or accredited under another regulatory or private system. 

· Adopt a common sector specific international criteria for organic certification. 

· Give CABs authority to confer certification based on an equivalent prior certification within a mutual recognition agreement. 

· Entitle CABs to delegate certification authority in the context of a recognition agreement based on the same accreditation.

The above will support CABs to exercise more efficient and higher functional levels of collaboration. 

xiii.
Not withstanding better conditions for collaboration, whilst the overarching objective for collaboration is to facilitate trade, the reasons to or not to establish collaboration between CABs include considerations, such as cost savings, enhancing competitive position and expanding service markets, i.e. advantage for the CABs not just for the trade. Collaboration is also biased by national and international competition.

xiv.
Collaboration in a competitive environment amount to developing strategic relationships to enhance competitive advantage against each other or groups. There are basically two models to service the international organic product and market chains, i.e.

· Global company model

· International alliance/network model

xv.
Over 400 organisations claim to do organic certification worldwide. Whilst not all may be active, they represent a considerable resource pool for sector development. The organic sector can either be serviced by a number of competing international service networks, e.g. airline alliances in the air travel service sector or by a few global companies dominating as in the auditing service sector. Whilst most local CABs based in developing markets cannot realistically grow to compete as independent global companies, they can offer enough local advantage to maintain independence as members of an international alliance. Development of service networks where big and small CABs can collaborate productively augurs well for development and mainstreaming of organic sector worldwide. 

xvi.
Finally, there is no 'blue print' for success in business collaboration. It takes time to build trust, to harmonise working documents and procedures, not to mention social cultural and work ethic differences. Policymakers can set the example by adopting more inclusive framework conditions that support collaboration accruing benefits for participating CABs that also trickles down to users (operators) and consumers.

Whilst amended in June 2006, reference information mentioned and sector developments covered in this report does not extend beyond 15 October 2005.

Ong Kung Wai

15 June 2006 
[document amended based on submitted & presented version dated 15 October 2005]

Introduction

This report was commissioned by the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) on behalf of the International Task Force (ITF) on Harmonisation and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture. The consultant’s brief was to document and analyse equivalence and other forms of cooperation and potential cooperation between organic conformity assessment bodies (CABs) in conducting inspection and certification with the emphasis on cooperation between CABs in industrialised countries and CABs in developing countries. The consultant is also requested to outline a ‘blueprint’ for CAB to CAB cooperation

A survey questionnaire on CAB collaboration was circulated in June 2005 to all listed CABs (around 380 organisations) in The Organic Standard (TOS) Certification Directory 2004. 21 responds were received. Most were not interested to offer a case study. Some were interested but their situation was not so relevant to the objective of the report. Some were only prepared to share anonymously.  An analysis of success and failure based on case study examples as was intended was not possible for the report. 

The first draft (August 2005) covered 

· the development of the organic sector and organic certification 

· the operating conditions for organic certification as set by organic regulations; private sector standards and label schemes; international norms and accreditation. 

· an overview of CABs in the organic sector, their numbers, types, location and approval status with respect to key regulatory and accreditation systems. 

· different forms of collaboration between CABs in organic certification as well as mutual recognition schemes of other certifications. 

· a review of the state of play, the challenges and opportunities faced by local organic CABs in developing countries. 

It concluded with some development strategies for local organic CABs in developing countries including constraints to CAB to CAB collaboration. 

Based on feedback received, the second draft was extensively revised from an advisory to CABs perspective to a higher framework level including proposals to the ITF on revision of framework conditions affecting CAB collaboration in the organic sector. This final version is amended to incorporate comments during discussion of this paper at the ITF meeting, 5-7 December 2005, Hammamet, Tunisia.

After dwelling long on the subject, the consultant’s conclusion is that there is no 'blue print' for CAB to CAB collaboration. Policy makers however can encourage preferable actionable options by setting framework conditions that support rather than constrain collaboration.

The consultant would like to thank all the organisations and people who have contributed information as well as assisted in the preparation of this report, in particular, Gunnar Rundgren and Nuria Alonso. Content of the report, including any error or omission however remains the author’s responsibility.  Besides input contributions received, content of the report was also drawn from the consultant’s work and experience in the field of organic certification, IOAS Board member, IFOAM Norms management committee member, IFOAM Organic Guarantee System Review Task Force, ACT Control Management Committee member; OAM Board member and Commissioning Editor of The Organic Standard.

Development of organic certification

Grassroots private label initiatives

1.
Most pioneer organic conformity assessment bodies (CABs) or certification bodies (CBs) as they are commonly known in the organic sector have their roots as producers’ or public interest organisations promoting organic farming. Labelling and certification of organic products was private and a new phenomenon then. One could say the organic sector ‘invented’ agriculture process and product certification. There were no national regulations or accreditation regarding organic certification until the early 1990s. 

Middle aged as well as infant development

2.
As market demand in the EU and USA picked up in the late 1980s and early 1990s, EU and US food companies started to source for products overseas. The extension of the organic supply chain brought the phenomenon of organic standards, inspection, certification, labelling and regulation to supplier countries, many of which are developing countries. Whilst domestic markets for organic products have emerged in some, most developing countries, including those who export organic products, do not have significant domestic organic markets. Whilst organic standard setting and certification has up to a 40-year history in some developed markets, it is still new for many developing countries. 

Types of organic certification bodies

3.
Beginning as a service performed by producer or public interest associations for their own members, most pioneer organic CABs operate private standards and labelling schemes for market differentiation. Organic certification in its early beginnings was strongly related to such private labelling schemes. One could say that certification at the time was a kind of category “branding”. 

4.
As a result of government regulation, organic certification has also become a “professional service” for regulatory compliance. Besides the private organic label CABs, there are now also professional service provider CABs and governmental bodies providing organic certification. 

5.
CABs operating in the organic sector today can be classified into namely three types:

· Private label CABs, i.e. CABs operating private label schemes. 

· Service provider CABs, i.e. CABs who do not operate private label schemes. They mainly offer organic certification to regulatory requirements but may also do inspection for private label schemes.

· Government bodies

State of play

From local to global

6.
The organic sector has grown from separate local production and market events to an international production and market phenomenon. Its grassroots history in standard setting based on local conditions, region or country based private label schemes, augmented with national regulations today, pose considerable challenges and constraints to international trade in organic products that is growing in line with consumer, producer and policymakers’ interest in the sector worldwide. 

State of development

7.
The organic sector is in a state where norms and roles (private and public sector) are still developing. Operators, who export organic products worldwide today, are challenged to keep abreast of development and change in organic regulations, private standards and adjust their operation accordingly. Like wise, operators importing organic products/ingredients from overseas suppliers need to keep abreast of development and changes in organic regulations and private standards affecting their supply chain. They all rely on CABs to inform them of their conformity requirements and responsibilities. 

Many and different organic systems

8.
CABs in the organic sector in turn are doubly challenged to keep abreast of development and changes in organic regulations, private standards as well as conform their certification system to applicable registration, approval or accreditation requirements where they work. This may result in establishing separate organic certification programmes in line with the different requirements. It is not uncommon today for CABs to operate 4-5 different organic certification programmes e.g. EU regulation compliant, NOP, JAS Organic and one or even two private organic label schemes.

Restrictions to service delivery

9.
Until recently, CABs based in importing countries were more or less free to make on and off inspection visits or set up office to certify organic operators in exporting countries. With the adoption of organic regulations in exporting countries, CABs working internationally have to increasingly also comply with exporting countries’ regulatory requirements as well as the importing ones. Some national regulation, e.g. the recently established China regulation does not allow foreign CABs to certify domestically except in some form of joint venture with local partners. 

Responsibility for preceding certification

10.
Organic certification covers the full product chain, i.e. from primary agriculture production to the final finished processed product, packed and ready for sale. The product supply and trade chain of custody can include several operation stages performed in several different countries. E.g. Cashew grown in Uganda, processed in India, exported as raw cashews to Europe, roasted and sold in Europe as well as exported to the USA and Japan. At each stage, the product, as raw material or final product, has to comply with applicable domestic regulation and market requirements as well as those of the intended export market(s). Each stage is usually managed by an independent operator. Certification of different stages in an international product chain is likely to be performed by more than one CAB. The certification of each stage has to cover the preceding stage with the certification of the final stage assuming responsibility of all prior certifications.

Complicated and cost burdensome business

11.
Countries and regions set different standards and requirements due to different climatic, geographic, economic, social, cultural, political and state of sector development conditions. The lack of recognition between countries and lack of an international multi lateral agreement system for international trade in organic products makes certification of the international organic product chains a complicated service and cost burdensome to operators.  The consultant knows of a vegetable producer and exporter in Thailand, who needs up to 7 different organic certifications for his business. The certifications are all for the same operation. Fortunately for him, they can be facilitated through 3 instead of 7 separate inspection visits. 

Product flow and integrity depends on collaboration

12.
Certification of today’s global organic product chains is performed by different CABs at different stages under different regulatory and market requirements. Not withstanding recognition agreements between countries, product flow is not possible without some form of collaboration between the CABs involved even within a common regulatory framework. Integrity of the organic guarantee in fact hinge upon collaboration, e.g. information sharing between CABs.

The driving factor for the European Organic Certifiers Council (EOCC) initiative was the supply chain condition, where in many cases two or more CABs are involved. The framework for communication between CABs established by the EU Regulation was experienced as not effective enough. The need for a more organised collaboration between CABs was highlighted by the numerous fraud scandals that occurred in Europe at the end of the 90´s, including some very serious cases of fraud or negligence related to false claims or contaminated cereals. The problem was exacerbated by not having a clear established procedure in the EU to communicate cases of fraud or residues between interested parties. The EOCC lobbied for the possibility to exchange certification related information between CABs. This was earlier not legally permitted, re: confidentiality reasons, but is now regulated in a revision of Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91, article 9.7.b.

Annex 2: EOCC case study

Development challenges in organic certification

One Stop Shop service

13.
In line with today’s global marketplace and international product chains, ideally, suppliers of goods and services should be able to sell all over the world based on satisfying a single integrated approval process whose result(s) is accepted everywhere. The challenge for CABs in organic certification as in other certification is to be able to offer operators the one universal certificate recognised worldwide. Failing that a One Stop shop, where all if not as many as possible of the different certificates required can be arranged through one inspection visit or one office.

14.
To operate a One-Stop organic certification shop CABs will have to develop the following features:

· Accreditation, Registration and Approval access into all relevant markets

· Ability to offer inspection if not certification services to national regulations & private standards where the products are sold.

· Party to MLAs or bilateral agreements to facilitate re-certification or acceptance of prior certification for products to have access to national/private labels buyers may prefer. 

· Provide related additional certification/inspection services, e.g. Eurep GAP, HACCP, fair trade, etc.

International service capacity

15.
To reach operators worldwide as well as service operators producing, processing and marketing in different markets (multinationals), CABs also have to consider setting up offices outside their home base and internationalise their service delivery capacity. 

Framework conditions (policy and normative constraints)

16.
It is a logistic, financial and management challenge for organisations to establish an international operation covering all key markets and production locations to be a worldwide one stop certification service. The challenge is made even more daunting by the lack of recognition agreements between governments and within the private sector, limited authorisation as well as delegation of authority restrictions in certification norms inhibiting the scope of mutual recognition collaboration between CABs in organic certification.

Collaboration examples in organic certification

17.
Collaboration in organic certification takes place under a number of arrangements, such as outsourcing work, business partnership, and recognition agreements.

Outsourcing and Selling Inspection services

18.
A common and often the starting point for collaboration between CABs in organic certification, is in outsourcing and/or ‘selling’ inspection services. CABs can assign staff or contract qualified individuals to carry out inspections. Contracts can be on a job-by-job basis or an on-going arrangement. Besides individuals, CABs can also outsource inspections to inspection/certification bodies. Outsourcing inspections to individuals is more common than outsourcing inspections to CABs, namely because it is relatively simpler to contract an individual. 

19.
A CAB to CAB arrangement, however, offers greater advantage and stability to all parties if there is no conflict of interest between the CABs’ business plans. Hence outsourcing inspections between CABs in the organic sector is normally only established between CABs who do not offer similar certification services. CABs operating private label schemes are in better position to benefit from such an arrangement than service provider CABs. 

The Germany based CAB, Naturland, who focus only on operating their private label scheme outsource all inspections to other inspection/certification bodies. They do no inspections of their own.  Operating solely as a private label CAB, they can even outsource inspection to other CABs in Germany. 

20.
Whilst it is generally not feasible for service provider CABs to outsource inspection to another CAB within a similar market, they can do so with CABs in different (foreign) markets.

Sales representative – Branch office – Group partnerships 

21.
The outsourcing of inspection arrangement can also extend to the individual inspector or CAB acting as a sales representative for the commissioning CAB. This a common arrangement for CABs to expand service centres overseas at relatively low cost. The arrangement generally empowers the individual or agent CAB to solicit, process applications and conduct the necessary inspections within a set geographical area on behalf of the principal CAB. Depending on the situation, other responsibilities, e.g. fee collection, may be included.

22.
The sales representative arrangement basically amounts to a business partnership rather than an outsourced service contract. Depending on the situation, the scope and nature of the partnership, e.g. as the size of the business grow, could develop into branch office or group partner status. The group scenario normally operates under a common identity or group name linked to the principal CAB. The principal CAB is normally a significant if not majority shareholder. A number of international CABs, e.g. Ecocert, BCS, Institute for Marketecology (IMO) have expanded their international operations through such business partnerships.

The Institute for Marketecology (IMO) is an international certification and inspection body founded in Switzerland in 1990. Its owner is Bio- Foundation, a non- profit Swiss foundation whose aims are to support the development of organic agriculture and consumer education. Over the years, IMO opened many offices through joint ventures with local individuals or organisations in the countries where it operated. It also supported the establishment and accreditation of several local certification bodies. The IMO Group evolved as an organised structure for collaboration and exchange among IMO offices, inspectors and representatives all over the world. It is co-ordinated by the IMO head office in Switzerland.

Group members

There are three different categories of members. 

· independently accredited bodies: These offer full certification based on their accreditation, independently from IMO head office. 

· inspection offices: These act as service centers and organise inspections for operators in their respective countries.

· Representatives: Individual professionals working part-time and as free-lance for IMO. They do inspections and provide other services as well. 

Annex 3: IMO case study

Alliances or Joint certification

23.
Besides the ‘subsidiary’ arrangement within a group identity, CABs can partner up to form alliances to complement each other’s authorised certification to enhance the range of certification services and market access to operators. Operators can apply for more than one certification through one application process. Inspection is arranged by one of the partner CABs for the certificates of other partner CABs. Partner CABs in this arrangement maintain their respective distinct identities.

The Quavera.org Alliance is a co-operation of independent accredited certification bodies offering different certification systems in food production and processing. It is formed to provide clients with market access to over 30 countries including the European Union and North America through harmonized protocols, i.e. standardized inspection and certification procedures, and a common fee structure. Operators can work with any of the Alliance members, 
- Salzburger Landwirtschaftliche Kontrolle GesmbH (SLK) Austria, 
- Gesellschaft für Ressourcenschutz mbH (GfRS), Germany, 
- Canadian Organic Certification Co-operative Ltd (COCC), Canada. 

Together Alliance members provide organic certification and inspection to 
- the EU Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 
- the USA National Organic Program
- the Quebec organic regulations
- private organic labels [ERNTE, Naturland, Bio Suisse, Delinat, ECOVIN, Bioland, Demeter, GÄA, Biopark, Soil Association standards

Besides organic certification, alliance members also offer certification to 
- Labeling of beef and beef products according to Regulation (EC) No.1760/2000
- Austrian Codex for Food Chapter A 8; 
- Classification of meat according to Austrian legislation
- requirements of the Agrarmarkt Austria Marketing GmbH (AMA);
- Production of fruits and vegetables according to EUREPGAP standards
- ARGE GMO-free
- requirements of the Qualität und Sicherheit's GmbH (QS-Charta system) 

Annex 4: Quavera.org Alliance case study
Mergers

24.
To achieve the necessary economy of scale as a viable service provider, CABs have also merged into one common operation as in the Bio Latina case. 

Four local independent Latin-American CABs, Bio Muisca (Colombia), Biopacha (Bolivia), Cenipae (Nicaragua) and Inka Cert (Perú), all established between 1988 and 1996, soon realise their local markets could not sustain their certification business and some kind of recognition or authorisation was required to gain acceptance into foreign markets, mainly the EU. When confronted with ISO requirements for accreditation and cost, they realise it might be wise to shoulder the burden together.

Amidst concerns and fears of loss of identity, the four CABs, who first establish cooperation in 1995 decided to form an association ‘Bio Latina’ in December 1996 and subsequently incorporate as a company in 1998, parallel to the process of seeking ISO 65 accreditation from DAP, a German based accreditation body. This happened in 2001. In April 2002 Bio Latina was accredited by the USDA for NOP. It has agreements with ICS Japan and QAI for the Japanese market. Many import authorisations into the EU based on Bio Latina certification has been issued. Bio Latina is interested in IFOAM Accreditation but cannot afford it at this time. 

Bio Latina’s main clients are small farmers’ organizations. Besides organic certification for the EU, USA and Japan market, Bio Latina provides bird-friendly coffee inspection (as subcontractor of the Smithsonian Migratory Bird Centre), and inspection for Naturland certification. 

Bio Latina’s main office is located in Lima, Peru. Besides the four original countries of operation, Bolivia, Colombia, Nicaragua, Peru, it now has offices in Ecuador and Venezuela and certifies in El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Panama. It currently has 13 employees, 40 inspectors (part time). The General Manager sits in Lima, the Deputy Manager in Quito, the Quality Manager in Caracas and his deputy in Managua. 

Most of the administrative work and certification decisions are centralised in the main office. Each office functions more or less autonomously but with common rules and procedures. Inspections are carried out by local inspectors. Inspection and certification fees are based on the economic reality of each country. The development of Bio Latina was supported by GTZ, Germany. Financial support ended in 2001 and it is no longer dependent on development funds. 

Annex 5: Bio Latina case study
Recognition of prior certification agreements

25.
CABs can establish recognition agreements between each other, on a bilateral or multilateral basis, to facilitate acceptance of products and transfer of operators without entering into a binding alliance or group structure commitment. Recognition of prior certification is contingent on regulatory as well as private label requirements. A recognition agreement is normally only needed between CABs operating different certification schemes.

Acceptance of products 

26.
Acceptance of products within the scope of a regulatory system is normally implicit in the regulation itself, e.g. it is not necessary for EU approved CABs to establish formal recognition agreements between each other to accept products certified within the scope of the EU regulation, i.e. within the EU. Similarly for the USA NOP system and the Japanese Organic JAS system. The USA system unlike the EU covers the whole world. 

27.
No organic regulation today formally empowers CABs approved or accredited within their system to recognise products certified by another CAB approved or accredited under another regulatory system, either on the basis of compliance or equivalence. The Japanese system does allow ‘re-certification’ of a product on the basis of a prior inspection report done by another CAB for a different organic certification, provided the CAB is a credible CAB. According to the consultant’s knowledge, based on enquiry with Japanese CAB contacts, this provision is not widely used by Japanese CABs for certification of foreign imports. Reasons given include fear of making mistakes, language and translation problems.

28.
Recognition agreement between CABs in the organic sector is currently only actionable at the private level between private label schemes. It can be facilitated by a common accreditation. The only multilateral recognition agreement in the organic sector today, is the one established between the IFOAM Accredited Certification Bodies (ACBs) in 1999. 

Acceptance of applicant operators 

29.
Based on a recognition agreement, CABs can also arrange transfer or acceptance of an operator certified by another CAB. This is mainly to facilitate operator access to the use of different certification marks or private labels. This arrangement is also only actionable on the private sector level in the organic sector. Operators under a common regulatory framework need not register with more than one approved CAB. Due to the lack of recognition agreement between governments, operators needing approval to more than one regulatory system have to register for separate certifications. This may be facilitated through one or more CAB depending on their range of authorisations.

The ACBs MLA works at two levels.

· functional equivalence: It establishes functional equivalence between ACBs at the level of IFOAM Criteria and for organic standards at the level of the IFOAM Basic Standards.

· acceptance of certification: It supports bilateral agreements between signatories regarding acceptance of each other’s certificate. Parties may specify compliance to additional standards requirements where their private standard exceeds IFOAM Basic Standards.

The MLA recognition agreement does not offer blanket acceptance of certified products between ACBs. It only covers products that are directly certified by an ACB, i.e. re-certified products originally certified by non-ACBs are not covered. It also does not confer additional certification by other ACBs to the operator. 

Transfer or acceptance of an operator certified by another ACB must be separately arranged. Whilst use of prior documentation and inspection reports are permitted for the initial transfer, ACBs must make separate certification decisions on a case-by-case basis. Subsequent inspections must take account of all applicable standards of the ACBs involved.

At their meeting in Guiglia, Italy, June 2004, the ACBs agreed on incorporating a legal entity as a group to affect influence on political and economic policy in the organic industry. Debbie Miller of Organic Crop Improvement Association International (OCIA), elected President of group said, “Organising private organic certifiers into a single political voice and advocate for change, means putting aside our differences to become more effective leaders. It’s valuable to take stock of the changes and trends that are taking place, or are on the horizon, in order that we can determine our role and future in the industry”.

Another important decision made during the meeting was the principle agreement between the ACBs that there would be no additional requirements above the legal level accepted in the Multi-Lateral Agreement (MLA) between ACB members. Currently, signatories on the MLA are allowed to list additional restrictions.  It was however recognised that additional requirements may still be needed in some regions for a limited time. 

Common private standards 

30.
CABs operating private labels can also cooperate and compete at the same time under the arrangement where they agree to a common set of standards, e.g. the common Italian standards initiative, and continue to compete in services. Separate identities are maintained through the continued use of different certification marks. 

Five organic CABs in Italy, Bioagricoop, CCPB, ICEA, IMC and BIOS, have agreed to a common set of private standards based on the EU regulation and the IFOAM Basic Standard (IBS). The necessity of creating a common set of standards according to ICEA, a key promoter of the initiative, arise from the general confusion developing with operators and in the market with different regulatory and certification schemes. Majority operators and market players are often not able to understand the real difference between the different systems. Furthermore additional certification costs increase production and product costs. Maintaining differences in the same country, agronomic realities, only add to the growing confusion and frustration. 

By adhering to a common standard, the flow of products from one certification to another one will be smooth. It will also facilitate easier acceptance of product procedures for Italian exports between private labels. Other private labels now need to only refer to one and not five sets of Italian private standards.

The common standards currently apply only for crop production. The common Italian standards have been submitted and received approval as an IFOAM approved standard. All participating five CABs can maintain their IFOAM Accreditation based on the approved common standards without further review. 

31.
Besides the Italian example, initiatives are also taking place with international organic Shrimp and Textiles standards.

Models for CAB development and collaboration

Two basic models 

32.
The consultant found basically two leading development models outside the organic sector of CABs’ respond to offer an international One Stop certification shop chain, to facilitate trade in today’s global marketplace in an effective and convenient interface with operators.

· The Global company model, e.g. SGS

Société Générale de Surveillance or SGS as it is better known, is a leading inspection, verification, testing and certification company. With 42'000 employees, SGS operates a network of about 1’000 offices and laboratories around the world. The core services offered by SGS include:

· Inspection Services. SGS inspects and verifies the quantity, weight and quality of traded goods. Inspection typically takes place at the manufacturer’s/supplier’s premises or at time of loading or at destination during discharge/off-loading.

· Testing Services. SGS tests product quality and performance against various health, safety and regulatory standards at laboratories on or close to customers' premises.

· Certification Services. SGS certifies that products, systems or services meet the requirements of standards set by governments (e.g. GOST R), standardisation bodies (e.g. ISO 9000) or by SGS customers. SGS also develops and certifies its own standards.

For more information visit: www.sgs.com
33.
A relatively latecomer to the organic sector, SGS does offer organic inspection and certification services but not in a big way. The smaller but better known global company type organic CABs in the sector are IMO, Ecocert, BCS, SKAL and ICEA. 

· The International Alliance / Network model, e.g. IQnet 

IQNet was set up in 1990 as the European Network for Quality System Assessment and Certification and transformed itself into a global forum in April 1994. IQNet members are independent CABs active in all industrial and service sectors where ISO 9000 quality management standards are applicable. Member organisations must meet EN 45012 requirements (General criteria for certification bodies operating quality system certification) and follow ISO 10011 (Guidelines for auditing quality systems) when assessing client companies. Equivalence of certification is assured by periodic assessments of each member (peer review). According to its website, IQNet is composed of 35 CABs and counts more than 200 subsidiaries worldwide. IQNet partners have reportedly certified more than 200,000 companies in 150 countries. They can appoint more than 10,000 auditors and 5,000 experts, auditing in more than 30 different languages. 

For more information visit: www.iqnet-certification.com

34.
The Quavera.org Alliance is an emerging example of such a model within the organic sector. The ACBs as a group represents a potential alliance group but currently is not. 

35.
Over 400 organisations claim to do organic certification worldwide. Whilst not all of them may be active, they represent a considerable resource pool for sector development. The possibility for the development of inclusive frameworks to facilitate development of collaborative networks where many big and small CABs can work productively would be preferable to a competitive scenario where consolidation into a few dominant global organisations takes place. 

Challenges and opportunities for CABs in organic certification in developing markets

New and not regulated sector

36.
60 countries are reported to have organic regulations in various stages of implementation. Only 10 countries have fully implemented them outside of the EU, USA and Japan. The organic sector in majority of developing countries and around the world is not regulated. This also reflects the non-existent or infant stage of sector development and market in those countries.

37.
Local certification initiatives establishing themselves in new and unregulated developing country markets face the following conditions: 

· The infant stage of sector development necessitates paying greater attention to production and market development than to quality assurance procedures.

· The infant stage of sector development necessitates confidence building for market acceptance.

· A small and weak local market may not attract private sector investment to support the development cost of an independent local CAB. 

· A small and weak local market cannot sustain high administrative overhead costs associated with ISO type third party structure and procedures.

· The absence of regulation mean less bureaucracy to deal with 

· The absence of regulation necessitates the setting of private local standards and label scheme for market differentiation. 

· There is little or no competition for domestic market certification.

Domestic sector leadership and influence

38.
Like the early pioneers, local certification initiatives in unregulated developing markets will play a major role in the development of the organic sector in the country. Their private standards will influence the country’s regulations. Well functioning local pioneer CABs are likely to maintain leadership position in the local sector and a dominant market position as the domestic market develops. Incidentally, the top earning bracket CABs identified in the TOS certification directory (Aug 2005) are pioneer domestic market dominant private labels KRAV (Sweden), Soil Association (UK) and Bio Suisse (Switzerland). 

Certification for export

39.
CABs in general face a complex reality when it comes to international certification. The challenge is the more daunting for low resourced CABs based in developing markets. More over many international CABs offer certification services in developing markets. 

Strength and Weaknesses

40.
It is hard for local certification initiatives in developing markets to compete with international CABs in certification for exports. Local CABs however present many advantages as a service partner, e.g. local presence, inspectors familiar with local production methods and growing conditions, staff fluent in the local language, and political support for a local business rather than a foreign one. Local CABs offer international CABs the possibility of extending their service at competitive rates in the region where they work.

41.
Emerging CABs need a clear strategy and a certain level of preparation to make and take full advantage of collaboration opportunities. Questions like what strategy to pursue, what to prepare, how to conduct negotiation with potential partner CABs require coaching. Having a good consultant, however, is no replacement for a competent manager. Finding a competent manager in a pioneer situation is a challenging task itself for emerging CABs in developing countries. 

Collaboration advantage?

42.
Whilst the overarching objective for collaboration in certification is to facilitate trade, not withstanding regulatory constraints, the reasons to or not to establish collaboration between CABs include considerations, such as cost savings, enhancing competitive position and expanding service markets, i.e. advantage for the CABs. 

43.
The range and choice of partner also depends on who is interested.

According to a report from a series of meetings held during BioFach 2004, between a group of 4 emerging CABs (Malaysia, Uganda, Tanzania, Bosnia) and 6 established CABs (two from the USA and four based in Europe) to explore options of collaboration, responses from established CABs can be placed into three categories:

· keen and interested

· interested but cautious

· not interested

Reception to collaboration was clearly related to the business model of the established CABs. CABs with an international expansionist strategy were amongst those who were keen and interested. The reasons for adopting such a strategy include limited market in the home country, operators’ need for raw material supplies from overseas, and availability of funding support from governmental or other development agencies. Supporting the development of emerging CABs in developing countries was also mentioned due to the CAB’s own experience in a former “certification colonised” country. The terms and conditions offered by CABs under this category were the most generous. With exception to full financial support the components offered within a total development package include training and shared control over registered operators by the local partner CAB.

The interested but cautious CABs in general, prefer a greater control over registered operators, including inspector assignment, and other protocols. One established CAB said that their policy requires them to be the main shareholder of partner CABs. 

TOS April, 2004

Collaboration can overcome disadvantage

44.
Partly due to its original thrust in servicing exports, also the non-existent or infant stage of sector development in developing markets, foreign linked CABs mainly focus on offering certification for exports and not for the local market. Whilst it is hard to compete with established international CABs, success is possible if the local CAB can develop strong grassroots and domestic market support as well as collaboration within the region as in the Bio Latina case.

Sector development projections, recommendations and CAB collaboration scenarios for the organic sector 

45.
Collaboration in certification takes place within a regulatory frame, sector norms and market context. Regulations are the driving factors. They impact conduct of certification and trade of organic products through the following:

· Requirements for production and processing of organic products

· Application, re: type of operators and geographical scope

· Requirements for certification and registration/approval of CABs

· Import requirements and recognition of other regulations/standards

46.
The lack of recognition between countries as well as between private labels is the key factor making certification of international organic product chains a complicated service and cost burdensome to operators. 

De-regulation of organic certification

47.
Certification of quality systems, such as ISO 9000 and ISO 14000, is not government regulated. Certification of organic management is in many ways a quality system certification. Majority of countries in the world have no organic regulations. Given the difficulties, although not intended, regulations have created so far, governments may want to consider deregulation and letting organic certification be self regulated by industry. 

48.
It is not that regulations are a problem per se. The EU regulation was in fact requested for by the sector as a solution to non-cooperation between CABs resulting in market barriers and segmentation within the EU at the time.  The situation has turned around since then.  Whilst CABs have since learnt of the need and advantage in cooperation, governments are stuck with no clear solution on how to manage in-country compliance to their respective regulations on one hand and import market access based on equivalence on the other. Whilst regulations may be a solution to ‘harmonise’ internal markets, the proliferation of government regulations is undoubtedly creating more barriers than solutions for international product and market chains today. With the lessons learnt, higher recognition and working examples of multi lateral collaboration; the private sector may now be in position to facilitate equivalence determination in a more expedient manner than governments.

Revision of current ‘exclusive’ to ‘inclusive’ standards & regulatory framework

49.
Whilst deregulation is mentioned as an option for consideration, it is by no means guaranteed that private sector collaboration today is able to counter competition forces to prevent regression to internal market segmentation. For the moment, a more inclusive regulatory framework that enhances public-private sector collaboration as well as encourages CAB to CAB collaboration represents the more feasible option. 

50.
The current standards & regulatory framework may be characterise as follows:

· There is more than one private sector standard in some and none in other countries.

· Government regulations do not reference nor recognise private sector standards developed within the country. 

· Governments do not recognise other foreign regulations or private standards.

· Products produced to the applicable local/national/private standards are not acceptable to all. 

51.
In this scenario, the gap between local development and international market requirements is not addressed. CABs compete on standards as well as service in developed markets. Lucrative export certification receives more attention than local certification in developing markets. Constrain on trade can be expected to worsen as more countries set ‘exclusive’ type regulations. CABs may collaborate to develop international One Stop certification shop chains to service operators. Whilst One Stop shops may make multiple certifications more convenient, the cost burden of compliance to different standards and certifications for operators will never the less increase. As the bureaucracy increases, the balance between ideological forces within the sector will be further threatened. Will consumers feel better ‘protected’ or alienated in this exclusive scenario. It will more likely hinder than drive the mainstreaming of the organic sector.

52.
An ideal inclusive framework may be characterise as follows:

· Government regulations reference private sector consensus standards developed within the country where available.

· Governments recognise other foreign regulations or private standards set in a participatory and consensus based process.

· Products produced to an applicable consensus regulation/private standards are acceptable to all.  

53.
In the above scenario, there is no discrepancy between private standards and regulations. The gap between local development and international market requirements is addressed. Organic operators have to only satisfy one applicable regulation/private standard to market their product as organic worldwide. They will presumably be able to do this through a locally available competent CAB. 

Harmonisation of internal markets

54.
The organic market is based on voluntary and preferential value based differentiation. Private sector labelling is key to market distinction, value addition, and development. Private labels also serve as ‘incubation’ schemes for standards development until they are ready for wide application. Whilst having more than one ‘incubation’ scheme adds to innovation, proliferation of private standards leading to market segmentation constraints market development and mainstreaming. A reduction of competing private standards as well as harmonisation between regulation and private sector standards within an internal market could be facilitated by an offer from Governments to reference private standards in regulations where consensus is reached. 

International equivalence

55.
Conditions for organic agriculture differ worldwide. Products are traded globally. It is obvious recognition agreements should be based on equivalency and international norms to facilitate international trade in organic products. IFOAM’s initiative in this regard, re: approval of standards towards an IFOAM family of standards, can serve as a starting point.

56.
The consultant recommends the ITF to support:

· Encouraging private sector harmonisation through government offer to reference private sector standards where consensus is reach within the country.

· Establishment of an international equivalency determination process for regulations based on international norms to facilitate government to government recognition. 

Enhancement of CABs’ role in determining acceptance 

57.
One reason for the standoff in recognition agreements between governments at the regulatory level is the lack of a recognised protocol of determining equivalence. Countries concern also have to establish regulations in the first place. Majority countries do not have organic regulations. Not withstanding the two earlier recommendations, governments can bypass the bureaucracy and deadlock by increasing the role CABs play in determining acceptance of organic products certified under different systems. 

58.
No organic regulation today empowers CABs approved or accredited within their system to recognise products certified by another CAB approved or accredited under another regulatory or private system. The EU ‘solves’ its limited recognition problem through an import permit derogation issued by member states to importers. The heavily criticised system will now be replaced by another system in 2007. Instead of regulatory authorities, governments could authorise CABs to determine acceptance on a case by case basis. The Japanese system allows ‘re-certification’ of a product on the basis of a prior inspection report done by a credible CAB. Such an authorisation would allow recognition agreements between CABs to be actionable both for regulatory as well as private label schemes. 

59.
The consultant recommends the ITF to support:

· Encouraging government to authorise CABs approved or accredited within their system to determine acceptance of products certified by another CAB approved or accredited under another regulatory or private system. 

Adoption of common international certification criteria

60.
Whilst there are numerous regulations and private standards, there are only two reference norms for certification related to organic agriculture. One is ISO 65, the generic norm for product certification, and the other is the IFOAM Criteria, the sector specific norm for organic certification. The two are not contradictory. 

61.
Establishing functional equivalence is a cornerstone for collaboration and recognition. Recognition between CABs can be based on peer review, a common or similar accreditation. Adoption of a common sector specific international norm for organic certification will facilitate recognition agreements based on a common norm or similar accreditation by the same or different accreditation bodies, e.g. the multilateral recognition agreement established between the ACBs based on IFOAM Accreditation.

62.
The consultant recommends the ITF to support:

· Adoption of a common sector specific international criteria for organic certification. 

Conferring certification based on an equivalent prior certification

63.
Not discounting the efforts made to establish the only multilateral recognition agreement within the sector, the scope of recognition in the ACBs’ MLA is limited in comparison to the Mutual Recognition Agreement of Certification Programs in Audiology between the Council For Clinical Certification in Audiology and Speech-Language Pathology (CFCC) of the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (ASHA) and the Canadian Association of Speech Language Pathologists and Audiologists (CASLPA) made in December, 2004.

64.
The ACB’s recognition agreement does not confer certification of other ACBs to the operator or any user rights to certification marks of other member ACBs. Furthermore, transfer or acceptance of an operator certified by another ACB must be separately arranged. Whilst use of prior documentation and inspection reports are permitted for the initial transfer, ACBs must make separate certification decisions on a case-by-case basis. Subsequent inspections must take account of all applicable standards of the ACBs involved. 
65.
The ASHA-CASLPA Mutual Recognition Agreement (see annex 7) provides for individuals certified by ASHA or CASLPA to obtain certification by the other based on equivalence without further tests. Once membership and certification of the other is obtained, their status will not change even if the agreement expires or if the individual permit their membership or certification status with the former to expire. 

66.
The ASHA-CASLPA agreement is not referred to here to propose organic operators be allowed to transfer to another certification and keep it without on-going inspections whilst letting the other former certification lapse but to demonstrate precedence of conferring certification based on equivalence without additional testing. 

67.
Recognising the role private standards play in innovation, internal markets whilst harmonised where consensus is reach, will also have some private mark segmentation. Hence, even under the proposed inclusive framework operators will need access to private marks. Should conferring certification based on equivalence without additional testing be also adopted for organic certification, it would facilitate operators under the certification of a member CAB within such a multilateral recognition agreement to have access to all participating private certification marks as long as the operator remains certified by a member. This is currently not covered by the ACB recognition agreement. 

68.
The consultant recommends the ITF to support:

· CABs’ authority to confer certification based on an equivalent prior certification within a mutual recognition agreement. 

Delegation of authority constraint

69.
The newly revised IFOAM Criteria (Jul 2005) unfortunately does not permit conferring certification based on equivalence as it would require delegation of authority, which is similarly not permitted in ISO 65. Why delegation of authority in the context of a recognition agreement based on the same accreditation is not permitted is not clear to the consultant. A request for clarification sent to the Chair of CASCO, the responsible committee for ISO guide 65 has not been responded to to-date. 

In chapter 8 on Cross border recognition in the ISO Development Manual on Conformity assessment (second edition 1998), under the section Mutual recognition, paragraph 6, J. Donaldson (ANSI) and H. Gundlach (Chair, IAF), wrote about the possibility to develop arrangements in which each party to the agreement empowers the other parties to issue an approval (certification) or accreditation on its behalf. As such, a CAB can claim simultaneous accreditation by all parties to the agreement with no requirement for separate parallel decisions by each accreditor .... or if the agreement is among CABs, the product can be approved at once on behalf of all of them, meaning the product can bear the marks of any participating certifiers.

They then relate that there is a problem with such an agreement that requires delegation of authority, i.e. allowing others to authorize the use of one's own mark.  That this is prohibited to accreditors as well as certifiers in applicable ISO/IEC guides 65 and 17011.  

70.
The consultant recommends the ITF to support:

· CABs’ entitlement to delegate certification authority in the context of a recognition agreement based on the same accreditation.

Use of common mark(s) based on certification of member CABs

71.
Although delegation of authority is not currently permitted, it is possible for CABs to address the constrain through a joint certification committee, where separate certification decisions for cases that need multiple certifications are made jointly by the participation of partner certification staff in ‘committee’ at the same time.

72.
It can also be addressed through the involvement of an outside party willing to provide a common mark or marks for use based on the certification and agreement of the group, e.g. the European CCA mark under the European CENELEC Certification Agreement (annex 6). It allows European electrical products to receive different national certification marks on the basis of a notification of test results issued by a certification body in any of the member country. There is currently no similar example in the organic sector.

Discussion about an international mark based on IFOAM norms was discussed within IFOAM at the time of launching the IFOAM Accreditation Programme. IFOAM finally decided on an accreditation mark known as the IFOAM Seal to be used in association with the ACB’s mark instead of a common product mark, namely because the ACBs representing private labels at the time were not in favour of the idea of an international organic mark. 

73.
As an expression of worldwide solidarity, IFOAM or another body could issue an international organic mark based on the certification to all organic regulations and private sector standards to bring them all under one ‘tent’. The question however is, is there a market value for such an all encompassing mark?

CAB to CAB collaboration is voluntary

74.
The consultant prefers the scenario where the organic sector is serviced by a number of competing international service networks, e.g. airline alliances in the air travel service sector as opposed to a few global companies dominating as in the auditing service sector. 

75.
Discussing why development of the Alliance option has lacked behind development of global companies such as IMO and Ecocert with local branches/offices/agents up to 60 countries, in the organic sector, long time consultant Lynn Coody, based in the US, observes that a key contributing factor is the reliance on voluntary cooperation in the Alliance model versus central management of the Global company model.

The Alliance model requires voluntary cooperation with the understanding that contribution of resources to the larger effort will benefit the individual member. As this benefit is hard to measure and often takes a long time in manifesting, the Alliance requires a lot more sacrifice and faith for members to buy into. Participation cannot be required of all certifiers in a class (e.g. NOP or IFOAM-accredited). The burden of managing the larger group are often not shared equitably and usually results in burnout of people as well as a strain on the resources of the leading organization(s) or individual(s) who step forward to provide leadership. These factors result in alliances that struggle to prosper, work with inadequate financial resources, suffer from unfocused and frequently changing leadership, and grappling with fluctuating levels of commitment and participation of their members. At least that's what I've seen over the 30 years that I've been observing and participating in organic certification systems!

76.
Regarding CAB to CAB collaboration in the US, Lynn reported there is some, but not much. There is an effort to create an organization for all NOP-accredited CABs but this organization is struggling along. A few CABs have collegial relationships with each other, but on the whole, they still view each other as competitors even though NOP requires them to accept the work of all other NOP-accredited CABs.

Blue print for collaboration 

77.
Whilst there may be a preferred collaboration model, there is no 'blue print' for success in business collaboration. Collaboration and partnership development in any business is a time consuming and expensive process. Familiarity with each other is a key perquisite. It takes time to build trust to share confidential and commercially sensitive information, also to align working documents and procedures, not to mention social cultural and work ethic differences. Collaboration is also biased by national and international competition. 

78.
Not withstanding competition and social-cultural reasons, development in CAB to CAB collaboration in the organic sector today are largely constrained by the exclusive nature of current framework policies and certification norms as discussed. Policy makers can encourage CABs to exercise more efficient and higher functional levels of collaboration by setting more inclusive framework conditions that support collaboration and accrue benefits for participating CABs that truly trickles down to users (operators) and consumers.

The end
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Annex 1: 

Overview of CABs in the organic sector

Types of organic certification bodies

CABs operating in the organic sector today can be classified into namely three types:

· Private label CABs, i.e. CABs operating private label schemes. 

· Service provider CABs, i.e. CABs who do not operate private label schemes. They normally only offer organic certification to regulatory requirements but may also do inspection for private label schemes.

· Government bodies

Private label CABs include the early pioneer organic CABs as well as late pioneers, i.e. local organic CABs establishing themselves today to service unregulated markets. Like the early pioneers, the late pioneers operate where the absence of regulation necessitate the setting of private standards and label schemes for differentiation in their respective markets. Whilst some only offer certification to private standards, CABs who certify to private standards normally also certify to regulatory requirements where applicable.

Service provider CABs are usually later entrants established originally as inspection bodies inspecting for private organic label schemes. After implementation of regulations, these inspection bodies added certification to regulatory requirements as part of the service they provide. Majority service provider CABs established themselves after implementation of government regulations in the EU, Japan, USA and elsewhere. These include government bodies.

Many CABs do a mix of both certification to private standards and government regulations. Whilst organic CABs and inspection bodies were earlier established as dedicated only to offering certification or inspection for organic production, many have also incorporated inspection and certification to non-organic schemes, e.g. Eurep Gap, as part of the service they provide. At the same time established professional CABs in other sectors have started to offer certification for organic production, e.g. Swiss based Société Générale de Surveillance (SGS). Some enter the business through mergers or buying up established organic CABs, e.g. Integra-Blik (Belgium); NSF-QAI (USA).

Number of CBs

The recent August 2005 issue of The Organic Standard (TOS) Organic Certification Directory list 419 organisations claiming to offer organic certification worldwide. The list includes branch offices registered in the country of operation but not agents who are not legal entities. All organisations listed may not be active. There is a general increase in numbers albeit a reduction in some cases e.g. the USA. China registered a spectacular jump from 6 in 2004 to 26 in 2005, likely as the result of the introduction of organic regulations in the country as also experienced earlier in the EU, Japan and the US.

The Table below is an overview of the number of CABs claiming to offer organic certification worldwide and the numbers under the key approval systems mentioned. The EU approval column includes approval within the EU as well as countries on the “third-country list”.
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Concentration of CBs

According to the TOS directory, majority of CABs are based in only 6 markets, namely, the EU, USA, Japan, China, Canada, and Brazil. Most are based in a developed importing country. Only 70 countries have a home-based certification body. Most of Asia and Africa still lacks local service providers. Although 117 CABs are listed for Asia, 104 of them are based in the three countries, China, India, and Japan. Africa has only a total of seven CBs operating in South Africa, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, and Egypt.

Many CABs operate outside their home country. CABs based in developed importing countries also offer certification services in developing countries. Many CABs based in developing countries are branch or representative offices of foreign CABs, e.g. majority of approved CABs in India are tied to foreign CABs.

Whilst many CABs in developed countries also operate in developing countries, very few operate in other developed countries. There is no EU-based CB, even with USDA accreditation, offering its services in the United States. Only a handful are truly international in their scope, i.e. working in all the continents where organic production takes place, e.g. IMO, Ecocert, BCS, ICEA, QAI, OCIA, SKAL International and SGS.

Countries with large number of certification bodies

Japan 
69

United States 
60

Germany 
31

China (P.R.) 
26

Spain 
25

Canada 
24

Brazil 
18

Italy 
16

United Kingdom 
10

Number of operators & turnover

A number of CABs certify more than 10,000 farms (in groups) with the highest reported at 53,000 farms. Many reported turnover range of 100,000 to 500,000 euros. Bio Suisse, KRAV, and Soil Association, who operate private organic label schemes of the same names, are in the top bracket with turnovers of more than 5 million euros each.

Market entry

Of the 256 that responded to the TOS survey on when they started their operation, only 7 started before 1985, and 52 percent started after 2000. The Biodynamic Agricultural Association in the UK (1970), was the earliest of all. Pioneer CABs in developing countries include Instituto Biodynamico (Brazil, 1990); COAE (Egypt, 1990) and Argencert (Argentina, 1992).

Accreditation and approval

A quarter (107 of 419) of the listed CABs do not have any of the five highlighted accreditations or approvals. About the same number (113) report they are accredited to ISO 65. The US system includes 115 CBs, of which 60 are based outside the country. The Japanese include 31 foreign registered CBs. The EU with 143 approved bodies only includes 14 non EU-based bodies. The number of IFOAM accredited CBs, at 31, has the lowest of the five. Unlike the others, IFOAM Accreditation is only applicable to private labels. All the major private labels are part of the programme.

Only five organisations reportedly have all five approvals, i.e. CCPB, Bioagricert, IMC, ICEA, and NASAA. Besides the 5 systems mentioned, the other market approvals of note are accreditation by CAQ for Quebec and agreement with private label BioSuisse for Switzerland.  Accreditations by the Indian, Chinese and Argentinean authorities are required to certify in these prominent supplier countries.

Annex 2: 

CASE STUDY: EOCC

(reported by Nuria Alonso, based on interview with Jan Wicher Krol, EOCC coordinator, 15th August 2005)
The European Organic Certifiers Council (EOCC) is an informal forum of EU CABs working within the framework of the Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91, who are interested to improve their communication and cooperation. The initiative took off from a meeting of EU CABs at the IFOAM Conference in Basel (Switzerland), August 2000. The Group maintains an informal structure. Participation is based on a small annual fee (270 € for members and 100 € for observers and interested parties). It is coordinated on a part- time basis by a staff member of a member CAB. 

The group’s objective and agenda according to one of its publication are as follows:

Objective

Establishing a strong group to lobby the interests of European certification bodies at the EU Commission and the EU Member States with regard to harmonization and practicability of the legal framework in the field of inspection and certification in organic agriculture, food processing and trade of organic produce.

Agenda

· harmonization of interpretations of the legal framework
· transparency in inspection and certification procedures
· exchange of information of importance to all inspection bodies (e.g. fraud)
· representation and lobbying on level of the EU Commission and EU member states with regard to new proposals on EU regulations and the interpretation of regulations already in force, their practicability and inspect ability in the field of organic agriculture, processing and trade. 
Key events and factors leading to and shaping the collaboration:

The driving factor for the initiative was the growth of the international supply chain of organic products, where in many cases two or more CABs were implied in the process of certification/labelling. There was a recognised need to establish better communication channels between CABs in the EU. The framework for communication established by the EU Reg. was not enough to cover the day-to-day need of communication between CABs. There was also the recognition that EU CABs have common experiences and challenges, and that the establishment of a CAB lobbying group at the EU level could be useful.

Another key factor affirming the need for a more organised exchange between CABs was the numerous fraud scandals that occurred in Europe at the end of the 90´s, including some very serious cases of fraud or negligence related to false claims or contaminated cereals. The problem is exacerbated by not having a clearly established procedure in the EU to communicate cases of fraud or residues between interested parties. The EOCC lobbied for the possibility to exchange certification related information between CAB’s. This was earlier not legally permitted, re: confidentiality reasons, but is now regulated in a revision of Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91, article 9.7.b.

Start up and current modus operandi 
Skal (CAB based in The Netherlands) was the initiator, together with others, mainly the German CABs AGRECO and Lacon. A proposal and an invitation to a meeting at the IFOAM Conference in Basel (Switzerland), August 2000, was circulated by email. At the Basel meeting, the group was constituted and Skal was assigned as coordinator. The group has been meeting once per year at Biofach, since 2001.

There are no significant changes in the structure since its inception. The group does not have a legal structure. There are no statutes. Members do not have to sign any contract, etc. Membership is open to any EU Approved CB. Interested new members only have to attend the next group meeting to introduce themselves, pay the annual fee and respond to emails. As international trade is important and increasing every year, the group opened participation to observer and interested parties from outside the EU.

The obligation of group members are to 

· react to emails

· exchange information that has been agreed to be exchanged with other group members

· attend meetings 

· pay fees

· present project proposals for consideration

There are currently (August 2005) 26 members from 14 EU countries, 3 observers and 3 interested parties. The group size is quite stable, the coordinators said. Membership increased slightly since the beginning although some have withdrawn for different reasons, e.g. CAB is small and cannot dedicate staff to attend meetings or respond to group communications; limited capacity to communicate in English, etc.

The group coordinator is to be elected by members at the annual meeting. There has not been the need for an election so far. The coordinator organises information exchange, meetings and minutes, give shape to proposals and circulates information about relevant events, news and any other issues of common interest to members, once a month.

Developed from an informal and spontaneous manner, the experience or location of certain members are used for different purposes; e.g. the Belgium members (Blik and Ecocert Belgium) are in charge of maintaining close contact with the EU Commission in Brussels, and to pass on information obtained to the rest of the group.

The question whether only one annual meeting was enough to keep the group alive and make tangible progress has been discussed many times. The low budget and lack of full time dedicated staff however makes holding more meetings not tenable. Never the less, little by little, the group is taking on new initiatives. The latest initiative is a workshop on conducting inspections based on Risk Assessment (Risk Based Inspections), to be held on the 21st of November 2005 in Brussels. The agenda includes presenting a group proposal to the EU Commission on the issue. 

Relevance to business model

Responding from the point of view of Skal, Jan Wicher Krol, promoter of the initiative and EOCC coordinator since it formation explained Skal’s interest arise from certifying in a country with many licensees who trade with other European countries and the rest of the world. They are specially affected by the lack of organised communication between CABs. It is crucial for Skal to have harmonisation and good communication with as many CABs within as well as outside the EU. This is something that is improving since the establishment of EOCC, also to find common positions with other CABs on certain issues. Skal’s participation in EOCC demonstrates Skal’s commitment and effort to work together with others to offer a better service to licensees and the sector to stakeholders and the media.

Concrete Achievements:

Some of the concrete results achieved by the group include:

· Group feedback to the EU Commission, re: revision of Imports Regulation, which was taken into consideration and incorporated as part of the change.

· Establishment of a rapid alert system for organic products, i.e. use of a designed form to alert members when cases of fraud or pollution are detected or suspected.

Immediate targets:

· To contribute to further revision of the EU regulation that the EU Commission is planning for the coming autumn

· To carry on specifying common policies for harmonisation on residue policy in Europe. The Group is working together with the IFOAM EU Group, Fibl, the German umbrella organisation KDK, BEO (Bureau Européenne Organic), an association of EU organic processors and distributors. 

· To work on a system of inspection based on risk assessment 

· To enlarge their international network. The Group is interested in increase communication and exchange with IFOAM, the group of IFOAM Accredited Certification Bodies (ACBs) and IOAS. 

SWOT [Strength; Weaknesses; Opportunities & Threats] of collaboration 

Strengths: Informal and low budget (overhead) status. Although this can be viewed as a weakness, the group coordinator believes it is mainly a strength for the time being. The situation makes it easy for everyone to participate. It is not complicated, no strict commitment is required, activities demand minimal time commitment and fees are low. Members’ involvement on a voluntary basis based on common interest reflects group strength. 

Weakness: Informal and low budget from another point of view. Member respond to email communications is not obligatory slowing progress on a work agenda. Growing gap between active and not so active members’ involvement in group initiatives. Not all ideas presented to the group can be developed due to budget limitations. Group meetings are limited to once per year. Never the less, on the whole, the coordinator’s opinion is that the advantages of the low budget and informal structure, so far outweighs the disadvantages although the balance could change in the future.

Low participation of East European CABs. The Group invited all CABs from the newly incorporated EU countries to join the group, only one joined so far. The coordinator believes a higher East European participation is needed to balance the group’s interests and provide further strength to the group.

Threats: Some EOCC members compete with each other for the same market and it can make them reluctant to share tools and information between each other. 

If the gap between active and not so active members grows wider the active ones may splits up from the group because the others do not meet their expectations. 

The group is already 5 years old. Apart from the improvement in day-to-day communication between members and some other results, more concrete results are needed to justify the need of its existence as a separate group. Otherwise the group could merge within the IFOAM EU Group. 

Opportunities: The coordinator sees opportunities for the group to increase lobbying action to EU Governments to achieve concrete results on harmonisation of residue policies; to increase and enlarge their network within Europe and out of Europe with other organisations related to the organic sector. 

Skal’s opinion on harmonisation policies:

Together with the case study interview, the EOCC coordinator wish to express the position of Skal on the need to find more ways to harmonise certification and standards requirements in organic production. They find very valuable the efforts made by the ITF on this sense because they believe that additional standards to the EU Reg. 2092/91, e.g. requirements by Soil Association, Krav, Biosuisse, AB-logo in France, for their logo are not constructive for the development of the organic market.

Annex 3:

The IMO Group 

(edited version based on article by Nuria Alonso, published in TOS, June 2004)

Introduction

The Institute for Marketecology (IMO) is an international certification and inspection body founded in Switzerland in 1990. Its owner is Bio- Foundation, a non- profit Swiss foundation whose aims are to support the development of organic agriculture and consumer education. Over the years, IMO opened many offices through joint ventures with local individuals or organisations in the countries where it operated. It also supported the establishment and accreditation of several local certification bodies. The IMO Group evolved as an organised structure for collaboration and exchange among IMO offices, inspectors and representatives all over the world. It co-ordinated by the IMO head office in Switzerland.

Group members

There are three different categories of members. 

· independently accredited bodies: These offer full certification based on their accreditation, independently from IMO head office. 

· inspection offices: These act as service centers and organise inspections for operators in their respective countries.

· Representatives: Individual professionals working part-time and as free-lance for IMO. They do inspections and provide other services as well. 

List of IMO Group Members (April 2004)

	Accredited or in process of seeking accreditation:
	Inspection offices:
	Representatives

	IMO- Switzerland 

IMO-Germany

IMO-Bolivia
IMO-Brazil

IMO-India 
	Bosnia

Chile

China

Croatia

Dominican Republic

South Africa

Spain

Turkey

Tanzania

Uganda

Vietnam 
	Ecuador

Ghana

Iran

Jordan

Mexico

Paraguay

Peru

Poland

Rumania

Russia

Sri-Lanka

Ukraine

Venezuela


The way each office is organised and its relation with head office and the other IMO offices depends on the situation in the country, the staff and initial connections with members of the group, etc.

Certification service

Certification for inspections carried out by inspection offices and representatives are done by the head office in Switzerland. Where appropriate the accredited offices take care of certification in their area of influence. For example, IMO-LA, based in Bolivia covers all of Latin America. Service requests from a country where IMO is not present is usually covered by the closest country office or representative in the area.

To safeguard neutrality, IMO is generally not involved in standard setting and does not operate a private label scheme. Its main goal is to work in partnership with existing programs and offer reliable quality assurance according to private standards and regulations. IMO provides inspections for Naturland, DEMETER, Bio Suisse, etc.) and certification for IVN, BDIH, KAT and others.

Group governance

All accredited offices are contractually bound to Bio-Foundation. Group decisions are normally taken in the annual meeting. There are governing boards to deal with specific issues and co-ordinate the work between meetings. 

The Group shares common information and promotion tools, e.g. a common website, and the IMO Group Quality Manual. The Group is responsible of the appropriate use of the name IMO and to maintain accreditation to ISO 65.

Advantages and disadvantages of the IMO-Group structure 

According to the IMO-Group representatives at the last Group annual meeting, the advantage and disadvantage of the Group structure are as follows:

Advantages:

· A common approach to collaborate and market services

· Possibility of developing ideas and innovative services through Group interaction 

· Joint and cost effective development of Quality Manual and the internal quality system

· Joint use of standardised control procedures

· Common use of the accreditations within the group 

· Common access to information, adaptations & innovations by member of the group.

· Extensive network for business development between IMO certified operators 

· Access to worldwide scope of relations with authorities and the organic movement for every member of the group

Disadvantages:

· Decentralised structure (sometime not clear decision making structure) is less competitive to other more centralised aggressive business models 

· The group’s non-profit status and low budget approaches makes it difficult to afford long term big investments 

· Distribution of knowledge and internal bureaucracy is expensive and takes time.

· There are many development costs to absorb, e.g. regional accreditations, internal communication, etc

Annex 4:

The Quavera.org Alliance - Certify Locally Trade Globally

(write up based on website info 12 Oct 2005: www.quavera.org)

The Quavera.org Alliance is a co-operation of accredited certification bodies in different certification systems in food production and processing. It is formed to provide clients with access to added-value markets for agricultural products in over 30 countries including the European Union and North America through harmonized protocols, i.e. standardized inspection and certification procedures, and a common fee structure.

Together Alliance members provide certification for the production, handling, and/or processing of agricultural products to the Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 (EU), the National Organic Program (USA), amongst others. Operators can work with any one of the Alliance members located in the three countries, Austria, Germany and Canada. 

The Alliance Members are:

Salzburger Landwirtschaftliche Kontrolle GesmbH (SLK) 

Founded in 1995 as a corporation with limited liability, SLK is an independent certification body operating in Austria. Today, more than 4,000 operators are inspected and certified by SLK according to different standards for organic agriculture and good agricultural practice. Accreditation in accordance with ISO 65/EN 45011 by the Austria authority on April 15, 1999. 

SLK is accredited/authorized for
1. European Union - Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 on organic agriculture; 

2. Austrian Codex for Food Chapter A 8; 

3. Classification of meat according to Austrian legislation;

4. Labeling of beef and beef products according to Regulation (EC) No.1760/2000; 

5. ERNTE standards (private organic label scheme);

6. Production of agricultural products and food products according to the requirements of the Agrarmarkt Austria Marketing GmbH (AMA); and

7. Production of fruits and vegetables according to EUREPGAP standards

SLK inspects for
1. Naturland (private organic label scheme)
2. ARGE GMO-free
Gesellschaft für Ressourcenschutz mbH (GfRS)

GfRS is a certification body formed by conformity assessment experts in 1989 in Germany. GfRS is accredited according to ISO 65/EN 45011 by the German accreditation body, DAP. The inspection and certification services of GfRS are geographically restricted to the European Union and Canada. In Germany, GfRS inspects and certifies more than 1,000 operators. 

GfRS is accredited/authorized for

1. European Union - Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 on organic agriculture; 
2. Labeling of beef and beef products according to Regulation (EEC) No. 1760/2000;  

3. Production of agricultural products, feed and food products according to the requirements of the Qualität und Sicherheit's GmbH QS-Charta system for food quality and security; and

4. Organic agricultural products and food products for the regulated Quebec (Canada) market. 
GfRS is inspection body for
1. Bio Suisse standards 
2. Delinat standards 
3. ECOVIN standards 
4. Bioland-standards 
5. Demeter-standards  
6. GÄA-standards 
7. Biopark-standards 
8. Naturland standards 
9. Soil Association standards 
Canadian Organic Certification Co-operative Ltd COCC (Canada)

Originally founded by organic producers in Saskatchewan, the Canadian Organic Certification Co-Operative (COCC Ltd.), incorporated in 1992, is an independent not-for-profit certification body operating regionally in Canada. COCC provide certification to the voluntary National Standard for Organic Agriculture in Canada and the mandatory requirements of the United States Department of Agriculture's National Organic Program.
Annex 5:

Bio Latina

(edited version based on article by Roberto Ugas, published in TOS Sep 2003 issue, and updates)

Interest in Organic Agriculture

Interest in organic production in Latin America experienced a great increase during the 1970s and 1980s. By late 1980s a few European and US CABs were operating in the region focusing on the certification of organic coffee. It was soon realised that there was potential for many other crops and products.

Resistance to foreign certification

Foreign certification was not politically agreeable with many people in the region at the time.  Whilst the issue of national sovereignty was raised, the main concerns were of a more practical nature. Foreign inspectors from the North were considered to be expensive, not familiar with agricultural production in the region and often did not speak Spanish or Portuguese. Jokes about foreign ‘coffee inspectors’ not able to distinguish a coffee plant from a shade tree, whether real or not, became part of the local folklore. In the late 1980s several local CABs started up in the region. Most were linked with NGOs. Their aim was to provide a local and competent alternative to foreign certification, that is more sensitive to the reality of the region, and perhaps able to contribute dynamically to rural development. 

Capacity building and business feasibility

The early years of the local CABs were devoted to the establishment of proper certification systems and training of inspectors. A good deal of time was spent explaining to farmers and technicians why certification was needed and why somebody had to pay for it. Soon it was obvious the local markets could not sustain the certification business and some kind of recognition or authorisation was required to gain acceptance into foreign markets, mainly the EU. When the local CABs were confronted with ISO requirements for accreditation they realise it might be wise to shoulder the burden together. This also made sense financially. As individual small certifiers they were not able to pay the cost of accreditation. 

Getting together

There had been an earlier effort to organise Latin American CABs into the ‘Asociación de Certificadores Nacionales’ which failed. Out of that group, four small certifiers, CENIPAE (Nicaragua), Inkacert (Peru), Biomuisca (Colombia) and Biopacha (Bolivia), all established between 1988 and 1996, began to consider the idea of joining forces. GTZ, the German development agency had a catalyst role in this process.  The four organizations first establish cooperation in 1995 Amidst concerns and fears of loss of identity, they decided to merge into ‘Bio Latina’ in December 1996 and seek accreditation from DAP, a German based accreditation body. Bio Latina incorporated as a company in 1998. They received accreditation in 2001. Their current accreditaton certificate is valid until 2007. 

Collecting accreditations, agreements and financial independence

In April 2002 Bio Latina was among the first group of CABs to be accredited by the USDA for the US market. It now has agreements with ICS Japan and QAI for the Japanese market. Many import authorisations into the EU based on Bio Latina certification has been issued. Bio Latina is interested in IFOAM Accreditation but cannot afford it at this time. Financial support from GTZ, the German development agency, ended in 2001 and today they are no longer dependent on development funds. All the work and changes required by the accreditations have certainly been difficult but have also made sustained growth as a company possible.

Range of services and clients

Bio Latina provides services for organic and in transition (conversion) certification, bird-friendly coffee inspection (as subcontractor of the Smithsonian Migratory Bird Centre), and inspection for Naturland certification. Bio Latina’s main clients are small farmers’ organizations. The company is particularly confident of the way they deal with ‘collective certification’, their assessment of the internal control system and their 20% minimum annual inspection rate of the group members by Bio Latina’s inspectors.

Multi national operation

The main office is located in Lima, Peru. Besides the four original countries of operation, Bolivia, Colombia, Nicaragua, Peru, it now has offices in Ecuador and Venezuela and certifies in El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Panama. It currently has 13 employees, 40 inspectors (part time). The General Manager sits in Lima, the Deputy Manager in Quito, the Quality Manager in Caracas and his deputy in Managua. 

Most of the administrative work as well as certification decisions are centralised in the main office. Each office functions more or less autonomously but with common rules and procedures. Inspections are carried out by local inspectors but these might cross borders for training purposes. Inspection and certification fees are based on the economic reality of each country. 

Most important, however, is the empathy and trust among the managers and their original willingness to lose (identity) in order to gain.

Annex 6:

CENELEC

(write up based on website info, 15 Oct 2005; www.cenelec.org)
CENELEC, the European Committee for Electrotechnical Standardization, was created in 1973 as a result of the merger of two previous European organizations: CENELCOM and CENEL. Nowadays, CENELEC is a non-profit technical organization set up under Belgian law and composed of the National Electrotechnical Committees of 28 European countries. In addition, 8 National Committees from Eastern Europe and the Balkans are participating in CENELEC work with an Affiliate status. 
CENELEC members have been working together in the interests of European harmonization since the 1950s, creating both standards requested by the market and harmonized standards in support of European legislation and which have helped to shape the European Internal Market. CENELEC works with 15,000 technical experts from 28 European countries. Its work directly increases market potential, encourages technological development and guarantees the safety and health of consumers and workers. 
CENELEC’s mission is to prepare voluntary electrotechnical standards that help develop the Single European Market/European Economic Area for electrical and electronic goods and services removing barriers to trade, creating new markets and cutting compliance costs. 

Free circulation of goods throughout Europe presupposes market acceptance in one country of the national conformity marks delivered to the product in another country, preferably without any retesting of the product and corresponding costs and delays. For that purpose CENELEC has nurtured a series of mutual recognition agreements between conformity assessment in different fields, as follows: 

· CENELEC Certification Agreement (CCA) for the whole range of products covered by the Low Voltage Directive, including IT equipment;

· HAR Agreement for electrical cables and cords (http://www.har-cert.com/);

· Low Voltage Agreement Group (LOVAG) for low voltage switchgear and controlgear (http://www.lovag.net);

· Short-circuit Testing Liaison Agreement (STLA) for high voltage switchgear and controlgear;

· ENEC Agreement for luminaires (a.o. equipment such as the safety of IT equipment on the basis of EN 60950) (http://www.enec.com/);

· EMCRAFT for testing of EMC and RF in the field of IT, Telecommunications and Radio-communications, Automotive and Electrical Equipment and Installations;

· Keymark Agreement for household appliances (http://www.keymark-cert.com/).

Mutual recognition of test results, inspection reports, certificates or marks of conformity is a process by which an organization participating in a mutual recognition arrangement gives confidence to its customers that testing, inspection and/or certification performed by another participating organization is equally acceptable as its own.

Annex 7:

Agreement For Mutual Recognition of Certification

Programs in Audiology

This Agreement for Mutual Recognition of Certification Programs in Audiology (“Agreement”) is made this 3rd day of December, 2004 between the Council For Clinical Certification in Audiology and Speech-Language Pathology (“CFCC”)of the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (“ASHA”) and the Canadian Association of Speech Language Pathologists and Audiologists (“CASLPA”).

WHEREAS, within their respective jurisdictions, ASHA and CASLPA are nationally prominent organizations of professionals in the fields of speech-language pathology and audiology; and

WHEREAS, ASHA and CASLPA have programs of certification which have gained acceptance and recognition within their respective countries and that, in accordance with certain specified and consistently applied standards, recognize individuals within the field of audiology as having obtained the basic education, knowledge and skills thought necessary to provide independent clinical services in the field; and

WHEREAS, ASHA has maintained a program of certification in audiology since 1952 and currently certifies individuals in accordance with the Standards and Implementation Procedures for the Certificate of Clinical Competence in Speech-Language Pathology and Audiology; and

WHEREAS, CASLPA has maintained a program of certification in audiology for its members since 1987 and currently certifies individuals in accordance with procedures and requirements developed by and approved by the CASLPA Board of Directors in consultations with the CASLPA Standards Advisory Committee with the examination based on the document Assessing and Certifying Clinical Competency: Foundations of Clinical Practice for Audiology and Speech-Language Pathology; and

WHEREAS, ASHA and CASLPA recognize that increased trade and mobility between the United States and Canada has heightened the need for and desirability of members and certificate holders of one association to obtain recognition by the other association; and

WHEREAS, ASHA has a program for mutual recognition of foreign credentials established by ASHA’s Council on Professional Standards and implemented by the Council For Clinical Certification in Audiology and Speech-Language Pathology, and this Agreement is fully consistent with that program; and

WHEREAS, both ASHA and CASLPA recognize that state or provincial licensing may be required for practice in a particular jurisdiction whether or not an individual practitioner is certified by ASHA or CASLPA; and

WHEREAS, this Agreement does not apply to mutual recognition of licensing or other state or provincial credentialing and it is a matter of state or provincial law whether a jurisdiction will recognize certification obtained under this Agreement as a basis for licensure; and

WHEREAS, ASHA and CASLPA find that, with the terms and conditions set forth below, the certification process of each organization, including the respective examinations and educational accreditation process, provides a substantially equivalent determination of an individual’s qualifications to engage in entry-level independent clinical practice within the field of audiology; and

WHEREAS, ASHA and CASLPA desire to provide a mechanism by which individuals who are certified by ASHA or CASLPA can, through mutual recognition, obtain certification by the other and to provide rules and procedures for the continued recognition of the respective credentials.

NOW THEREFORE, ASHA and CASLPA agree as follows:

1. Program of Mutual Recognition Established

ASHA and CASLPA hereby endorse each other’s certification program in the field of audiology under terms and conditions set forth below as providing a substantially equivalent determination of an individual’s qualifications to engage in entry-level independent clinical practice, and provide procedures by which certificate holders of either association can apply for and obtain certification from the other association.

2. Application by ASHA Members to CASLPA
ASHA certificate holders who desire to obtain certification from CASLPA must apply for membership and certification to the CASLPA National Office. The application must include: (1) the application form furnished by CASLPA and the information it requires; (2) proof of ASHA certification; (3) evidence of prescribed clinical practicum hours and university transcripts indicating date of conferred degree; and, (4) all applicable fees in Canadian dollars. Applicants will not be required to pass the CASLPA examination.

3. Result of Application Process for ASHA Members

If the application is complete, as set forth above, the applicant will be granted CASLPA membership and certification in the field of audiology. ASHA certificate holders who become members and certificate holders of CASLPA pursuant to this Agreement shall have the same rights and privileges and be subject to the same responsibilities, obligations and restrictions as all other CASLPA members and certificate holders. Once membership and certification is obtained pursuant to this Agreement, the membership and certification status of such members and certificate holders of CASLPA shall not change merely because the Agreement expires or because they permit their membership or certification status with ASHA to expire. All disputes concerning the administration of the application process, including a decision to grant or deny certification, shall be resolved solely by CASLPA, in the same manner as it decides such disputes in the case of applications not made pursuant to the Agreement.

4. Application by CASLPA Members to ASHA

CASLPA members who are certificate holders and desire to obtain certification from ASHA must apply for certification to the ASHA National Office. Application for membership in ASHA as well is optional. The application must include: (1) the application form furnished by ASHA and the information it requires; (2)proof of CASLPA certification; (3) proof of current CASLPA membership in good standing; and (4) all applicable fees in American dollars. Applicants will not be required to pass the Praxis Examination in Audiology. Applicants will not be required to furnish educational transcripts or separate proof of clinical hours of practicum. Applicants for certification will be required to complete a Clinical Fellowship (“CF”) experience, not presently required for CASLPA certification, under terms and conditions established by the CFCC. Experienced clinicians may apply to the Council For Clinical Certification for an exception or reduction in the length of the CF period based upon their experience. Supervision of the CF may be provided by a clinician holding ASHA certification or CASLPA certification in the field of audiology. As of January 1, 2007, CASLPA Certified members applying for ASHA Certification will be required to meet the new Standards for the Certificate of Clinical Competence in Audiology. This includes completing an additional 27 hours of post-baccalaureate study from an institution accredited by ASHA’s Council on Academic Accreditation in Audiology and Speech-Language Pathology (“CAA”) or approved graduate course work at a Canadian Audiology program and 12-months full-time equivalent supervised clinical practicum sufficient in depth and breadth to achieve the knowledge and skills outcomes stipulated in Standard IV of the Standards and Implementation Procedures for the Certificate of Clinical Competence in Audiology.

5. Result of Application Process for CASLPA Members

If the application is complete, as set forth above, and the CF is satisfactorily completed or an exception is allowed, ASHA certification in audiology will be granted, along with ASHA membership, if requested. CASLPA members who become members and/or certificate holders of ASHA pursuant to this Agreement shall have the same rights and privileges and be subject to the same responsibilities, obligations and restrictions as all other ASHA members and/or certificate holders. Once membership and/or certification is obtained pursuant to this Agreement, the membership and/or certification status of such members and/or certificate holders of ASHA shall not change merely because the Agreement expires or because they permit their membership or certification status with CASLPA to expire. All disputes concerning the administration of the application process, including a decision to grant or deny certification, shall be resolved solely by ASHA, in the same manner as it decides such disputes in the case of applications not made pursuant to the Agreement.

6. Duration of this Agreement

This Agreement shall be effective from the date of execution hereof until (a) the effective date of a change in the ASHA certification standards for audiology; (b) the effective date of a change in the CASLPA certification standards for audiology; or (c) for any reason, a written notice is provided to the other association at least one year prior to the effective date of the termination of the Agreement.

7. Changes in the ASHA Standards
In the event of a change in the ASHA standards for certification in audiology, ASHA shall notify CASLPA in writing of the change, one year prior to the effective date of the change, together with the determination of ASHA as to whether the change in the ASHA standards for certification requires a change in the CASLPA standards or a condition for continued recognition. CASLPA will then determine (1) whether to make the change or accept the condition; and (2) whether, in view of the change in the ASHA standards, CASLPA wants to continue to recognize the ASHA certification program pursuant to the Agreement. CASLPA must make these determinations in writing and notify ASHA within 180 days of the notification of the change in the standards by ASHA. If the notice is not received in a timely manner, CASLPA determines not to make the change or accept the condition, or CASLPA determines not to continue to recognize and endorse the ASHA certification program, this Agreement shall terminate on the effective date of the change in the standards for certification.

8. Changes in the CASLPA Standards

In the event of a change in the CASLPA standards for certification in audiology, CASLPA shall notify ASHA in writing of the change, one year prior to the effective date of the change, together with the determination of CASLPA as to whether the change in the CASLPA standards for certification requires a change in the ASHA standards or a condition for continued recognition. ASHA will then determine (1) whether to make the change or accept the condition; and (2) whether, in view of the change in the CASLPA standards, ASHA wants to continue to recognize the CASLPA certification program pursuant to this Agreement. ASHA must make these determinations in writing and notify CASLPA within 180 days of the notification of the change in the standards by CASLPA. If the notice is not received in a timely manner, ASHA determines not to recognize and endorse the CASLPA certification program, this Agreement shall terminate on the effective date of the change in the standards for certification.

9. Applicable Law and Disputes

The interpretation and enforcement of this Agreement shall be in accordance with applicable International Law, and in the absence thereof, under the laws of the United States. Any disputes in connection with the Agreement, other than decisions on individual applications for certification, shall be resolved by arbitration under the rules of the American Arbitration Association in Washington, D.C. Should any provision of the Agreement be declared or determined to be illegal or invalid, the validity of the remaining parts, terms or provisions shall not be affected thereby, and said illegal or invalid part, term or provision shall be deemed not to be a part of this Agreement.

10. Representation of the Signatories

Each person executing this Agreement on behalf of ASHA or CASLPA represents and warrants that he or she is duly authorized on behalf of the respective association to execute the Agreement.

11. Successors and Predecessors

This Agreement shall be binding on the successors and assigns each party hereto, and references to associations, boards, councils, or committees thereof, shall be deemed to include any successor association or board, council, or committee.

12. Amendments or Modifications

This Agreement can only be amended or modified in writing signed by a duly authorized representative of both ASHA and CASLPA.

13. Counterparts

This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which shall be considered an original.

	American Speech-Language- Hearing Association
	Canadian Association of Speech-Language Pathologists and Audiologists

	By:______________________

Larry Higdon, President
	By:_____________________

Selene Tash, President

	By:______________________

Arlene Pietranton

Executive Director
	By:_____________________

Ondina Love

Executive Director

	By:______________________

Jay Lubinsky, Chair

Council For Clinical Certification
	By:_____________________ 

Sharon Fotheringham

Manager, Professional Standards
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