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PREFACE

The organic market is confronted with hundreds of private sector standards and governmental
regulations, two international standards for organic agriculture (Codex Alimentarius and IFOAM)
and a host of conformity assessment and accreditation systems. Mutual recognition and
equivalency among these systems is extremely limited. Discussions in a number of forums
including FAO, IFOAM and UNCTAD, have indicated that the plethora of certification
requirements and regulations are considered to be a major obstacle for a continuous and rapid
development of the organic sector, especially for producers in developing countries.

In 2001, FAO, IFOAM and UNCTAD decided to join forces to search for solutions to this
problem. Together they organized the Conference on International Harmonization and Equivalence
in Organic Agriculture, in Nuremberg, Germany on 18-19 February 2002. This event was the
first of its kind, where the partnership between the private organic community and United Nations
institutions offered a forum for public and private discussions. One of the key recommendations
of the Conference was that a multi-stakeholder Task Force, including representatives of
governments, FAO, IFOAM and UNCTAD, should be established in order to elaborate practical
proposals and solutions.

In response, the International Task Force on Harmonization and Equivalence in Organic
Agriculture (ITF) was launched on 18 February 2003 in Nuremberg, Germany. Its agreed aim
was to act as an open-ended platform for dialogue between private and public institutions involved
in trade and regulatory activities in the organic agriculture sector. At the first meeting the ITF
agreed on its Terms of Reference (see Annex 1) and a work plan for the first 18 months.

The second meeting of the ITF was held on 20-21 October 2003 in Geneva, Switzerland.
Discussions centred around four background documents that reviewed the current situation in
the sector and identified models and mechanisms for harmonization, equivalency and mutual
recognition. These papers were published in Volume 1 of the ITF publication series.

The third meeting of the ITF was held on 17-19 November 2004 in Rome, Italy. It focused on
new discussion papers that identified potential short-term actions and long-term solutions. A
summary of these potential actions and solutions was published in Volume 2 of the ITF publication
series, which also includes a report of the Rome meeting and a report of the fourth ITF meeting,
which was held in Nuremberg on 28 February 2005.



The fourth meeting in Nuremberg and fifth meeting of the ITF, held in Hammamet, Tunisia, on
5-7 December 2005, further developed several potential solutions. This third volume is a
compilation of four discussion papers on these potential solutions, and the report of the fifth
meeting. Together with the first two publications in this series, it provides the comprehensive
record of the ITF.

We would like to take the opportunity to thank the Swedish International Development Agency
(Sida) and the Government of Switzerland for their generous financial support of the ITF. Many
thanks to Joy Michaud for the copy-editing and formatting of this volume.
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ABBREVIATIONS

AQSIQ: General Administration of Quality Supervision, Inspection and Quarantine of China

BRC: British Retail Consortium Global Standard

CAAQ: Conseil des Appellations Agroalimentaires du Québec

CAB: Conformity Assessment Body. In the organic regulatory environment it is more normally
called Certification or Inspection Body

CAR: Conformity Assessment Requirements

CAC: Codex Alimentarius Commission of FAO and WHO

CAC Guidelines on Equivalence: Codex Alimentarius Commission Guidelines for the
Development of Equivalence Agreements regarding Food Import and Export Inspection and
Certification Systems

CAC/GL 20: Principles for Food Import and Export Inspection and Certification

CAC/GL 26: Guidelines for the Design, Operation, Assessment and Accreditation of Food
Import and Export Inspection and Certification Systems

CASCO: 1SO Committee on Conformity Assessment

CB: Certification Body

CFQLCS: Center for Food Quality, Labelling and Consumer Services

CNAB: China National Accreditation Board

CNAB-AC23:2003: General requirements for bodies operating assessment and certification of
organic production and processing

CNCA: Certification and Accreditation Administration of China

CNOPS: China National Organic Product Standard

DAP: Deutsches Akkreditierungssystem Prafwesen

DMFAF: Danish Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries

EA: European Accreditation

EEC 2092/91: Council Regulation 2092/91 (and its amendments) on organic production of
agricultural products and indications referring thereto on agricultural products and foodstuffs.

FAO: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

FAS: Foreign Agricultural Service of USDA

FLO: Fairtrade Labelling Organization

FVO: Food and Veterinary Office of the European Commission

FSC: Forest Stewardship Council

GAP: Good Agricultural Practices

GMO: Genetically Modified Organism

Guide ISO61: ISO/IEC Guide 61: 1996 “General requirements for assessment and accreditation
of certification/registration bodies”

Guide ISO65: ISO/IEC Guide 65: 1996 “General requirements for bodies operating product
certification systems”

Guide ISO17011: ISO/IEC Guide 17011: 2004 “General requirements for bodies providing
assessment and accreditation of conformity assessment bodies’”. An update of 1ISO61

IAC: IFOAM Accreditation Criteria

IAF: International Accreditation Forum
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ICS: Internal Control System

IBS: IFOAM Basic Standards

IEC: International Electric/Electrotechnical Commission

IFOAM: International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements

IFOAM Norms: IFOAM Norms for organic production and processing comprising IFOAM
Basic Standards and IFOAM Accreditation Requirements — 2002

ILO: International Labour Organization

IOAS: International Organic Accreditation Service

IOIA: Independent Organic Inspectors Association

ISEAL: International Social and Environmental Accreditation and Labelling Alliance

ISO: International Standard Organization

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: FAO/IFOAM/UNCTAD International Task Force on Harmonization and Equivalence in
Organic Agriculture

JAS: Japan Agricultural Standard

JOIA: Japanese Organic Inspectors’ Association

MAFF: Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (Japan)

MLA: Multilateral Recognition Agreement

MSC: Marine Stewardship Council

NOP: National Organic Program (USA)

OFDC: Organic Food Development and Certification Center of China

OFIS: Organic Farming Information System (EU database)

OFPA: Organic Foods Production Act

RCO: Registered Certification Organization

RFCO: Registered Foreign Certification Organization

TBT: Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade

UNCTAD: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development

USDA: United States Department of Agriculture
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Disadvantages:
« decentralized structure (sometime not clear decision making structure) is less competitive
* 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.
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Annex 4: The Quavera.org Alliance
“Certify Locally, Trade Globally”
(write up based on web site information available on 12 October 2005: see www.quavera.org)

The Quavera.org Alliance is a cooperation of accredited certification bodies in different
certification systems in food production and processing. It was 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 EU Regulation and the National Organic Program for the United
States, 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 1ISO 65/EN 45011 by the Austria authority on 15 April 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. Labelling of beef and beef products according to Regulation (EC) No0.1760/2000;

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 fur Ressourcenschutz mbH (GfRS)

GfRS is a certification body formed by conformity assessment experts in 1989 in Germany.
GfRS is accredited according to 1ISO 65/EN 45011 by the German accreditation body, DAP. The
inspection and certification services of GRS are geographically restricted to the European Union
and Canada. In Germany, GfRS inspects and certifies more than 1000 operators.

GfRS is accredited/authorized for
1. European Union — Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 on organic agriculture;
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2. Labelling 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 Qualitat und Sicherheit’s GmbH QS-Charta system for food quality and security;

4. Organic agricultural products and food products for the regulated Quebec (Canada) market.

GfRS is an inspection body for:
1. Bio Suisse standards

. Delinat standards

. ECOVIN standards

. Bioland standards

. Demeter standards

. GAA standards

. Biopark standards

. Naturland standards

. Soil Association standards

O© 00 N Ol b WN

* 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 provides 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.
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Annex 5: Bio Latina
(edited version based on article by Roberto Ugas, published in TOS September 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 United States CABs were operating in the region
focusing on the certification of organic coffee. It was soon realized 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 was 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 authorization was required to gain acceptance into foreign markets, mainly the European
Union. When the local CABs were confronted with 1SO requirements for accreditation they
realized 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 organize Latin American CABs into the “Asociacion 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
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“Bio Latina” in December 1996 and seek accreditation from DAP, a German based accreditation
body. Bio Latina incorporated as a company in 1998, and 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 United States market. It now has agreements with ICS Japan and QAI for the Japanese
market. Many import authorizations into the European Union, based on Bio Latina certification,
have 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 a subcontractor of the Smithsonian Migratory Bird Centre), and inspections
for Naturland certification. Bio Latina’s main clients are small farmers’ organizations. The
company is particularly confident of the way they handle “collective certification”, their
assessment of the internal control system and their 20 percent minimum annual inspection rate
of the group members by Bio Latina’s inspectors.

Multi national operation

Bio Latina’s main office is located in Lima, Peru. As well as the four original countries of
operation, Bolivia, Colombia, Nicaragua, Peru, Bio Latina now has offices in Ecuador and
Venezuela and certifies in a further four countries, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Panama.
It currently has 13 employees and 40 part-time inspectors. 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 centralized in the main
office. Each office functions, more or less, autonomously but with common rules and procedures.
Inspectors conduct inspections within their local areas, but may cross borders for training purposes.
Inspection and certification fees are based on the economic reality of each country.

The most important feature of Bio Latina, however, is the empathy and trust among the managers
and their original willingness to lose (identity) in order to gain.
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Annex 6: CENELEC

(write up based on web site information available on 15 October 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,
eight National Committees from Eastern Europe and the Balkans participating in CENELEC
work with under an affiliate status.

CENELEC members have worked 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,
thereby 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:
o 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 (see www.har- cert.com);
* Low Woltage Agreement Group (LOVAG) for low voltage switchgear and controlgear
(see www.lovag.net);
 Short-circuit Testing Liaison Agreement (STLA) for high voltage switchgear and
controlgear;
» ENEC Agreement for luminaires (a.0. equipment such as the safety of IT equipment on
the basis of EN 60950) (see 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 (see 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.
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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
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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.
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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 1V of the Standards and
Implementation Procedures for the Certificate of Clinical Competence in Audiology.

S. 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.
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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.
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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

riginal.

American Speech-Language-Hearing

Association

By:
Larry Higdon, President

By:
Arlene Pietranton
Executive Director

By:
Jay Lubinsky, Chair
Council For Clinical Certification
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By:
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By:
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By:
Sharon Fotheringham
Manager, Professional Standards







ITF Background Papers, Volume 3

Report of the Fifth Meeting of the
International Task Force on Harmonization and Equivalence in
Organic Agriculture

5-7 December 2005
Hammamet, Tunisia

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY

The International Task Force on Harmonization and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture (ITF)
was launched on 19 February 2003 in Nuremberg, Germany. This is a joint initiative of the Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations Conference on
Trade and Development (UNCTAD) and the International Federation of Organic Agriculture
Movements (IFOAM).

The Task Force is an open-ended platform for dialogue between public and private institutions
involved in trade and regulatory activities in the organic agriculture sector. The objective is to
facilitate international trade of organic products. It is a practical response to the difficulties
faced by organic producers and exporters due to the hundreds of different organic regulations,
standards and labels worldwide, and a follow-up to the recommendations of the Conference on
International Harmonization and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture held by the three
organizations in February 2002.

At its first meeting, the Task Force formulated its Terms of Reference and work plan. The second
meeting was held at UNCTAD, Geneva, Switzerland, on20-21 October 2003, to review the
existing standards, regulations and conformity assessment systems. At the third meeting held at
FAO, in Rome, Italy, on 17-19 November 2004, the ITF mainly discussed a paper proposing a
long-term strategy and a paper proposing short term actions. Based on these two discussion
papers, the ITF moved the process towards formulating concrete proposals on mechanisms for
achieving harmonization and equivalence in the organic sector and means of facilitating access
to organic markets, particularly for developing countries and smallholders. Following the
proposals made at the meeting in Rome, a so-called interim meeting of the ITF on 28 February
2005 in Nuremberg agreed to proceed with four new studies analysing possible mechanisms for
facilitating trade in organic agriculture. Furthermore, the ITF decided to start with an evaluation
of the feasibility and necessity of pursuing two additional projects, a standards database and a
consumer study.

The International Task Force on Harmonization and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture held its
fifth meeting in Hammamet, Tunisia, on 5-7 December 2005. Based on four discussion
documents, the ITF agreed on a work plan for the period from January 2006 to December 2007.
In preparation for the meeting, the ITF also held an accreditation workshop with ITF members
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and other experts from accreditation and certification bodies in the morning of 5 December
2005.

The fifth ITF meeting was attended by 39 experts in their own personal capacity. They came
from four UN agencies (FAO, UNCTAD, the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
[UNECE], the United Nations Environment Programme [UNEP]), two intergovernmental
organizations (European Union [EU], and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development [OECD]), 13 governmental institutions (Argentina, Australia, Brazil, China, Costa
Rica, Dominican Republic, Germany, India, the Philippines, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand,
and Tunisia), three international NGOs (International Accreditation Forum [IAF], IFOAM and
the International Organic Accreditation Service [IOAS]) and 11 private organizations involved
in certification, accreditation or trade in organic agriculture. Apologies were received from the
experts from the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA).

Prior to its actual meeting, in the morning of 5 December 2005, the ITF held:

* an Orientation Session for new ITF members (12 people);

« anAccreditation Workshop, with 18 participants from certification and accreditation bodies.
The primary objective of the workshop was to provide feedback from an expert audience
to the ITF discussion of the draft study “Requirements for Certification Bodies — Situation
and Scope for Harmonization” which took place on the second day of the ITF meeting. A
report of the workshop is contained in an addendum to this report.

In addition to the latter study, the ITF discussed drafts of the following papers:
» Cooperation Between Conformity Assessment Bodies in Organic Certification;
* Objectives of Organic Standards Programmes — Exploring Approaches to Common
Regulatory Objectives;
» Experiences of Equivalence and Recognition Mechanisms in the Regulation of Organic
Agriculture.

Additionally, the ITF also discussed:
* the results of a feasibility study for a comparative database for organic norms;
» whether to continue with a research project aiming at identifying consumer sensitivities to
differences in standards and certification requirements.

The discussion papers, the database feasibility study and the consumer study project stemmed
from proposals for activities related to the middle-and long-term strategy of the ITF. The ITF
strategy had been agreed upon at the fourth ITF meeting in Rome and is laid out in the paper
“Strategy on Solutions for Harmonizing International Regulation of Organic Agriculture”. As
such, the papers were aimed at analysing some of the solutions and activities proposed in the
ITF strategy and at providing a basis for discussion of these solutions and activities by the ITF.

At its fifth meeting, the ITF decided to put the database project on hold. Furthermore, based on

the feedback on the discussion papers and consumer study proposal, the ITF agreed to pursue
the following activities during the 2006-2007 period:
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Develop further ITF documents including:

a guidance document for judging equivalency of standards based on IFOAM criteria for
variations and Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC) Guideline CAC/GL 34;

an inventory of common regulatory objectives of government regulations;

a set of essential international certification requirements.

Provide the ITF with further reviews through:

a review/situation analysis of existing consumer studies focusing on their relevance to the
ITF objectives;

a concept paper for a study on competitive effects of standards differences for farmers;
a study explaining the concept of participatory guarantee systems and their interaction
with third party certification and other guarantee systems.

Outreach and promotion:

send an ITF representative to the Technical Committee of the International Accreditation
Forum, Rome, 14-15 March 2006, with a view of discussing the possibility of developing
an organic Multi-Lateral Agreement (MLA);

hold a Workshop on Certification Requirements, in connection with an IFOAM Criteria
Committee meeting in 2006;

provide inputs into the relevant Codex Alimentarius meetings concerning organic foods,
including the revision of the Guidelines (scheduled to start in 2007);

provide inputs to the revisions of IFOAM International Basic Standards (IBS) and
encourage governments to participate in IBS revisions;

develop an ITF communique with policy recommendations, for the ITF members use
within their respective constituencies;

make recommendations to all involved parties (private and governmental) to improve a)
their cooperation on all levels of inspection and evaluation, and b) their cooperation and
mutual recognition on the level of conformity assessment;

improve integration of current members and involve new key actors;

pursue the idea of setting up an organic Multi-Lateral Agreement;

develop recommendations for (developing) countries regarding organic regulations and
standards.

The ITF agreed to continue its works through annual meetings and decided to hold its sixth
meeting in the fourth quarter of 2006, in North America.
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Report of the Fifth Meeting of the ITF

5-7 December 2005
Hammamet, Tunisia

Opening
Introductory remarks

Mr Gunnar Rundgren, on behalf of the ITF Steering Committee, welcomed the meeting
participants and presented the agenda and objectives of the meeting. The ITF approved the
agenda and the participants briefly introduced themselves.

Welcoming speech by the Minister for Agriculture of Tunisia

The Minister for Agriculture of Tunisia, Mr Mohamed Habib Haddad, welcomed the participants
to Tunisia and the meeting. The Minister noted that the Task Force fulfils the objective of creating
a communication channel between governmental and non-governmental organizations and civil
society in order to facilitate the international trade of organic products. He described the organic
sector in Tunisia (over 100 000 hectares in 2004) and mentioned policy tools aimed at the growth
of the sector by 200 percent by 2009. He stressed the role of organic agriculture in increasing the
value of agricultural products, enhancing competitiveness, protecting natural resources, and
providing better livelihoods for farmers. The full statement is in Addendum 4.

Brainstorming

Gunnar Rundgren presented a synthesis report on the progress made by the ITF, including ways
and means to achieve the ultimate ITF objectives. He mentioned that the ITF had formulated
proposals on many relevant issues and has already reached agreement on the solutions to several
issues. He stressed that the ITF agreements were not binding and that therefore, ITF members
should attempt to convince their organizations to adopt the proposed solutions.

The synthesis report reviews long-term (strategic) goals of the ITF, the resulting work and the
status of completion of the different activities outlined in its work plan. Finally, the report proposed
additional actions required for attaining the ITF objectives.

In the subsequent discussion of the paper, participants emphasized that the actions chosen must
be realistic and feasible, and that the existing systems and tools used for trade of organic products
should be used in combination with one another. However, it was also acknowledged that some
of the existing tools have limitations. For example, the scope of organic products is expanding to
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non-food items, such as textiles and cosmetics, whereas the Codex Alimentarius Guidelines are
limited to food items only.

With regard to the issue of production standards, concern was expressed on the prospects for
inducing the Codex Alimentarius process towards more accessible and effective standards. It
was mentioned that the ITF work itself sets a good example of a multi-stakeholder, open and
transparent international process. It was felt that the development of a unique set of international
standards was not feasible, at least in the short or medium term, due to the different constituencies
and scope of Codex Alimentarius and IFOAM.

It was proposed that the ITF seeks to provide guidance on the different roles of the two documents,
indicating how these roles can be reconciled. In any case, efforts may be deployed for seeking
more convergence between the IFOAM Basic Standards and the Codex Alimentarius guidelines,
by inducing the format of the latter to being more principles-based: this may be achieved by
establishing a specific CAC Task Force on Organic Foods, which would report to the Libelling
Committee. It was recognized that the issue of competition between the two standards may not
be a very significant problem because the requirements and guidance adopted in both documents
are closely aligned. Regarding the issue of the lists of substances, it was suggested that a sound
set of criteria and “model” (indicative) lists could be a valuable approach. One participant
suggested developing a Codex Alimentarius Task Force on organic production that has a broader
scope than only the guidelines for food labelling, while organics include also non-food products
such as fibres and cosmetics.

Regarding equivalence agreements, the proposal to organize an equivalency workshop was
supported. It was mentioned that for certification bodies, multiple accreditations were not an
issue but rather the related fees, staff time investment and other costs of accreditation resulting
from multiple evaluations. It was agreed that the ITF considers not only the prospects of
equivalency per se but also the prospects of the many other opportunities for cooperation towards
making the process more streamlined.

It was noted that the ITF had not, to date, generated outputs that can be used to give tangible
advice to countries with an emerging organic sector. It was mentioned that the ITF is in a good
position to assist newcomers to avoid repeating mistakes made by other countries and to make
recommendations to countries with consolidated regulatory systems by developing concrete
guidelines.

Furthermore, it was proposed that the ITF consider alternative systems such as Participatory
Guarantee Schemes or some of the mechanisms of conformity assessment used in participatory
guarantee systems. While acknowledging that the ITF focus is on international organic trade
and that participatory certification is chiefly appropriate to domestic markets, it was proposed
that the ITF considers, in a later stage, the opportunity to consider the feasibility of participatory
guarantee systems’ products within international trade. It was also suggested to hold a workshop
on organic certification schemes.
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Discussion papers

Experiences of Equivalence and Recognition Mechanisms in the Regulation of Organic
Agriculture

This study compiled and analysed the experiences (successes and failures, lessons learned), of
governments with one another and the private sector in cooperation (including recognition), at
the level of accreditation/supervision, and cooperation (including equivalency) regarding their
standards and technical regulations.

The main conclusions of the study are that harmonizing efforts take different forms. Recognition
of conformity assessment systems at the level of accreditation has proved less problematic than
equivalence assessments because the former is essentially an assessment of compliance. Current
equivalence processes could be improved by establishing a clear common objective, setting
clear procedures, greater transparency and sharing of information and the definition of criteria
for variation which make allowances for stage of development and local conditions. Whether
bilateral or even multilateral equivalence processes may be assisted through the Codex
Alimentarius Commission (CAC) structures and models remains to be investigated. Cooperation
on accreditation and MLAs between accreditation bodies are available in support of other
harmonizing mechanisms. These should be further utilized by government authorities.

Objectives of Organic Standards Programmes — Exploring Approaches to Common
Regulatory Objectives

In this paper the principles, values, and objectives underlying the current major organic norms
were documented and reviewed. Additionally, the paper explored ways for enhancing
harmonization and equivalence of the major regulatory schemes by the virtue of agreeing on a
common set of regulatory objectives. The main conclusions of the paper are that there is a
remarkable degree of shared common objectives between regulations accompanied, however,
by differences in many relevant details. Regulatory systems for the most part do not allow decisions
on equivalency based on common regulatory objectives. Common regulatory objectives (CROS)
are also not likely to be influential in changing already adopted regulatory programmes. The
reasons are multifold, among them, administrative inflexibility, social, environmental, and political
preferences of the constituencies of the programmes in question. The UNECE model for technical
harmonization (UNECE Recommendation “L”)* provides a process that provides potential for
certification programmes to evolve in the long run in the same general direction. It also might
serve as a basis for regional arrangements where countries do not yet have national programmes.

LFull Title: UNECE Recommendation “L” “An International Model for Technical Harmonisation Based on Good Regulatory
Practice for the Preparation, Adoption and Application of Technical Regulations Via the Use of International Standards”
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Because of the close relationship between the two papers mentioned above, (hereinafter referred
to as the “equivalency paper” and the “objectives paper”, respectively) both were presented
sequentially by the authors, and their discussion was combined.

To complete the picture, the representative from the UNECE re-introduced the UNECE model
for CROs. The UNECE model provides practical steps aimed at facilitating and accelerating
harmonization of technical regulations by agreeing on CROs. The basic principle of the
“International Model” is that the technical content of regulations should be drafted in terms of
broad objectives (addressing safety, environmental and other legitimate governmental concerns)
and should refer to (preferably) international standards for more detailed performance-based
technical requirements.

Different views were expressed with regards consumer preferences. On one hand, it was mentioned
that consumers require simple messages and that the issues dealt with by the ITF were too
difficult for consumers, who are more interested in the qualities of the final product. On the
other hand, it was recalled the consumers offered approximately 334 000 public comments to
the USDA National Organic Program (USDA/NOP) regulation. In general, it seemed that
consumers did care but that it is not clear what they cared about: differences in standards or
other issues such as food miles? It was also noted that differences in standards may arise from
competition among farmers and that standards should not result in unfair competition among
farmers.

It was recommended that criteria for the assessment of equivalency should be developed.
Reference was made to the IFOAM criteria for variations. Those criteria should not be so strict
that they prevent equivalency.

Concern was raised that organic could be traded away if added to general bilateral trade
negotiations, as proposed in the objectives paper, due to the relatively low level of organic trade
and hence, weak bargaining power.

It was explained that the general approach towards imports to the European Union is one of
equivalence and not of compliance and that the EU Action Plan on Organic Farming proposed
ways to further improve the existing procedures and mechanisms. It was also noted that the
process for equivalency determination depends on the parties involved. Current third countries
are exporters (not importers), whereas in the equivalency negotiations with the United States of
America, both sides are interested in exporting to the other country. Bilateral negotiations could
be the starting point but should be replaced by mechanisms for multilateral recognition.

Some participants observed that concerned farmers in developing countries have a more critical
view on free trade agreements and are worried about the consequences they might have to face.
It was recognized that the relatively small economic value of the organic sector would keep it
from playing a significant role in trade negotiations. Furthermore, it was argued that developing
countries do not have the bargaining power to engage their target countries in equivalency
negotiations. However, attention was also drawn to the fact that due to higher economic growth
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rates in some developing countries, such as China, the direction of trade flow of organic products
could change in the future.

One participant, referencing regulatory developments in Brazil, also advocated that the ITF
considers social requirements and Participatory Guarantee System criteria in its work.

The author of the objectives paper emphasized that CROs will be most useful for equivalency
purposes in cases where no standards exist yet. A proposal was made that ITF and UNECE
should consider a joint project to further address the CROs approach, possibly by developing a
toolbox for those countries that do not yet have an organic legislation.

The fact that not every country has a regulation was recognized as a limiting factor in relying on
an approach based on regulatory objectives. Reference was made to discussions in the
Accreditation Workshop on identifying three areas related to production standards, conformity
assessment schemes and organizational quality systems (described in the workshop as “boxes”)
in which to work towards greater cooperation and recognition (refer to Addendum 1 below for
further elaboration of the “box” concept). It was suggested that the ITF develops guidance on
cooperation in the different levels, with a view to providing the basis for political decisions. This
concept and guidance could also be the springboard for developing models that could be relevant
to WTO dialogues.

Requirements for Certification Bodies — Situation and Scope for Harmonization

This document analysed the main similarities and differences of the main private and governmental
organic schemes with regard to requirements applicable in organic certification. The results of
the analysis are that general “good rules” and a quality management approach are commonly
reflected in all requirements. Apart from the International Organization for Standardization and
the International Electrotechnical Commission (ISO/IEC) Guide 65 most documents also address
requirements specific to the field of organic certification, such as Conversion, Split Parallel
Production, Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO), and Inputs. The main differences lie in
the requirements for operator documentation. There are no conflicting requirements. With respect
to the suitability of the ISO/IEC Guide 65 for organic certification it is proposed that a new ISO/
IEC Guide 65 guidance document be developed, specifying the implementation of the ISO/IEC
Guide 65 in and for the organic sector. The guidance document should identify ISO/IEC Guide
65 provisions not suitable for organic certification and specify provisions relevant for organic
certification that are not yet covered by the ISO/IEC Guide 65.

After the presentation of this paper, the chair informed the ITF of the outcomes of the Accreditation
Workshop, which focused much of its discussion on the topics in this paper.

The Workshop had defined three areas of requirements (boxes) to which the ITF could provide
input. These are:

» Box 1: the area containing requirements for agricultural production and processing (the
standards).
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» Box 2: the area containing requirements (many of them prescriptive in nature and sector-
specific) for how certification is conducted, e.g. what specific records the certification
body must check, grower group inspection requirements, verifying the GMO prohibition.

» Box 3: the area containing requirements for the competency of the certification body (the
content of the ISO/IEC Guide 65).

The consensus of the Workshop was that any requirement for conducting certification needs to
be based on the ISO/IEC Guide 65. Regarding opportunities for the ITF to influence a revision
of the ISO/IEC Guide 65, the ITF was informed that the ISO CASCO Committee had requested
its members to give feedback on whether the Guide should be revised. If the revision starts in
2006 it will most likely be completed by the year 2009.

The ITF agreed that it should focus on Box 2. The essential certification requirements should be
identified based on an assessment of whether a certain requirement is really necessary for assuring
organic integrity. The document could be hosted by either a relevant Committee of the Codex
Alimentarius Commission or the ISO CASCO Committee. It was proposed that an ITF working
group be set up in order to develop such a tool.

One participant recommended that the ITF take advantage of IFOAM’s experience with
certification requirements in organic agriculture. Instead of developing everything from scratch,
the IFOAM Accreditation Criteria and the experiences of the IOAS with dealing with the
differences between the IFOAM accreditation criteria and the ISO/IEC Guide 65 should be
used. Following up on this, it was explained that the recent revision of the IFOAM Accreditation
Criteria aimed at removing details. Based on stakeholders’ comments, mainly the ISO/IEC Guide
65 requirements had been removed. Currently, the IFOAM Accreditation Criteria contain 28
additional requirements as compared to the ISO/IEC Guide 65.

Another participant mentioned that the majority of accreditation bodies around the world involved
in accreditation of product/process/services certification bodies apply ISO/IEC 65 requirements
in many fields beyond organic certification programmes. A more detailed sector specific document
could reduce flexibility with regard to equivalency and mutual recognition. Another participant
mentioned that the ISO/IEC Guide 65 is a good basis for approval of certification bodies and
should be retained but not necessarily in every detail.

One participant stressed that the ISO/IEC Guide 65 is used by more than 60 organizations in 85
countries and that it would be risky for the ITF to attempt modifying the Guide. It was clarified
that the IAF Guidance to the ISO/IEC Guide 65 are not requirements per se but are developed to
make sure that all IAF members interpret the ISO/IEC Guide 65 in a consistent way. Furthermore,
even though a blanket exemption from certain requirements of the ISO/IEC Guide 65 cannot be
made, an IAF Guidance could lay out that a certain requirement is not needed in organic
certification. Referring to the fact that in Switzerland the entire food industry is accredited to the
ISO/IEC Guide 65, one participant challenged any arguments that ISO/IEC Guide 65 could not
be used in its entirety for accreditation and approval of organic certification bodies. Also, the
USDA/NOP regulation does not refer to the ISO/IEC Guide 65 and more barriers would be
created if the ISO/IEC Guide 65 was recommended across the board.
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Several proposals for developing one set of conformity assessment requirements were raised,
including the following:
 ITFtohold ajoint workshop with the ISO/CASCO on accreditation in organic agriculture;
» aworkshop of experts to be convened in conjunction with an IFOAM Criteria Committee
meeting or sending selected ITF participants to the IFOAM Criteria Committee;
« adiscussion of the topic at the IFOAM Certification Conference;
« an ITF and IAF workshop to consider the feasibility of an organic MLA;
* including within Codex Alimentarius a one-page text on minimum certification
requirements (e.g. impartiality).

However, it was also asked who the responsible body for negotiations between the organic
sector and other stakeholders, e.g. the IAF, should be. Additionally, it was stressed that multi-
stakeholder participation needs to be ensured.

One participant advised that the ITF should not forget tools for conformity assessment apart
from certification.

It was recommended that as well as developing one set of commonly accepted conformity
assessment requirements, ways should also be found to arrive at a situation where one evaluation
leads to multiple approvals or accreditations of certification bodies by different authorities. This
is already possible in certain situations.

It was stressed that the ITF should not endorse accreditation as the only way for approval of
certification bodies and that governments should be receptive to the private sector mechanism if
their intention is to restrict the development of private labels.

Finally, it was requested to include in the paper a list of acronyms and a summary table of the
comparisons.

Cooperation Between Conformity Assessment Bodies in Organic Certification

The paper briefly introduced the historical development and looked at the current situation of
organic certification and the challenges it now faces. The challenges mentioned include, for
example, the need for multiple accreditation, certification and inspections as compared to the
ideal where one approval is accepted everywhere. The main reasons for this situation are a lack
of recognition agreements between governments, on the one hand, and on the other hand, a lack
of openness of the current regulatory framework with respect to empowering certification bodies
approved under one system to recognize products certified by a certification body approved
under another regulatory system. The paper continued with examples of existing collaborations
between certification bodies and proposed a number of means for overcoming the problems
within the current system. It is proposed that organic regulations are withdrawn, hence organic
certification shifts to a self-regulated industry. Another proposal was to shift to an inclusive
system where acceptance is the rule, e.g. by a) referencing private standards in regulations, and
b) recognizing other foreign regulations and private standards, and c) accepting all products
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produced to the applicable local, national or private standard. In case policy-makers cannot
accept these proposals, the author suggested the following mitigating measures: establish an
international equivalency determination process based on international norms; authorize
certification bodies to accept products certified under the rules of another system; confer
certification based on an equivalent prior certification and delegate certification authority, and
adopt common international criteria for organic certification. The paper concluded with the
presentation of two models for collaborations between conformity assessment bodies, a “global
company model” and an “international alliance/network model”. It pointed out that local
certification bodies can offer enough local advantage to maintain independence as members of
an international alliance.

In the following discussions it was noted that government regulations have driven the private
sector to be more characterized by big companies. It was noted that the paper gives options for
“marrying” the private and government standards with creative new relationships. It was queried
whether organic certification was proposed for liberalization at the Doha Round of the World
Trade Organization (WTO) talks.

One participant expressed appreciation on the deregulation option raised in the paper, as
government regulations appear to be proliferating with some resulting negative effects. In response
to a question about what strategy emerging CABs in developing countries should pursue, it was
explained that the right strategy depends on the specific situation. However, starting with
inspection services and somehow linking to an established recognized CAB is generally advisable.
Another strategy would be to concentrate on establishing the local certification “brand identity”
and encouraging local market development. The phenomenon of “dumping”, that is, foreign
CABs offering certification services at artificially low prices in some countries with the aim to
gain market share, was brought up. The delegation of decision authority to certification bodies,
as discussed in the Accreditation Workshop and in the paper (CENELEC example), was felt by
some ITF members to be very attractive, but the regulatory constraints were also recognized.

One participant recalled that government regulations came into existence in the first place because
conformity assessment bodies were not able to cooperate. Nowadays, the paradox situation is
that regulations constrain cooperation, whereas conformity assessment bodies are starting to see
the advantage of cooperation. The argument that cooperation was hindered because of legal
responsibilities of the conformity assessment bodies was seen as not fully applicable because
the ultimate responsibility lies with the producer.

Another reason for the demand for regulations was that products used to be marketed as “organic”
without having been properly verified. It was acknowledged that regulations have addressed
this issue and that this fact has to be accepted and considered in solutions. It was also recognized
that regulations were needed for establishing the right incentives for the sector’s growth, in
addition to the need for protection. Fair competition and fraud control have increased. The trade-
off is less freedom. Furthermore, the question of regulatory excess should be addressed.

There has been some misperception that the only way for governments to support their organic
market development is to regulate the sector. The resulting problem is that if governments
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concentrate only on the control system without having other dimensions to support the
development of organic agriculture and markets, the result will be an unbalanced and unhealthy
regulatory situation. In general, this has not been the case in the major markets as in the USA
and EU. Additionally, it was argued that governments have mechanisms other than regulations
to control and enforce fraud. On the other hand, for exporting (developing) countries, it is
impossible to receive the attention of both the media and the international markets unless they
have an organic regulation.

One participant expressed an opinion that if the aim of a country is just to export organic products,
in a situation without harmonization, equivalence and an organic multi-lateral agreement, it is
better for that country to follow the organic standards and criteria of the importing market,
rather than spending time and scarce resources to establish national regulations and structures.

Another participant mentioned that the way for facilitating approval of operators by different
certifiers based on one certification, is to allow conformity assessment bodies to determine
acceptance of other certifications. In this context, the need to promote multiple accreditations
based on one evaluation was again advocated.

It was suggested that the paper further recommends how policy-makers can set more flexible
requirements for cooperation with the private sector and that it acknowledges the cost of the lack
of cooperation.

The question was raised about how far the ITF should expand its activities towards assisting
conformity assessment bodies in getting more authority delegated to them, including acceptance
of certification decisions of other certification bodies.

Other documents for discussion

Consumer study on sensitivity to differences in organic standards and conformity assessment
systems

The Chair informed delegates that the consumer study had been on the agenda of the ITF for
quite some time. At its last meeting, the ITF decided that, as a first step, a proposal would be
made on what and how such a study would be undertaken. Subsequently, the ITF Secretariat
issued a tender to which three responses were received, two of which declined the offer due to
the relatively low budget allocation for the study.

The proposal received from the Department of Agricultural and Food Marketing of the University
of Kassel, Germany, on behalf of a consortium of faculty members from three universities, was
presented by Mr Hamm, the consortium coordinator.

Mr Hamm mentioned that the proposed budget significantly limits the choice of the research
methodology and scope. For this reason, and owing to the difficult nature of the topic, the research
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group proposed to refrain from including Japan and to adopt the focus group approach whereby
the survey respondents are knowledgeable of organic standards.

The Chair, on behalf of the Steering Committee, informed that the ITF decision to undertake the
consumer study ought to be taken in light of both budget limitations as well as budget allocation
to studies of chief importance to advancing the ITF work, i.e. costs/benefits with regards the ITF
objectives. The ITF Steering Committee was of the view that the outcome of the consumer study
would be of low priority to the ITF work. Alternatively, an analysis of existing studies could be
commissioned.

Mr Hamm mentioned that, despite their long time experience with research in organic agriculture,
none of the three consortium members were aware of any research on the proposed topic of
consumer sensitivities to organic standards. Much is already known about the confusion of
consumers between organic and other environmentally friendly schemes (e.g. free range and
animal friendly production) but not much is known about consumer expectations regarding
different organic labels.

Within the ITF, the prevailing view is that consumers are not aware and not very interested in the
differences in standards and that the ITF should make a related and informed statement. One
participant mentioned that the real problem is not consumers’ sensitivity to differences in
standards, but farmers’ concerns to avoid what they perceive as “unfair” competition.

The need for very specific terms of reference for a situation analysis, including what is known
and what is not known, as well as assumptions, was emphasized. In this respect, the role of ITF
representatives was stressed in terms of information providers in their respective countries (e.g.
decision-makers, brokers).

Feasibility study for an international comparative organic norms database

The ITF Secretary gave a presentation on the history and objectives of the project, possible
problems and expected features of a norms database. Following this presentation, Mr Ken
Commins of the International Organic Accreditation Service (IOAS) informed the ITF that the
IOAS is also setting up a database on organic norms. The IOAS database is aimed at being a tool
for enabling multiple accreditations based on one evaluation. The IOAS database may bear the
features envisioned by the ITF for the comparative database. The IOAS is willing to provide the
currently envisioned database to the ITF basically free of charge. However, a financial assistance
for adapting the database to the needs of the ITF would be applicable.

As an alternative, it was reiterated that the ITF could also participate in the organic database
currently in development by the European Union. It was explained that the EU database uses the
EU Regulation as a baseline for comparisons. The database could perhaps be adapted to
accommodate the features defined by the ITF, if the additional costs would be covered. It is not
yet clear how the maintenance would be financed after 2007. One participant mentioned that the
EU database does not provide a comparison of the actual wording, but rather a synopses of
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requirements in other norms versus the EU Regulation. This would, therefore, entail considerable
expenses to adapt the EU database to become an international database.

One participant stressed that in addition to setting it up, maintaining the proposed database
would be a crucial issue. In order to maintain such a system, the database could either be privatized
or be hosted by those organizations that own international standards. The need to pay for the
services of a privatized system could make it more difficult for developing countries to take
advantage of the database.

The Chair concluded that for the time being, the database would not be a prerequisite for achieving
the ITF objectives and that it was wiser to put it on hold. In the future, this more service-oriented
work could be taken up again, maybe also in the light of new developments, e.g. regarding the
IOAS or EU database.

Country reports and updates

Prior to the meeting ITF members from Australia, China, Denmark, the Dominican Republic,
Sweden, Switzerland and Thailand had graciously provided the ITF with reports and updates on
the regulatory systems of their countries. In addition to this, ITF members from Australia, Brazil,
China and Japan gave oral reports at the meeting. The written reports will be published on the
ITF Web site.

Work plan 2006-2007

Based on the discussions and decisions of the two previous days, the ITF Steering Committee
proposed an ITF work plan for the years 2006 to 2007. Noted below are the proposed activities
(in bold) followed by the discussion and decisions (latter in bold italic) of the ITF.

* Commission a situation analysis of existing consumer studies with relevance to assessing
consumer sensitivity to variations in standards

The ITF agreed to pursue this activity.

In this context, the ITF agreed that the study should also cover consumer expectations, and that
it also should address sensitivities to conformity assessment requirements. The wording of this
work item was changed to:

“Commission review/situation analysis of existing consumer studies with relevance to
assessing consumer expectations and sensitivity for variations in standards and conformity

assessment requirements (paper)”.

Participants informed the ITF of existing studies on consumer expectations, e.g. by Consumers
International, Horizon Dairy, the Australian Consumers Association and the Soil Association.
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The ITF participants were asked to submit studies and information on existing studies to the ITF
Secretariat. The Consumers International study is to be circulated to the ITF.

The ITF also discussed whether to develop a research on producers’ impacts on differences in
standards (competitive effects). It was argued that the results of this research, e.g. biggest problems
or fears of farmers regarding unfair competition, could be used to overcome possible resistance
to ITF proposals, e.g. the international reference standard. It was agreed that the results of such
a study should not be used to develop solutions aimed at pleasing farmers’ interests. One participant
suggested that research should also be carried out regarding other stakeholders, e.g. processors,
retailers, traders.

The ITF decided to draft a concept note for a study on the impact of producer interests on
standards and technical regulations. The concept note is to specifically address the arguments
for the necessity of this study. The ITF will be invited to comment on the concept paper.

* Organic standards and regulations database

The usefulness of a database was not questioned. However, for the time being it was not seen as
relevant for the core ITF agenda.

The ITF agreed to put the database project on hold and to encourage other stakeholders to
cooperate on this issue.

* Recommendations regarding how to make progress on the issue of ‘‘international reference
standards”

It was agreed that the ITF will seek information from the Codex Alimentarius Secretariat on
how ITF should feed its recommendations into the revision of Codex Guidelines for Organic
Production and Processing.

The ITF also discussed ways of improving the active participation of developing countries to the
Codex Alimentarius Commission. It was proposed that the ITF advocates the interests of
developing countries during the revision of the organic foods guidelines. ITF members from
developing countries were advised to think of ways to support their country representatives in
taking a stronger role in Codex discussions and ways for consulting stakeholders within their
country ahead of the meetings.

It was mentioned that the ITF needs to address the fact that the scope of organic agriculture is
expanding beyond food products. In this respect, it was suggested that as an alternative to the
Codex Alimentarius Guidelines, which do not deal with non-food items, international standards
could be addressed within the IFOAM system.

It was also stressed that the Codex Alimentarius Guidelines be revised to provide principles and

recommendations rather than detailed standards, thereby leaving it open to the countries to translate
these into standards.
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It was agreed to use the experiences of the upcoming process of revising the IFOAM Basic
Standards into a more principle-based framework to test the concept, and to use the results of the
IFOAM process to feed into the next revision of the Codex Alimentarius Guidelines.

In this context it was proposed that the ITF members and governments be invited to participate
in this revision. It was also argued that if the ITF had an international standard at hand, this one
could be used to influence the revision of the Codex Alimentarius Guidelines.

A number of participants mentioned that both international standards derive their legitimacy
from their different constituencies. The IBS derives it from the private sector and the Codex
Alimentarius from the governmental sector, and neither of these two constituencies will ever
fully give up its power to develop standards. It was, therefore, proposed that instead of pursuing
the development of one international reference standard, the ITF should aim at converging both
international standards. The convergence of both documents would then create the basis for
equivalency determination. However, it was clarified that the revision of the Codex Guidelines
is currently not a priority within the Codex Alimentarius and that the schedule of revision is not
yet known. Furthermore, with respect to the issue of legitimacy, it was pointed out that at the
moment no government is referencing the Codex Guidelines in their entirety. Regarding the
non-food issue, it was pointed out that ITF considers involvement of those regional private
groups currently working on common standards.

It was proposed that the ITF forms a working group assigned to draft a strategy for participating
in the revision of the Codex Guidelines. Furthermore, those ITF members that participate in the
Codex Alimentarius discussions were advised to start to network with other delegates.

* Develop guidance document (paper) for judging equivalency of standards based on
IFOAM criteria for variations and CAC/GL 34 - Guidelines for development of
equivalence agreements

The ITF approved this work item.
* Defining common objectives (paper)

It was suggested that the ITF submits a request to UNECE asking for the development of an
inventory of the common regulatory objectives of government regulations. The UNECE
representative explained that the request including background information must be submitted
to UNECE by April 2006 to allow timely discussion in the upcoming meeting in June 2006.
UNECE would then invite governments to respond to the request. It was proposed that UNECE
functions as a Secretariat for this project, which could be positioned as an interagency project,
with the ITF providing the expertise. This can add value as filtering through the expertise of
agricultural policy. If necessary, UNECE could also arrange meetings. It was clarified that the
process should and can also involve the private sector.
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It was agreed that the ITF Steering Committee will draft a concept paper for the inventory.
After obtaining additional information, the Steering Committee should decide whether to submit
the request to UNECE.

* Study on participatory guarantee systems

The ITF approved this project pending availability of funding.
The paper will explain the concept and focus on the interaction with third party certification and
other guarantee systems.

It was suggested that this work could be linked to the IFOAM Participatory Guarantee System
(PGS) project. The ITF was informed that IFOAM is further formalizing the PGS project by
establishing an IFOAM Task Force.

* Commission a draft of one set of essential (integrity tested) international certification
requirements (that can be the basis for equivalence)

The ITF approved this proposal.

Based on the ITF study on requirements for certification bodies, the first identification of existing
requirements is to be carried out. After completion of this step, the process of defining the
essentials should commence.

The ITF also agreed to hold a workshop on this topic in conjunction with an IFOAM Criteria
Committee meeting in 2006.

* Cooperation on all levels to be encouraged, e.g. use of inspection and evaluation for
multiple purposes (recommendation to all parties)

The ITF agreed to make a recommendation to all parties involved to foster their cooperation.
Furthermore, it was agreed to improve integration of key actors, e.g. IAF, in the ITF and to
develop new links to other key actors.

* Cooperation and mutual recognition on the level of conformity assessment to be utilized
and encouraged in regulated systems

Although there was no specific action decided, the ITF agreed that it can make a
recommendation to all governments to utilize and encourage cooperation and mutual
recognition in their regulatory systems on the level of conformity assessment.

This recommendation should encourage governments to use the existing building blocks of
recognition and cooperation among conformity assessment bodies, for example, by accepting
that a foreign conformity assessment body be contracted by the domestic body to carry out
conformity assessment in that foreign country. This will enable governments to avoid travelling
to other continents to make approvals for importing products.
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* Establishment of organic multi-lateral agreement (MLA)

There was discussion on who would be included in the structure and process. There was agreement
that this could be a useful tool if all significant stakeholders, including governments and private
accreditation programmes, were involved. It was mentioned that such a multi-lateral agreement
(MLA) could be developed either at the international or regional levels. With respect to a possible
role of the International Accreditation Forum (IAF), it was mentioned that an organic MLA
would be different from more generic type of MLAs that the IAF maintains, based on broad
standards such as ISO 9 000 and 14 000. It was explained that the existing MLASs in the IAF do
not prevent problems of mutual recognition. However, it was also mentioned that the IAF has
positive experiences with sector-specific MLAs. Mr Figueiredo, the IAF representative on the
ITF, will suggest that the IAF Board invite the ITF to the next IAF Board/Executive Committee
Meeting.

The ITF agreed to further pursue the idea of setting up an organic MLA. Feedback should be
obtained from various meetings, including who should host such an MLA.

* Development of recommendations for (developing) countries regarding organic regulations
and standards

An idea for workshops, including one in Latin America was expressed. The UNEP approach is
to build the capacity of the national institutions, which in turn can provide the assistance to
policy-makers. It was noted that the ITF task is to provide the tools and analysis, but not to
provide long-term capacity building in individual countries or regions. Instead, other institutions
are asked to use the ITF tools and analysis.

It was suggested that based on the existing ITF studies, the ITF should develop an ITF guidance
document on this topic.

Another suggestion was to develop a model regulation for countries to use it for setting up
regulations that meet the requirements of the major importing markets.

It was generally agreed to add this topic to the ITF work plan. No concrete measures were
agreed.

¢ QOutreach and assistance

The extent of this activity will depend on funding for 2006 and beyond. It was suggested that the
ITF web site, especially its structure, should be improved, and that acronyms should be avoided
on the web site. Another suggestion was to expand the outreach more to traders, especially those
organized in groups such as EurepGAP. In this context, it was clarified that the ITF is open to
new members but that at the same time, continuity of existing members is important.
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It was mentioned that the ITF, depending on funding could develop an ITF Communique
consisting of recommendations and positions, for use in public relations and advocacy. It was
also suggested that one way for improving communication could be to put more draft papers on
the public section of the Web site.

It was agreed that the ITF should be presented and represented at the IAF Technical Committee
meeting in Rome, 14-15 March 2006.

* Next ITF meeting

The ITF agreed to conduct its next meeting in the fourth quarter of 2006 in North America
(tentative).

If possible, this meeting will be linked to the next BioFach America which takes place from 5 to
7 October 2006.

An ITF public briefing session will be held in February 2006, at BioFach Nuremberg, in
combination with an IFOAM session on the revision of the IFOAM Organic Guarantee System.

The ITF also agreed that only one full meeting should be conducted per year. The significance of
so-called “mini-meetings” should not be increased.

Funding

The ITF Steering Committee informed the ITF that about 20 000 euros remained on the UNCTAD
trust fund. This money will be sufficient for the ITF Secretariat to continue working for some
more months.

The Steering Committee asked members to assist in fundraising efforts by submitting the funding
proposal to suitable donors.

It was a suggested to approach the EU (Development Fund). However, it was also recognized
that the process for obtaining EU funding is time consuming (approximately two years) and
difficult to administer. Contributions from the private sector, including companies, would be
welcome if available.
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Addendum 1

Report of the ITF workshop on accreditation and certification bodies

5 December 2005
Hammamet, Tunisia

Prior to its main meeting, the ITF held a workshop for accreditation and certification bodies.
The purpose of the workshop was to conduct in-depth discussions with experts on issues raised
in the ITF paper “Requirements for Certification Bodies — Situation and Scope for Harmonization
“hereinafter referred to as “Certification Requirements Paper”, and also to take up some issues
in the paper “Cooperation Between Conformity Assessment Bodies in Organic Certification”
hereinafter referred to as the “Cooperations Paper”. The workshop was targeted at participation
from certification and accreditation bodies. All other ITF members were invited to participate as
observers.

Cooperation Between Conformity Assessment Bodies in Organic Certification

The group first took up the “Cooperation Paper” and addressed the question as to whether there
could be more flexibility allowed for CABs to cooperate to make certification on behalf of each
other. It was noted that ISO/IEC Guide 65 seems to allow that some functions in the certification
process be contracted to another body but not the decision.

The group ended the discussion without making any specific conclusions or recommendations.
Requirements for Certification Bodies — Situation and Scope for Harmonization

Several participants of the workshop expressed their concern that the study mixes up requirements
of ISO 65/quality management system and of the organic certification system.

The group decided to take up the following three points:
* How to get agreement on a single international reference document (certification
requirements)?
» How to identify the necessary adjustments to ISO/IEC Guide 65?
» How to get agreement on these changes in the 1SO process?

The group first considered whether a technical comparison of the existing documents would be
useful. But it was noted that the documents may be too heterogeneous to provide a useful result.
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Several threads of discussion ran through the session:
Regarding the level of specificity and prescription in certification requirements

The group addressed this topic, with mixed results. Some argued that getting more specific does
not really lower any risk, especially when it is adding detail to ISO/IEC Guide 65. Others
favoured incorporation of prescriptive details related to inspecting audit, review/evaluation and
certifying (decision) in the organic sector. It was noted that certification requirements sometimes
include what operators should do, but that this framework is not that useful.

The need for process certification to include requirements other than ISO/IEC Guide 65 was
raised. Principles-based requirements were raised as one option. The group was advised of the
general wisdom that setting requirements is to be “outcome” based rather than based on specific
requirements, which tend to become out-of-date.

Regarding the generality vs. specificity, it was stated that the CABs are competing with one
another and there are complaints that they implement requirements differently, which drives the
need for more specificity. The special requirements for organic certifiers and operators fall out
of a specific organic standard, whereas ISO/IEC Guide 65 covers any system regardless of
which standard. The common system requirements should be central.

Regarding how the ISO scheme applies in the organic sector

In an ISO scheme, the certifiers still have to be checked that they are implementing the
requirements properly within the certification scope, and so there is, for example, need to look
specifically at the inspection scheme. In ISO certification schemes defined in ISO/IEC 67 there
must be a scope, and therefore some reference to the standards. (But specialized certification
requirements such as the IFOAM Accreditation Criteria (IAC) incorporate these specific standards
references.)

There was a discussion on not only extra “organic” requirements relative to ISO/IEC Guide 65,
but what might come out of ISO/IEC Guide 65 to make it more appropriate in the organic sector.
Some ISO/IEC Guide 65 requirements are seen as irrelevant, e.g. that a small farmer in Latin
America must have a complaints register. ISO/IEC Guide 65 reflects more the industry situation.
The question was raised whether, in principle, it is accepted that ISO/IEC Guide 65 itself needs
to be adjusted for the organic sector. For example, the ISO accredited CBs do not enforce that
requirement in the above example. It was discussed how to best address this situation. It was
pointed out that it would not be the best way to be transparent and just say that this specific
requirement is not enforced. Instead, a guidance document could allow for the example situation.
In the example, the core requirement is that the farmer should inform the CAB if there is a
complaint to him about the integrity of the product. It was pointed out that the discussion should
not focus just on this one example. The basic question about ISO/IEC Guide 65 adjustments
should remain. However, the message that organic is so different and unique that requirements
are dropped should not be put out.
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CABs say that many of the problematic areas are not within the ISO 65 scope, and the detailed
requirements in ISO/IEC Guide 65 (e.g. Quality systems) create work that is not considered
related to the essential requirements on the ground e.g. for a three-person CAB to make a Quality
manual rather than focus on inspector training. The latter argument was challenged by pointing
out that inspector training is also part of the Quality system and that there is good reason to
emphasize a system for quality and not just pieces of such a system.

Regarding how to organize the thinking about the structure of a requirement

It was suggested that there are three basic areas of organic certification requirements, and that it
could be useful to think about them as if they were located in boxes.

The three boxes are:
» Box 1: Production Standards (plus guidance);
» Box 2: Certification Scheme (plus guidance);
» Box 3: Certification Body Competence Requirements (plus guidance).

Apart from production standards (Box 1) the following points for discussion were identified:
 ISO/IEC Guide 65 (the competence requirements, Box 3);
* guidance to the specific requirements of ISO/IEC Guide 65;
* requirements for CABs on how to go about their business of certifying organic (some of
which may be part of the ISO/IEC Guide 65 scope on implementation of certification).

The group further discussed what is to be put into each of these boxes. The group agreed that the
process should be to stick to the existing requirements and sort these into the boxes, not to set
out to manufacture new requirements. It was proposed to examine the Certification Requirements
Paper and see what subjects come under the certification schemes of the current certification
requirements, and which go in the other boxes. It was again stated that the focus should be on the
points that impact organic integrity. It was suggested to do an analysis to identify where the real
problems are in respect to organic integrity, and to address these specifically.

The following observations were made regarding the boxes:

* the complexity of it is in Box 2;

* the major risk factors are governed in Box 3;

» Box 2 is impacted by Box 3. For example, paperwork requirements created in Box 3 that
are then translated in Box 2;

» Box 2 can relate to re-writing of regulations; and Box 3 (and guidance document) relates
to ISO/IEC Guide 65;

* the demands on the operators (small operators) is not from Box 3 but on Box 2 when the
specific requirements of certification become just too much, and drive them out of
certification;

» Boxes 2 and 3 related to mutual recognition and Box 1 related to product acceptance;

 could/should there be additional guidance for the sector in Box 3? According to the
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participant from the International Accreditation Forum (IAF) this should not be done
because anything that is specific to the certification scheme belongs to Box 2;

* the regulatory authorities have their hands in Box 2 and 3. The question is: are they willing
to take “hands-off” one of the boxes? Also, who is responsible to decide within these
boxes?

* the “extras” (Box 2) may not be all that controversial. It is what should go out of ISO/IEC
Guide 65 (Box 3) that might be more controversial, if that is used as the base document.

Regarding the options for a certification requirement

The following options were identified for moving toward a single requirement for organic
certification:
a. ISO process:
* include in the revision of ISO/IEC Guide 65 and IAF guidance more requirements
relevant to organic certification;
« “amplify” ISO/IEC Guide 65 for the organic sector, perhaps by developing a specific
guidance document for it;
b. develop the document in the Codex process;
c. develop a stand-alone (ITF?) international reference document.

Regarding the ISO process

The discussion took up several questions, including the outlook for the revision of ISO/IEC
Guide 65, the role and enforceability of the ISO Guidance documents.

As the 1SO 65 system is still in development it was cautioned not to cast anything in stone, or
otherwise to have a mechanism to address shifts. It was stated that IAF is open for suggestions to
work with it to address the ITF needs. The point is to reduce the need for multiple accreditations.
The group was informed that the ISO/CASCO Secretariat has requested national standardization
bodies to comment about whether to start the revision of ISO /IEC Guide 65 in 2006. It was
proposed to contact national standardization bodies and give them suggestions for revising.
Maybe notes to IAF guidance on ISO/IEC Guide 65 will be brought into future ISO/IEC Guide
65, which could mean progress.

Organic sector accommodation does not mean automatically to revise ISO/IEC Guide 65, but to
focus only on the additional requirements.

It was pointed out that there is more interest now to develop sector-specific guidance for ISO/
IEC Guide 65. Someone could request an organic sector-specific guide. However, there are no
known examples of ISO Guide/IEC Guide 65 being amplified and adapted for a specific sector.
ISO CASCO can develop guidance documents in 2-4 years, but the time frame to develop technical
guidance can be done in a shorter time frame. The problem is that the organic sector is not
involved in ISO/CASCO.
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With respect to using guidance documents for bringing in the other requirements, it was explained
that guidance documents are intended to provide flexibility and not to be additional requirements.
Also, they are not enforceable. The main principle of guidance is to help the accreditation bodies
have the same interpretation and to train their assessors. The IAF experiences show that guidance
documents should not be prescriptive requirements.

Regarding adding it to the Codex process

This would be difficult due to the complexity of it, and the lack of organic expertise. It was
pointed out that at the ITF Rome meeting, there was a discussion of the Codex Committee on
Food Inspection and Certification (CCFIC) but that also there could be some work on inspection
and certification in the Codex Committee on Food Labelling (CCFL) where there is more organic
expertise in the dialogue.

Regarding the ITF stand-alone option

Gunnar Rundgren expressed that there is already a consensus within the ITF that it should go
ahead to develop a common document (or set thereof).

Regarding the time frame for moving forward
If this process continues then realistically it would be a long time frame, e.g. for completion in
the United States, the USDA will have to be convinced to change the regulation (allowing time

for stakeholder input). There is the need to move quickly and steadily to get a rationalized
document(s).
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Addendum 2

Participants List?

Ms Mwatima Abdulla JUMA
International Federation of Organic

Agriculture Movements
Tanzania

Mr Patrik AEBI (only ITF meeting)
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Switzerland

Mr Andrew DALE

Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development Trade Directorate

France

Ms Jennifer BARNES
Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service
Australia

Ms Samia Maamer BELKHERIA

Ministere de I’ Agriculture et des Resources
Hydrauliques

Tunisia

Mr Klaus BUDDE
Federal Agency for Agriculture and Nutrition
Germany

Ms Yunhua CHEN (only ITF meeting)

China National Accreditation Board for
Certifiers

China

Mr Ken COMMINS
International Organic Accreditation Service
United States

Mr David CRUCIFIX
International Organic Accreditation Service
Spain

Ms Jane EARLEY
World Wildlife Fund
USA

Ms Felicia ECHEVERRIA
Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock
Costa Rica

Ms Maria Fernanda FONSECA
Organic Agriculture
Brazil

Mr Reinaldo Balbino FIGUEIREDO
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USA

Mr Don GAIDANO (only ITF meeting)
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USA
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India

Mr Ulrich HAMM (only ITF meeting)
University of Kassel
Germany

Ms Marianne JOENSSON (only ITF meeting)
Kommerskollegium National Board of Trade
Sweden

2participants attended both the ITF meeting and workshop, unless stated otherwise
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Thailand
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Switzerland
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Yardi & Soree India Pvt. Ltd.
India

Mr Kenji MATSUMOTO
Japan Organic and Natural Foods Association
Japan

Ms Laura Cecilia MNTENEGRO
Argencert SRL
Argentina

Mr Asad NAQVI (only ITF meeting)
United Nations Environment Programme
Switzerland

Mr Jochen NEUENDORF (only workshop)
Deutsches Akkreditierungssystem Prafwesen
Germany

Mr ONG Kung Wai
Humus Consultancy
Malaysia

Ms Houda Ben Alaya OUESLATI

Ministere de I’ Agriculture et des Ressources
Hydrauliques

Tunisia

Mr Alessandro PULGA

Istituto per la Certificazione Etica ed
Ambientale

Italy

Mr Michel REYNAUD
Ecocert International
Germany

Ms Girlie R. SAMIENTO

Center for International Trade Expositions &
Missions / Dept. of Trade & Industry

Philippines

Mr Herman van BOXEM
European Union Commission
Belgium

Mr Boudewijn Jozef van ELZAKKER
Agro Eco Consultancy
The Netherlands

Mr Mao Hua WANG (only ITF meeting)

Certification and Accreditation Administration
of the People’s Republic of China

China

Ms Wibulwan WANNAMOLEE

National Bureau of Agricultural Commodity
and Food Standards

Thailand

Mr Jose ZAPATA
Organic Agriculture Control Office
Dominican Republic

Mr Antonio COMPAGNONI

International Federation of Organic
Agriculture Movements

Italy
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Ms Nadia ElI-Hage SCIALABBA
Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN
Italy

Mr Gunnar RUNDGREN

International Federation of Organic
Agriculture Movements

Sweden

Ms Sophia TWAROG

United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development

Switzerland

Ms Diane BOWEN

International Federation of Organic
Agriculture Movements

United States

Mr Matthias FECHT

International Federation of Organic
Agriculture Movements

Germany
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Addendum 3
Agenda of the fifth ITF meeting
5-7 December 2005
Hammamet, Tunisia
Monday, S December
09:00-12:30

Workshop of certification and accreditation bodies
Orientation for new members

14:00-15:30
Opening Session of the ITF
- Welcome from the Chair
- Statement by the Minister for Agriculture, Tunisia
- Report on the ITF work progress
- Future ITF perspectives
- Objectives of the 5th ITF meeting

16:00-17:00

First ITF Discussion Paper

Equivalence and Recognition in the Regulation of Organic Agriculture
- Presentation (David Crucefix)
- Clarification questions

Tuesday, 6 December
9:00-10:30
Second ITF Discussion Paper:
Obijectives of Organic Standards Programmes — Exploring approaches to Common Regulatory
Obijectives
- Presentation (Jane Earley)
- Clarification questions
Discussion: Regulatory objectives and judgment of equivalence in organic agriculture (ref. first
and second ITF papers)

11:00-12:30

Third ITF Discussion Paper:

Requirement for Certification Bodies — Situation and Scope for Harmonization
- Presentation (Mildred Steidle)
- Discussion
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14:00-15:30

Fourth ITF Discussion Paper:

Cooperation Between Conformity Assessment Bodies in Organic Certification
- Presentation (Ong Kung Wai)
- Discussion

16:00-18:00
Updates:

- Study on Consumer Sensitivity to Organic Standards

- Feasibility Study for an International Comparative Database on Organic Norms
Participants updates and country reports

Wednesday, 7 December

09:00-10:30

Closing session of the ITF:
- Summary by the Chair
- Discussion
- Recommendations

11:00-12:30

Work Plan
- ITF work plan for 2006-2007 (including funding)
- Follow-up and next meetings

12:30
End of meeting

Thursday, 8 December
All day field trip
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Addendum 4
Opening statement at the ITF meeting

Hammamet, Tunisia
5 December 2005

Mohamed Habib Haddad
Minister for Agriculture and Hydraulic Resources, Tunisia

Governor of Nabeul,

Your Excellency, Mustafa Sinaceur, Ambassador and FAO Representative in Tunisia,
Ms Nadia El-Hage Scialabba, Chair of the ITF and Representative of FAO headquarters,
Ms Sophia Twarog, Representative of UNCTAD,

Mr Gunnar Rundgren, Representative of IFOAM,

Ladies and Gentlemen,

| am very pleased to welcome our honourable guests: the representatives of FAO, UNCTAD,
IFOAM and experts from intergovernmental, governmental, private sector and civil society
institutions taking part in this meeting and all those who have accepted the invitation to participate
in this Fifth Meeting of the International Task Force on Harmonization and Equivalence in
Organic Agriculture.

This Task Force fulfils the objective of creating a communication channel between governmental
and non-governmental organizations and civil society in order to facilitate the international trade
exchange and the integration of developing countries into the international market of organic
agriculture.

| am pleased to announce that Tunisia is very proud of its membership in this Task Force and
also of hosting its fifth meeting here in Tunisia. This demonstrates the trust of the international
community in Tunisia’s interest and commitment in developing the organic agriculture sector,
demonstrated by it being the first Arab and African country to establish an organic agriculture
regulation.

Ladies and Gentlemen,

The agriculture sector has a very important role to play at the economic, social and environmental
levels. This sector is of paramount importance to achieve food security, contribute to boost the
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food and trade balance and rural development. Our country seeks to further enhance agriculture
to a level that secures food security nationwide.

Since 7 November, Tunisia has been keen on improving and raising the agriculture sector
performance to excellence, by encouraging the continued improvement of the quantity, quality
and diversity of the production base and supply sources of food import and export.

The organic sector is still in its infancy in Tunisia, but prospects seem to be very promising.
Considering the comparative advantages relative to the quality of the production that it offers,
organic agriculture will first contribute to boosting the food trade balance and, more generally,
to ensuring the smooth development of agriculture and rural areas.

The organic sector is of great importance with regards to the environment, as it ensures a good
management of natural resources and their maintenance, let alone an increased product quality
and food security.

Our President, aware of the importance of this sector, gave it major attention by having
implemented, since 1999, organic regulations and related organizational structures.

He also decided to give new specific subsidies to boost organic management: 30 percent of the
total amount of organic farm investments and 70 percent of the cost of inspection and certification
for five years.

In addition, he decided to create a Technical Centre for Organic Agriculture in order to promote
this promising sector and with the objective of transferring scientific and technical knowledge
to our farmers and through new extension and capacity-building tools and techniques.

This decision also awards best organic producers for their efforts through a substantial annual
presidential price.

The national organic community has responded to these presidential choices by creating a National
Federation of Organic Agriculture, within the Tunisian Union of Agriculture and Fisheries.

All these initiatives have had a positive impact on the development of organic agriculture in
Tunisia, and consequently, this sector expanded to a relatively good number of producers and
other operators.

The parcels under organic agriculture reached more than 100 000 ha in 2004, of which 29 000
are in conversion. In 2000, there were 8 900 ha in organic agriculture and only 300 in 1997. The
total number of organic operators is today 660, compared to 140 in the year 2000 and only ten in
1997.

The objective of total transparency and credibility of inspection and certification is pursued by
adopting a guarantee system based on private international certification bodies, whose operations
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are authorized by the Ministry of Agriculture and Hydraulic Resources. Till now, we have
authorized four certification bodies.

Despite the results so far obtained in the organic sector, in terms of increased acreage and people
involved, performance remains below our expectations with regards the diversity of products
and marketing opportunities.

Organic agriculture in Tunisia is still facing some difficulties, including:

* specialization of the sector in specific commodities such as olives and dates, due to the
relative easiness to convert these production system from conventional to organic
management. The remaining Tunisian products are still in need of better knowledge for
conversion;

« export difficulties: the total export of last year did not exceed 1 130 tonnes of olive oil
from a total production of 3 700 tonnes — which means 30 percent only —and 1 393 tonnes
of dates from a total harvest of 4 600 tonnes —which also means 30 percent of the produce.
The local demand for the organic products remains very limited;

» weakness of professional organizations, especially concerning the distribution and the
commercialization channels.

Dear Guests,

Biodiversity, climatic diversity and the different agriculture systems found in our country allow
us more ambition for rising the level of the contribution of this sector to agriculture development.

The insistence of our President in introducing this sector in his future programme is proof that
Tunisian organic agriculture is contributing to valorizing agriculture products, to enhance its
competitivity and to raise the level of the export value, while improving the life conditions of the
farmers and conserving national resources.

The future Presidential programme concerning organic agriculture is aiming to double the organic
area by approximately 200 percent by 2009, as compared to the actual situation and to promote
its export ability. For this purpose, the promotion and diversification of organic areas need to be
increased to more than 180 000 ha during the coming five years.

In order to reach this objective, all concerned administrations, institutions, organization, producers,
processors, exporters and inspection and certification bodies need to multiply their efforts by
working together, within a global development strategy for the organic supply chain. This strategy
involves production, processing, marketing, extension and training, research, professional
organizations and aligning regulations and other organizational procedures related to the organic
sector.

Through these efforts, Tunisia seeks to become recognized as a valid producing and exporting

country of organic agricultural products, to the level of European markets and to be better known
to American and Japanese consumers.
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Ladies and Gentlemen,

I cannot finish this statement without renewing my warm welcome to our distinguished guests,
and wishing you a pleasant stay with us. | also renew my thanks and respect to the Steering
Committee and organizers of this Fifth Meeting, for their efforts and fine organization, hoping
in successful results.

I trust that your discussions will greatly contribute to the harmonization and equivalence of
organic regulations globally and to the establishment of related mechanisms among different
countries. This would facilitate the exchange of organic products, in a context of transparency
and credibility. This would meet the objectives and hopes we all expect.

I thank you for your attention and best wishes for your meeting.
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Annex 1

Terms of Reference
for the
International Task Force on Harmonisation and
Equivalence in Organic Agriculture

The International Task Force on Harmonisation and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture, convened
by FAO, IFOAM and UNCTAD, will serve as an open-ended platform for dialogue between
public and private institutions (intergovernmental, governmental and civil society) involved in
trade and regulatory activities in the organic agriculture sector. The objective is to facilitate
international trade and access of developing countries to international markets.

More specifically, the Task Force will:

1. Review the existing organic agriculture standards, regulations and conformity assessment
systems including:

 Their impact on international trade in organic agriculture products;

» Models and mechanisms of equivalency and mutual recognition;

 Extent of international harmonisation.

2. Build on the recommendations of the IFOAM/FAO/UNCTAD Conference on International
Harmonisation and Equivalence in Organic Agriculture (2002), and on the reviews mentioned
above, to formulate proposals for the consideration of governments, Codex Alimentarius
Commission, relevant bodies of FAO, UNCTAD and IF OAM and other appropriate organizations
on:
» Opportunities for harmonisation of standards, regulations and conformity assessment
systems;
» Mechanisms for the establishment of equivalence of standards, regulations and conformity
assessment systems;
» Mechanisms for achieving mutual recognition among and between public and private
systems;
» Measures to facilitate access to organic markets, in particular by developing countries and
smallholders.

These proposals will take into account their impact on production systems, their relevance to
consumers and the need for transparency.

3. Advise stakeholders and provide information on developments following discussions of the
above proposals.
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Annex 2
Definitions
Accreditation ..................... Procedure by which an authoritative body gives a formal recognition
that a body or person is competent to carry out specific tasks.
Certification ...........cccceeeee. Procedure by which a third party gives written assurance that a clearly

identified process has been methodically assessed, such that adequate
confidence is provided that specified products conform to specific
requirements.

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

Conformity assessment...... Body that performs conformity assessment services and that can be
body the object of accreditation. (ISO/IEC 17000)

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

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

Recognition...........cccccvenee. Arrangement (either unilateral, bilateral or multilateral) for the use
or acceptance of results of conformity assessments. (Ref: 1SO
modified)

Requirements for ............... Any procedure or criteria used directly or indirectly to determine

conformity assessment that the assessment relevant technical regulations or standards are
fulfilled. (Ref: WTO modified)

Standard .........cccocveviiinnn 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
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Technical regulation

is not mandatory. It may also include or deal exclusively with
terminology, symbols, packaging, marking or labelling requirements
as they apply to a product, process or production method. (Ref :
WTO/TBT)

Note: the recognized body can be any relevant constituency.

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 labelling requirements as they apply to a
product, process or production method. (Ref: WTO/TBT)

Note: technical regulations can refer to, or be based on, standards.
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