8 October 2009

IFOAM EU Group Task Wine – Force second round discussion

Update after telephone conference with feedback from participants
Sulphites discussion

Introduction:

Organic wine is characterised by production of grapes in organic systems, by a strong limitation of used  processing methods, by minimising the use of additives and processing aids (in number and quantity) and by having the whole production system integrated in a certification system. Organic wine is a holistic, multifunctional, process oriented approach. 

The SO2 discussion must be understand in this context. It must be justified to this holistic quality approach. 

Reminder: general points agreed on sulphites

· The sulphites levels must be indicated in absolute values and not in percentages. 

· The sulphites levels have to take into account the different types of wines that mean the colour and the residuals sugar rates as it is the case in the current European regulation on wine making (CMO).

· “Special wines”, as defined in EU Reg. 606/2009 Annex IB (2c, d and e) as well as liqueur wines and sparkling wines being so linked to local tradition and anyhow limited in produced and consumed amounts, should not be included in any restriction in sulphites use but respect all the other parts of the regulation in order to be labelled as “organic wines, organic sparkling wines”.

· The double labelling (organic wines / wines from organic grapes) is rejected. 

· The proposal of 50% SO2 reduction is currently too high to allow the organic wine production in all wine European regions, even if such reduction is strongly supported by several MS/experts.

· Agreement to use the flexibility principle in case of exceptional climatic conditions. Therefore the proposed wording in the first draft of the EU Commission should be kept.

Main scenarios to be discussed

Responsibility of EU member states for all scenario’s

All scenarios should be coupled with an obligation of Member States to: 

1. Document on annual basis if a significant number of producers will face severe problems although using best practises (as for example outlined in the Code of Practise in ORWINE) to ensure that a reduction of sulphite us is achieved.


2. To provide scientific evidence for the re-examination;


3. To establish educational/training programmes to achieve the goal. 

The figures and the goal shall be re-examined in 2014 together with the evaluation of the other substances mentioned.

Scenario A step-wise approach in 3 years (supported by experts from France): 

· from 20% to 30% for dry wines (under 5g/l residual sugar). During the transition period of 3 years, the SO2 amounts of organic dry wines will have to be at least 20% lower than COM limits.

· from 10% to 20% for sweet wines (over 5g/l residual sugar). During the transition period of 3 years, the SO2 amounts of organic dry wines will have to be at least 10% lower than COM limits. 

For climatic extreme years the derogations possibility for member states with the flexibility system in a fast-track and transparent procedure must in this system be ensured.
Scenario B (Hungarian proposal reformulated and amended, supported by experts from Switzerland and Spain: 

30% limitation but defining a single case derogation possibility for 3 years after the regulation enters into force. 

For climatic extreme years the derogations possibility for member states with the flexibility system in a fast-track and transparent procedure must in this system be ensured.

How the single case derogation possibility works? If a producer cannot respect the set limits he/she can use higher amounts of SO2 but an authorization request to the national competent authority must be addressed. The request should be supported by evidences of the non-feasibility with clear evidences that he/she used all possible means to respect the limitation (i.e. Code of good practice implementation; personal strategies supported by scientific/technical information etc.). In case the derogation is accepted the wine obtained can be labelled as organic but it has to reported on the label the total amount on SO 2 contained (in mg/l). All the wines fulfilling the restrictions for organic wine have only to label “contains sulfites” as requested by CMO. It is responsibility of the Members States to ensure that a competent expert body survey the single case derogations requests/grants in a fast-track but transparent procedure and avoid its misuse. The role of certification bodies should be limited to the verification of the sulphite contents and the correct labelling (e.g. by spot checks).
Scenario C (supported by experts from German, Austria, and Czech Republic): 

· 20% reduction for dry wines (under 5g/l residual sugar)

· 0% reduction for sweet wines (over 5g/l residual sugar) 

· Compulsory labelling of SO2 rates for all organic wine
For climatic extreme years the derogations possibility for member states with the flexibility system in a fast-track and transparent procedure must in this system be ensured.

Pros and Cons of the main scenarios
	Scenarios
	PRO
	CONS

	Scenario A (step wise approach from 20 to 30% for dry wines and from 10 % for wines with higher residual sugar)
	· The starting point reflects what most of the producers already do and anticipates that the COM will anyway foresee a reduction of sulphites (organic sector is proactive and not reactive). 
· It is a system easy to apply and simple to control, without any administrative requirements.
· Allow time to producers to adapt their practices, to plan the reductions and test new methods if needed.

· According to the available data, these reductions don’t compromise the organic wine production in any European producing countries but is very close to already implemented amounts.

· Takes into account the different types of wines, and differentiates their needs of sulphites

· It is clear information for the consumers, even if the reductions are not very significant.

·  After the transition period of 3 years it would be easy to communicate on these reductions.
· Current progress in Organic Research and practices in some Members States shows that the goal of reducing SO2 contents in organic wines can be achievable in this period (even with the limited list of substances through a clever combination of all measures in a system approach, as shown in ORWINE project: Reduction potential of 30-60 % without affecting sensory quality)
· Flexible response for climatic extreme years with a national derogation system under the flexibility scheme is (must be) ensured.
	· Can frustrate the producers asking for higher limitations.
· Answer only partially to consumers demand to reduce sulphite use.

· It can frustrate the producers who do not want any limitation ( producers in Austria, Germany)




	Scenario B 
(30 % with derogation system combined with a mandatory labelling of the absolute sulphite contents for those producers)
	· Allow time to producers to adapt their practices, to plan the reductions and test new methods if needed.

· According to the available data, these reductions don’t require much changes in wine-making habits in any European producing countries and allows single case derogation where needed.

· it awards the more advanced producers.

· It can be easely be traced back and inspected because those wines with higher sulphite contents are specially labelled and are notified on member state level. 

· As the wine above the limits have to labelled with the absolute contents, it is in the interest of the producers to improve their wine techniques and knowledge to avoid this kind of labelling. 

· Current progress in organic research and practices in some Members States shows that the goal of reducing SO2 contents in organic wines can be achievable in this period (even with the limited list of substances through a clever combination of all measures in a system approach, as shown in ORWINE project: Reduction potential of 30-60 % without affecting sensory quality).
· Currently, some conventional winemakers are also aiming to reduce SO2 contents and using it as a commercial claim. We need to come to the consumers with a clear message about what it different in organic wine and SO2 is the most “popular” input.

· This takes up what those producers propose, which see problems with reducing sulphites, to label the absolute sulphite content. But It does not punish the large majority of 95 of all producers, which have already achieved a lower level of sulphite and which do not want do be discriminated through a mandatory labelling of the sulphite contents compared with conventional wines. 
	· It requires responsibility and action from MS’s

· This scenario risks not to be transparent; Commission and member states have to define clear parameters for decision (otherwise it would be a great dumping!)
· Risk of derogation misuse

· Consumers confusion during this transition period

· Concerns in those countries with many inspection bodies, (although these have only a limited role).



	Scenarios
	PRO
	CONS

	Scenario C 
(Reduction 20 % for dry wines and 0 % for wines with higher residual sugar in combination with a mandatory labelling of all organic wines with the absolute sulphite content)
	· It allows, without any problems and derogations, the production of organic wines in all regions, with all wine-types and in every year.

· It respect and reflect the different vine-growing conditions and traditions of wine making in Europe.

· It respects the view of those producers, that SO2 is not a possibility to make a differentiation between organic and conventional wine-making, particularly where the conventional wine-makers can use a lot of organic not acceptable preservatives and enological technologies which allow to lower the SO2 amount.. 

· High flexibility: the producer is encouraged (by the labelling) to do his best to use as low amounts of SO2 as possible, but in case of bad harvesting conditions he can use higher amounts and don’t need derogation.

· The amount of SO2 is not the only one differentiation between conventional and organic wine-making.
See advantages of compulsary labelling as in Scenario E: 
· The labelling of the absolute sulphite content can be a positive approach.

· Clearly addresses consumer demand and fulfil IFOAM aim on transparency and fairness.
· It would create more transparency comparable with other food, where a more detailed labelling is current practise. Organic sector takes more responsibility for consumers.

· It can increase a positive competition between the producers (high and low levels of SO2) and can be used for producer with lower amount of SO2 as a positive marketing tool. 
	· It will not be perceived in the public as a significant reduction of sulphites (image problem).

· Competetive disadvantage for European wines competing with wines from abroad Chile with lower sulphite levels.

· It doesn’t answer at all, to consumers demand (especially for sweet wines)
· It will put pressure in countries which have already stronger restrictions to reduce sulphites to give up their achievement to have gone to lower sulphite contents.

· It could be difficult to understand for a consumer why some wines are labelled with SO2 levels and other not. 

· It can frustrate producers asking for higher limitations, in particular those which have not the possibility to make use of reduced sulphites levels in marketing or under a private labelling scheme with lower levels;  
See disadvantages of compulsory labelling as in scenario E:
· A large majority of producers are against this proposal (see below Orwine survey results)for the followings reasons: 

· This labelling will create unfair competition with conventional wines which are not obliged to label the level of SO2 (competitive disadvantage)
· A quantity of SO2 in mg/l does not mean anything for the consumer (what is the difference between 80, 120 or 160 mgr/l, where is the added value they can recognize). 

· A real marketing profiling is only possible with the use of no sulfites but not with the labelling of the sulphite quantity.
· It “punishes” the large majority of producers, who use little amounts of sulphites (more costs, more labour).
· Technically it is complicated to apply: if for example a same cuvee is not all bottled at the same moment, it could need different labels for a same cuvee (different opinions on feasibility))

· It puts too much emphasis on the issue of sulphites!


As reminder other optional scenarios

Scenario D (Italian compromise proposal) a step-wise approach in 3 years:

· dry wines (under 5g/l residual sugar): initial reduction at 30% increasing to 50% in 3 years time 

· sweet wines (over 5g/l residual sugar): initial reduction at 20% increasing to 30% in 3 years time  

Scenario E (Alex Beck’s proposal):

No SO2 reduction BUT compulsory labelling of SO2 rates for all types of wines

Scenario F (original Italian scenario)

50% reduction per any wine type respectively to their CMO limit.

	Scenarios
	PRO
	CONS

	Scenario D (Italian scenario)
	· It allows a progressive improvement of SO2 management

· the starting limitation is not too difficult to meet (and already met by large number of producers)

· it gives evidence of difference from conventional wine since the beginning and shows commitment from producers side
	· Some producers can face difficulties in meeting limits



	Scenario E (Compulsory labelling)
	· clearly addresses consumer demand and fulfil IFOAM aim on transparency and fairness.

· It allows, without any problem, the production of organic wines in all regions,

· It could conduce the producers to improve their methods and reduce the SO2 amounts,

· High flexibility: the producer is encouraged (by the labelling) to do his best to use as small amounts of SO2 as possible, but in case of bad harvesting conditions he can use higher amounts and don’t need derogation

· It would create more transparency comparable with other food, where a more detailed labelling is current practise. Organic sector takes more responsibility for consumers.

· the consumers have learned the last years to read labels (e.g on EU level, ingredient list, allergy labelling quid labelling and so on was introduced in the last decades). Consumers today will not miss this information. 

· The Industry at that time of introduction of more precise labelling gave the same arguments against like in this case– but have no found feasible ways to solve this kind of labelling, also on small scale. 
	· A large majority of producers are against this proposal (see below Orwine survey results), mainly for the followings reasons: 

· This labelling will positively differentiate organic wines in a more transparent way but it will create unfair competition with conventional wines which are not obliged to label the level of SO2 

· A quantity of SO2 in mg/l does not mean anything for the consumer, he could be afraid even if the quantity is 50% lower than CMO limits 

· Technically it is complicated to apply: if for example a same cuvee is not all bottled at the same moment, it could need different labels for a same cuvee (different opinions on feasibility))

· What about wines which are sold in bulk, when the SO2 level will be measured?



	Scenario F (50% reduction)
	· Very clear answer to consumers request

· it awards more advanced producers.
· European Commission has already proposed of 50 % SO2 a differentiation between organic and conventional wines. 
	· Can cause difficulties in certain wine areas/habits.
· difficult to fulfil by producers at once.


PROPOSALS FOR SO2 LABELLING from ORWINE survey December 2008

QUESTION # 12
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Some stakeholders suggested that SO2 limits specific for organic wines should not be imposed, however in this case a mandatory (compulsory) labeling of the total SO2 content of that specific wine lot at bottling on the label would be required, wheras a comparable non-organic wine would only have to label “contains sulfites” ( when it is more than 10 mg/l).

What is your opinion on this proposal?

I agree 

I disagree 

I don’t know 

Only a small minority of the interviewers –in every country - agrees with the proposal of not having SO2 limits but being obliged to declare it on the label
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QUESTION # 12

If you disagree with the proposal, please specify why:

· Label management becomes too complicated 

· It is not an appropriate message to the consumer 

· It does not positively differentiate organic wine from conventional wine competitors 

· other comments: 

Inappropriate message to the consumer and scarce efficacy in (positively) differentiating organic wines from conventional wines are the main reason of the proposal reject.
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ENRICHMENT DISCUSSION (agreed at the telephone conference 6 October 2009

Referring to the last discussion during IFOAM meeting, the principle of enrichment with organic ingredients has been accepted by all, even if it means the acceptance of ion exchange resins for the production of rectified concentrated musts. 

Nevertheless, the principle of limitation in quantity is still discussed, three scenarios can be proposed (from ORWINE project).

The following scenario’s will be retained for final decision 

● Scenario 1: enrichment allowed as in conventional wine = CMO limits;

● Scenario 3: enrichment allowed but to a lower percentages = 50% reduction;

Enrichment levels per zone according to each scenario

	  
	Zone A
	Zone B
	Zone C

	No reduction =CMO limits (scenario 1)
	3%
	2%
	1.5%

	Reduction of 50% (scenario 3)
	1.5%
	1%
	0.75%


Advantages and disadvantages’ of the 3 scenarios

Scenario 1: no limitation. 

Pros: in difficult areas/years the organic producers will not have more technical problems than conventional producers.

Cons: organic wine will not differ from conventional wine on this point. It may hamper the integrity/authenticity principle.

Scenario 3: 50% reduction 

Pros: it allows to really differentiating on the point organic wine from conventional wine but only in the year/areas the addition of sugar is required.

Cons: this reduction might disadvantage more the Northern countries, which need more often the addition of sugar than the Southern countries which benefit from better climatic conditions.
