Membership consultation on the draft IFOAM Standard
Introduction and comment questions for members

The IFOAM Standard is intended to be an internationally applicable organic standard that can be used directly for certification. It will eventually replace the IFOAM Basic Standards (IBS). Certification bodies wishing to keep or obtain IFOAM Accreditation will have to use the IFOAM Standard or ensure compliance of their private standard to it.  

The IFOAM Standard was developed based on the IBS Version 2005, but has undergone significant changes to turn what was a “standard for standards” into a “certification standard”. Recommendations in the IBS have either been taken out or made requirements. The style is written differently to spell out what operators must do or must not do. “Regional or other exception at certification body discretion” have been formatted in a way that clearly distinguishes them from the requirements, and are the main mean to give a certain flexibility to this global standard in view of particular site-specific situations. Also, several requirements have been “strengthened” as compared to the IBS, and the lists in Appendix have also been reviewed and amended. This standard draft version 0.1 has been developed thanks to the work of the IFOAM staff, IFOAM Standard Committee, IOAS staff and other selected experts. It is now presented to the membership for the first round of consultation. The IFOAM Standard Committee will review all comments received and produce a second version in the course of 2011, with the objective to present a version for approval by the IFOAM General Assembly in September 2011. Developing the IFOAM Standard will nevertheless be a work in progress and an on-going duty of IFOAM and of its Standard Committee much beyond September 2011, provided that there is interest in the commercial use of this standard. 
Based on its discussion and the current draft, the Standard Committee has identified a number of questions to bring to the attention of the membership and/or on which the committee particularly wishes to receive comments so as to guide its upcoming work. These issues are presented below. Members are invited to provide their input by using this document as a form for comments, as well as by sending comments and desired track changes in the Standard draft itself. All comments should be submitted to ogs@ifoam.org. 
Name of the person / organization providing comments:

     
Plant Breeding Standards

The Draft Plant Breeding Standards in the IBS 2005 was brought into this standard, in accordance with the approved 2008 GA motion “Complete work on the draft plant breeding standards as soon as possible with the view of adopting them as IFOAM (certification) standards.” The idea of this section is that organic plant breeding is an activity with the goal to develop new “organic” varieties particularly suitable for organic production systems, and that organic plant breeding should have a holistic approach that respects natural crossing barriers and is based on fertile plants that can establish a viable relationship with the living soil. Requirements in the old draft plant breeding standard can now be found partly under section 4.1. “Choice of Crops and Varieties and propagation of planting materials” and partly under section 4.7 “Breeding of organic varieties”. The committee, with input from organic plant breeding experts, and taking into account the discussion at the last organic plant breeding conference in Santa Fe, worked to improve the requirements. In that process it was decided that there be no positive list of allowed organic plant breeding methods, as this would restrict innovation, whereas in fact only genetic engineering and irradiation are methods of breeding clearly incompatible with the organic principles at this stage. 
Member comment:

     
Nanotechnologies
Another important topic which has been brought into the scope of this standard, as compared to the IBS, is the issue of Nanotechnology prohibition. In parallel to the development of this draft, IFOAM has been working on developing a position on “The use of nanotechnologies and nanomaterials in organic agriculture”. The membership is being consulted on this position separately. The general approach in this standard is that intentional manufacture or use of nanomaterials in organic agriculture and in organic products is prohibited, however nanomaterials will soon be used in a variety of equipment such as in windows, fridges, machinery, tools, cleaning products, etc. and it is not realistic that organic standards cover all these.  The committee invites the membership to look carefully at requirements 2.3, 7.2.2, 7.3.6, 7.3.7 and 7.5.1, and to provide their opinion as whether these requirements (especially 7.3.7 and 7.5.1) are too strict or would not be inspectable.
Member comment:
     
Record keeping requirements
The current draft of the IFOAM Standard does not contain requirements for the operator related to record keeping, documentation, maintenance of an Organic System Plan, etc. (An organic system plan can be described as a management plan of an organic operation that has been agreed by the operator and his certifier and that includes written plans concerning all aspects of the operation relating to the standard). The IBS did not contain such requirements, and neither do the IFOAM Accreditation Criteria. Does the membership think that such requirements would be necessary in the IFOAM Standard? If yes, the committee proposes that this would be a complete new section to be developed by the committee after September 2011, in a next version of the standard.
Member comment:

     
Indicative measures to maintain biodiversity
Requirement 2.1.1 contains a non-exhaustive and indicative list of measures to maintain landscapes and biodiversity. Should this list remain in the standard itself or be shifted to a guidance / interpretation manual (which will be worked on after September 2011)? This is a question on which members could react more generally as there are advantages and disadvantages to having one document versus separating the standard from an interpretation manual. Do members wish to see several documents being developed or would they rather have all information into one?
Member comment:

     
Maximum limits to prevent pollution and contamination
Requirement 2.2.4 reads “Grazing management shall not degrade land or pollute water resources” and requirement 4.4.3 reads “Nutrients and fertility products shall be applied in a way that does not harm soil, water, and biodiversity”. The committee realizes that these requirements are quite subjective and hard to inspect, and that organic standards often set concrete requirements to address them, such as for example maximum levels of Nitrogen application per ha, maximum stocking density of animals per ha, etc.  The committee finds it difficult to set such upper limits that would be relevant at the global level, but would like to ask the membership if they feel that such limits should be set, and if yes, what they should regulate and on what they should be based. Assuming that the standard would use the EU limit of 170 Kg Nitrogen/ha/year; would that pose a major problem to organic operators outside the EU? 
Member comment:

     
Requirement 4.6.4 says “The operator shall monitor crop, soil, water, inputs for risks of contamination by prohibited substances and environmental contaminants”.  The committee would like to ask the membership whether they think that this requirement should further specify what are the appropriate measures to monitor contamination. Another question is whether maximum contamination levels should be set, and if yes, on what (soils, crops, inputs, water, etc.) and what would be the basis for setting these levels for a globally applicable standard. Should such levels be specific to certain toxics or categories of toxics (e.g. heavy metals, pesticides)?
Member comment:

     
Water management

Requirement 2.2.6 (“Operators shall not deplete nor excessively exploit water resources, and shall seek to preserve water quality. They shall where possible recycle rainwater and monitor water extraction.”) is quite subjective and difficult to inspect. Are there any ideas in the membership on how this requirement could be made more inspectable and still be applicable on the global level?
Member comment:

     
Conversion period requirements

The committee decided to increase the length of the conversion period requirements (during which full application of the standard under CB supervision is required) as compared to the IBS, so as to bring it back in line with most of the (non-US) standards. However, as a compromise towards the US approach, the committee included an exception at the discretion of the certification body that this period could be shorted back to 12 months (the old value in the IBS) if the operator could demonstrate the existence of a forward looking organic system plan ensuring full compliance with the standard. Is that approach acceptable to the membership?
Member comment:

     
The committee had intensive (not yet conclusive) discussion on requirement 5.3.1 regarding maximum age limits to bring conventional animals in. The committee wishes to tighten the standard as compared to the IBS, considering that it is no longer acceptable to buy in conventional piglets for the purpose of selling them as organic meat and that these should be raised from birth on the organic farm itself. Other animals that cannot be raised on the farm should in principles be obtained at the youngest age or undergo the whole conversion period. However, the committee is aware of developing countries situations that make it more difficult to source very young animals, and the standard should not pose unbearable burden on these operations. The committee welcome any input on the language that is tentatively included in requirements 5.3.1 and 5.3.2.
Member comment:

     
Would the membership like to see standards for in-conversion products and if yes for which categories of products (animal feed, food for human consumption, etc)?
Member comment:

     
Mushroom production

A requirement (4.4.10) has been added as compared to the IBS, to prevent organic mushrooms being grown on substrates coming from conventional agriculture. Does the membership agree with this requirement as it is phrased?
Member comment:

     
Allowance of synthetic chemicals as inert ingredient in field inputs

Requirement 4.5.5 is currently phrased just like in the IBS. However, the committee wants to raise the attention of the membership that this requirement allows a whole unregulated range of synthetic chemicals to be applied to the field on the ground that they are not the “active” substance in a given input. In addition to the fact that this is an obvious breach to the organic principles, there are legitimate doubts whether all so-called “inert” substances are in fact really inert. These “inert” substances are outside of the scope of the some important organic regulations, including the EU, which means that they are being used extensively within the EU. The committee would like to ask the membership whether they would agree to have this requirement made stricter (e.g. no synthetic inert ingredients allowed) and if yes, if producers (especially in Europe) need a phasing out time, and how many years should that be.
Member comment:

     
Use of non-organic feed

The committee had set a precise time limit for the use of non-organic feed (31st Dec 2014) and otherwise limited emergency non-organic feeding to a maximum period of 10 days, in requirement 5.6.1. This time limit of 10 days has been chosen based on the Canadian standard and is intended to allow the operator to source organic feed from other regions or to make decisions such as slaughtering his livestock.
With regards to aquatic animals, the committee also tightened the requirements related to allowance of non-organic feed, using the same model as for other animals. The committee is of the opinion that organic fish production should rely on an entirely organic production chain, and not on other systems such as so-called “sustainable fisheries”. The committee would like to ask the membership whether the maximum of 5% non-organic feed is too strict.
Member comment:

     
Withdrawal period for antibiotics

The committee lifted the withdrawal period for antibiotics and other allopathic drugs to “14 days or double legislation, whichever is longer”. This is stricter than in the IBS, which required only 48 hours, but is a better middle ground between the EU approach (48 hours) and the US approach (one generation: an animal treated with antibiotics can never be sold as organic again!). 14 days is the value in the Canadian regulation.
Member comment:

     
In-house density for livestock
As compared to the IBS, the committee had added a requirement (5.1.7) fixing a minimum “on-ground” density for the in-door areas of animals. Numbers have been set as average number on a sample of various organic regulations. They have been kept simple, so not all categories of animals are covered, but at least the main ones. Members are invited to provide comments.
Member comment:

     
Substances used in livestock houses

As compared to the IBS, the committee had added a requirement (5.1.6) concerning the management of pests in livestock houses (based on the requirements for pest management in processing facilities). The requirement, like the one for processing, allows the use of substances permitted in the Appendices of the standard (not specifying which appendix). The question to the membership is whether the committee should develop a separate appendix to regulate substances that can be used in pest control in livestock housing and in processing facilities.
Member comment:

     
Social Justice
Some requirements have been added to the Social Justice section, with a view to strengthen the fairness aspect of organic. The committee asks the membership whether they would like the committee to develop an ethical trade chapter to this standard at a later stage (after approval of the first version).
Member comment:

     
Substances in the Appendices:

Guano

The committee has kept Guano with no restriction in the list of allowed inputs, as was in the IBS. However, extraction is considered by some organizations as unsustainable on a large scale because of habitat damage and limited reserves. Some private standards prohibit it. Some others have restrictions such as recognized need and approval by the CB. The committee would like to ask the membership whether they would like it to be removed from the list or further restricted, and if yes, to provide the related evidence/arguments, relevant to the global level.
Member comment:

     
By products of conventional agriculture and processing

The committee has kept “Biodegradable processing by-products, plant or animal origin, e.g. by-products of food, feed, oilseed, brewery, distillery or textile processing” with no restriction in the list of allowed input, as was in the IBS. The committee is however concerned that these by-products of conventional farming and processing could constitute the main part of the nutrient sources according to this standard and would like to ask the membership whether they think that there should be limits on the use of these and what these limits should be. 
Member comment:

     
Trace elements

The committee has added restrictions on the use of trace elements and adopted a new approach to list recommended forms in which they should be applied (Appendix 1). The membership is asked to provide input on which forms of cobalt and selenium should be recommended.
Member comment:

     
Corn Gluten Meal

Compared to the IBS, the committee points removed the restriction of corn gluten meal to weed control, so as to allow it as well for other uses such as in traps or as repellent.  Any objection?
Member comment:

     
Lime

As compared to the IBS, the committee removed quicklime and replaced it by hydrated lime, and also added a restriction to limit it to foliar applications only. Any objection to this change?
Member comment:

     
