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In light of the confidential nature of some of the information discussed this 
document is an abridged version of the full-length Feasibility Study commissioned by 

Coop Switzerland and WWF Switzerland.    
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1. Introduction  

In November 2004, Genetic ID was commissioned to conduct a study on the feasibility of 
the Basel Criteria for Responsible Soy Production.   

The authors were given the following two objectives: 
(1) to determine the practicability of the Basel Criteria enabling links in the Coop 

supply chain to source sustainable soy products  
(2) to calculate the surplus cost envisaged with such a shift to sustainable soy.  

Hence the first two essential issue complexes this Study will analyze are:  
Assuring commercially feasible compliance with the Basel Criteria on the 
farm level; 
Assuring commercially feasible compliance with the Basel Criteria in the 
logistics chain between Brazil and Europe.  

In order to carry out the task, audit visits on five farms in each of the Brazilian states of 
Paraná and Mato Grosso1 took place from the second half of December 2004 until early 
January 20052. The audits were based on a questionnaire that Genetic ID explicitly 
developed for that purpose.   

2. Feasibility  

2.1. Farm Feasibility  

Due to their absolute character as requirements for feasibility, the main focus was laid on 
the following aspects of the Basel Criteria:  

2.3.1  Genetically modified material must not be used. 
3.1.1  Primary vegetation and High Conservation Value Areas (HCVA) should not 

be converted to agricultural land. 

                                                

 

1 Henceforth in this Study, the official abbreviations PR and MT, respectively, will be used. 
2 The farms were selected based on talks with WWF at the onset of the work for this Study. Because of their 
active participation in the organizing committee for the international roundtable on sustainable soy, Grupo André 
Maggi, owns none of the MT farms audited. For the purpose of this Study, the ten farms selected serve as a 
representative sample of all farms in PR and MT that may be contracted in the future to provide soybeans 
processed into soy meal that is to be certified against the Basel Criteria. Due to their broad experience with soy 
farms in Brazil, the authors can assure that by size and type of production, the ten selected farms represent 
typical farms in their regions. The authors would like to point out that other Brazilian soy producing states also 
offer excellent conditions for the procurement of sustainable soy.  



 

05_03_01_Feasibility Study - short version.doc - 3 -   

Criterion 2.3.1 – Exclusion of Genetically Modified Soy  

The results of Criterion 2.3.1 of the Basel Criteria, as shown in table 2.1 below, prove that 
meeting the absolute requirement prohibiting the presence of genetically modified soy is 
clearly possible3.   

When looking at Table 2.1, it becomes apparent that PR farms are solid in their compliance 
record with non-GM criteria. This is not so to the same degree with the MT farms. Here it is 
important to point out that while all the PR farms visited currently feed soybeans into supply 
chains that are certified by Cert ID, the MT farms do not. – At any rate, it should be 
emphasized that none of the MT farms visited grow any GM soybeans. But as they are 
not yet certified against a non-GM standard, their yield cannot be regarded as non-GM.    

Criterion 3.1.1 – High Conservation Value Areas  

The farm visit questionnaires show no land is being used for soy farming that has been 
deforested after 1994 neither for the PR nor for the MT farms.   

Regarding the conservation and the restoration of eco-systems - mainly riparian ones – 
through their cooperative PR farmers have agreements with environmental agencies and 
policies.  The ability of many small cooperative members to increase the area of native 
vegetation in order to achieve the legally required percentage for that region is limited, 
although feasible, but it will take more than two years. In MT farms visited, there is less 
knowledge among farmers about environmental issues in this state than in PR.     

Financial On-Farm Feasibility  

Table 2.1 shows a summary of the answers concerning the feasibility of each Criterion in 
the Brazilian Interpretation of the Basel Criteria. The result is a high compliance of all 
farms with the great majority of the Criteria. Therefore, farmers who want to meet the 
Basel Criteria will face little additional costs. As prices are negotiated annually between 
the different players, the exact price demands by farmers or cooperatives cannot be 
predicted.  

                                                

 

3 The volume of Brazilian soy meal prepared for ‘Non-GMO’  certification by Cert ID in the 2004 
harvest season alone was just below 8 million tons3, i.e. actually certified and ready-to-be-certified 
volumes combined.3 This volume is roughly equal to 25% of the entire soy meal consumption of the 
EU feed industry and it does not include the volumes possibly certified as non-GM by other 
certification bodies.  
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2.1  Results Table4 

  
Paraná Mato Grosso 

Basel Criteria: Chapters & Subchapters 
Current: 
December 
2004 

Compliant by: 
December 
2006 

Current: 
December 
2004 

Compliant by: 
December 
2006 

Compliant: yes / no yes no yes no yes no yes no 
Number of Farms 

                

1       Legal Compliance 

    

1.1    Knowledge of Pertinent Legislation       5 3 2 5 - 1 4 5 - 
1.2    Compliance with Pertinent Legislation      6 2 3 5 - 1 4 5 - 

2       Technical Management 

                

2.1     Maintaining Soil & Water Quality 

                

2.1.1  Soil Suitability 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
2.1.2  Soil Fertility 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
2.1.3  Erosion 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
2.1.4  Maintenance of Water Resources 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
2.1.5  Water used for Irrigation 5 0 - - 4 1 5 - 

2.2    Use of pesticides & crop protection 

                

2.2.1  Integrated Crop Protection (ICP) 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
2.2.2  Pesticide Use 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 

2.3    Planting material 

                

2.3.1  Genetically modified organisms – GMOs ("non" @ =0.1% threshold) 5 0 - - 0      5 7 - - 
2.3.1.1 Certificates of origin & receipts kept for all seed purchased?    5 0 - - 1 4 5 - 

                                                

 

4 This table is a summary and questions below a certain level of detail are not shown. (E.g., not below “2.4.2 Post-Harvest crop management”. However, the 
yes/no answers given in line 2.4.2 are representative of the subordinate questions.) 
5 Farmers are rated in this Study as “not knowing legislation” if they are unaware or have only partial knowledge of either environmental legislation or GMO 
legislation or both. Other Criteria aspects considered are fine or, if not fully compliant, they are lower in priority. 
6 Farms are rated as “non-compliant with legislation” with regards to GMO and environmental legislation. Other aspects are generally fine or, in case of only partial 
compliance, they have lower priority in terms of the Criteria. This line differs slightly from 1.1 because the implementation of the resolutions of the Brazilian 
Environmental Council CONAMA (Ministry of Environment) was considered a criterion. CONAMA and its resolutions are not widely known by farmers. In the case of 
Paraná, the cooperatives to which these farmers belong have a policy of taking into consideration CONAMA resolutions that farmers, in turn, are not always fully 
aware of and, consequently, answered the questionnaire as being non-compliant. 
7 In the case of the Mato Grosso farms this “non-compliant” result is due only to the fact that they are not currently certified at the 0.1% level. They do not, 
however, plant any GMO seed and are thus easily certifiable at the 0.1% tolerance threshold. 
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2.3.1.2 First seed purchase record kept if seed kept for next planting?    5 0 - - 3 2 5 - 
2.3.1.3 Seed legislation observed?    5 0 - - 3 2 5 - 
2.3.1.4 GMO seeds used as planting material?    0 5 - - 0 5 - - 
2.3.1.5 Seed tested for GMO content?    5 0 - - 1 4 5 - 
2.3.1.6 Test reports kept on GMO tests on seeds?     5 0 - - 1 4 5 - 
2.3.1.7 Crop GMO levels = levels established by  buyers?    5 0 - - 0 5 - - 
2.3.1.8 Crop GMO levels = limits established by EU legislation?    5 0 - - 1 4 5 - 
2.3.1.9 Sampling protocols comply with standards of accredited certifier?    5 0 - - 2 3 5 - 
2.3.1.10 Compliance with Ministry of Agriculture Normative Act no. 21 on non-
GM soy certification?     

5 0 - - 2 3 5 - 

2.3.1.11 Cleaning procedures for machinery and equipment?  4 1 5   1 4 5 - 
2.2.1.12 Is all harvest machinery shared with GM-growing farms, thoroughly 
cleaned before use on non-GM farms?  

5 0 - - 1 4 5 - 

2.3.1.13 Cleaning records kept?  5 0 - - 0 5 - - 
2.3.1.14 Strip tests carried out on the crop?  5 0 - - 1 4 5 - 
2.3.1.15 The strip tests carried out on the harvest follow a statistical sampling 
and testing protocol that ensures detection at a percent level of … 

5 0 - - 1 4 5 - 

2.3.2  Quality and Origin of Seeds 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 

2.4    Harvest and Post-Harvest Management 

                

2.4.1  Harvesting Method 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
2.4.2  Post-Harvest Land Management  5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
2.4.3  Post-Harvest Crop Management 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 

3.      Environmental Management 

                

3.1    Conversion of Natural Ecosystems 

           

3.1.1  Conversion from primary vegetation & high conservation value areas?  5 0 - - 0 5 - - 
3.1.2  Farm planted on land that has been deforested after 1994?   0 5 - - 0 5 - - 
3.1.3  (Yes:) Commensurate conservation offset measures for environmental 
conservation?  

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

3.1.4  (Yes:) Restoration activities on the farm to enhance  biodiversity?  5 0 - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 
3.1.5  (Yes:) Local procurement and protection of areas of natural vegetation?

 

5 0 - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 
3.1.6  (Yes:) Partnerships with the states and federal government for 
implementation & regulation of protected areas (in the same Biome)?  

5 0 - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 

3.1.7  Farm established in previously degraded areas and/or abandoned 
agricultural land?  

5 0 - - 4 1 5 - 
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3.1.8  Large-scale use of land for soy farms leading to increased pressure to 
clear native vegetation to provide land for other uses?  

0 5 - - 1 4 5 - 

3.1.9  Use of the farm land within the percentage limits allowed by the 
Brazilian Forestry Code for the ecosystem of interest?  

1 4    4     1 8 5 0 - - 

3.2    Assessing and Managing Environmental Impacts  

                
3.2.1  Assessment of environmental impacts undertaken on the ecosystem?  0 5 5 - 4 1 5 - 

3.2.2.  Results of assessment incorporated into operating procedures?  0 5 5 - 3 2 5 - 

3.3    On-farm Conservation 

                

3.3.1  Established understanding of the plant & animal species & habitats 
existing in & around the farm?  

4 1 5 - 1 4 5 - 

3.4    Waste and Pollution Management  5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
4.      Social Management 

                

4.1    Management of Social Impacts 5 0 - - 0 5 5 - 
4.2.   Workers Rights and Working Relationships 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
4.3    Welfare and Security 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
4.3.1  Child labour used on farm?  0 5 - - 0 5 - - 
4.3.2  Health & safety policy applying to employees and contractors?  5 0 - - 5 0 - - 

4.3.3  Workers & contractors adequately trained & competent for activities?  5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
4.3.4  Do growers deal fairly with local businesses?  5 0 - - 5 0 - - 
4.4    Land Tenure 5 0 - - 5 0 - - 

4.4.1  Can right to use land be demonstrated without diminishing the legal or 
customary rights of other users?  

5 0 - - 5 0 - - 

5.      Continuous Improvement 

                

5.1    Continuous improvement in achieving full compliance w/ Basel Criteria?

 

5 0 - - 5 0 - - 

6.      Traceability 

                

6.1    Traceability of the product 5 0 - - 3 2 5 - 
© Copyright 2005 by Genetic ID (Europe) AG – All Rights Reserved 

                                                

 

8 Reforesting activities are taking place on the farms for recuperation of HVCAs, but this process is slow and farmers would not be able to become fully compliant 
by the end of 2006. Reforesting takes considerably longer than creating record systems and procedures, e.g. for documenting traceability. However, this should 
not be discouraged as the farms audited all have a program for increasing the native vegetation areas to eventually comply with the Brazilian Forestry Code.  
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2.2. Chain of Custody Feasibility  

Traceability of agricultural raw materials requires the prior creation of IP9 systems that 
are linked without any gaps in between. For the Basel Criteria only a “Hard IP” System 
is acceptable. If such a “Hard IP” system is in place - which is prerequisite for any non-
GM certification standard – there are no extra segregation costs. Already the 
crushing plants will be unable to run two parallel processing lines, one for “normal” non-
GM and a second one for “Basel Criteria” non-GM soybeans. They will go for one or the 
other.   

On the other hand, certifiers will have to charge a slightly higher fee for their 
services. This increase will result from additional auditing (to be done by the same 
auditors visiting for the purposes of regular non-GM certification).  

Table 2.2 below shows the comparison in certification costs from the farm in Brazil to 
the port in Rotterdam for non-GM “Hard IP” soy meal with and without the application 
of the Basel Criteria10. The results show that the additional certification costs for the 
Basel Criteria are, in effect, typically only in the vicinity of a few cents. In addition, any 
economy-of-scale effects are very limited.    

Total Certification Cost 
per mt @ 20’000 mt 

Total Certification Cost 
per mt @ 250’000 mt 

Certified non-GM "Hard IP" 
0.1% fully traceable - 
without

 

Basel Criteria 
USD 4.10  USD 3.96  

Certified non-GM "Hard IP" 
0.1% fully traceable - with

 

Basel Criteria 
USD 4.13  USD 3.99  

© Copyright 2005 by Genetic ID (Europe) AG – All Rights Reserved  

Table 2.2: Certification cost per mt of soy meal.   

2.3 Conclusion  

This Feasibility Study has come to the conclusion that sustainable soy meal certified 
against the Basel Criteria for Responsible Soy Production is possible – 
economically as well as practically. While the two absolute requirements laid down in 
Basel Criteria 2.3.1 and 3.1.1 can be met today, some of the other Criteria need a 
transition period along the lines of Criterion 5.1.  

                                                

 

9 IP = Identity Preservation 
10 It is important to note that for obvious reasons the authors are unable to predict the exact costs. These 
figures, where they appear in the above Tables, are assumptions of the authors that are based on 
observation, experience and informal conversations with representatives of some of the players involved.  


