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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/INTRODUCTION

There is growing interest in advancing the cedtiien of aquaculture-produced shrimp by
government agencies and the industry in producgntcies and by major importers, wholesalers
and retailers in Europe and the United States.ifthestry movement toward certification in
importing countries is being driven by retailer damd — not necessarily consumer demand per se,
but the desire on the part of major retailers enBHuropean and US markets to demonstrate their
‘corporate responsibility’ by marketing productstded as environmentally and socially
responsible in response to NGO and general pubhcearns regarding food safety, the
environment, and labor and working conditions imedeping countries. In this regard,

certification schemes, and retailers in particuag, vulnerable to the charge of “greenwash” or
social irresponsibility if they do not deliver dmetstandards or stated aims of the scheme or if the
scheme itself falls short of public expectatiods such, they may be open to NGO input or
criticism to some extent or another. On the predside, epidemic diseases and increased food
safety standards in market countries has put sogmf pressure to ‘clean up’ farm operations and
this has generated interest in certification mooadly.

Certification schemes will clearly grow and areelikto become a prominent feature of the
shrimp aquaculture industry over the next sevezaty. Given the interest of major retailers in
the US and Europe, it is not inconceivable thagaiicant percentage (e.g. 20% or more) of the
global production of farmed shrimp could be cegtifby one scheme or another within the next
5-10 years. As the ‘economy of scale’ of certificatincreases, in some cases this could mean
that the shrimp aquaculture industry in entire @agior even whole countries could come under
one or more certification schemes.

Section 1 of the paper attempts to provide a lsueimary of major certification schemes about
which the author was able to find and digest dedaihformation as well as information related to
the market pressure that is driving increasing@#tein certification, primarily in Europe and the
United States. There is a large body of matefia¢levance to certification, much of which is
quite technical. Unfortunately the author was Ueab review all of the existing schemes of
relevance, such as Thai Quality Shrimp (ThailaB#yimp Seal of Quality (Bangladesh), and the
Alter-Trade Japan schemes, given time limitatiodspefully, the workshop participants from
Bangladesh, Thailand and elsewhere familiar wids¢éhschemes can provide useful information
and analysis at the meeting in Bangkok.

Sections 2-3 focus on several key schemes. Tleetess are intended to provide basic
information on these schemes - who is behind thaw, they are structured and operate, select
environmental and social standards upon which #ineybased, and the criteria and mechanisms
by which shrimp farms are certified or disqualified certification.

The schemes highlighted in these sections wereechms the basis of those most likely to
become the prevalent on the retail side of thestrgiiover the coming years, in particular the
GAA/ACC and EurepGAP schemes. The Naturland scherghlighted because it has been
subject to serious criticism by the Swedish SodietyNature Conservation and because a
detailed and very useful critique of Naturland’'eftification of shrimp farms in Ecuador has
been conducted by C-CONDEM. The Naturland schemdta review by NGOs and



community groups could provide a basis for a casdysof the strengths and weaknesses of
certification as a means of promoting change inogherations of shrimp aquaculture farms.
Although this paper was unable to go into thisetad, hopefully there will be a good discussion
at the workshop involving those with direct knowdedf the issue in Ecuador.

Finally, although not a certification scheme its#éie Principles for Responsible Shrimp Farming
developed by the Consortium consisting of NACA, erld Bank, UN FAO, WWF and UNEP,
are discussed in the paper and as an Annex gieemibortance these may play in harmonizing
certification schemes in the future.

Section 4 briefly describes a number of voluntagONconsumer information guides which are
not certification schemes per se, but which daigriice consumer demand to some extent or
another and may become enlisted in promoting oraother shrimp certification scheme in
market countries.

Section 5 concludes the paper with an attemptnithegize and analyze much of the information
in the previous sections and pose a series ofignedor consideration by the workshop
participants. These range from questions regaiti@gxtent to which certification schemes
could be used to make real changes on the grounwtidther certification schemes, in the end,
are likely or not to have a major impact on shriagaculture production globally.

Author’s note: Several people have graciously agreed to sexrexi@rnal reviewers of the
document on relatively short notice. | have narbable to incorporate their comments given the
need to get the paper out to workshop participdmiss| would like to highlight several comments
below as they will assist in evaluating the infotima in the paper:

From Peter Vandergeest Many environmental groups, (particularly northeraded groups?),
tend criticize certification for weak standards antplement[ation], and call for more stringent
technical standards, tighter monitoring, betteraoement. Much of the discussion in this
document takes this approach (how can we ensurgmeaes are not harmed, for example).
This approach is one that also provides openingsviirking with industry; as it is possible to
achieve compromise and workable procedures aroedinical standards. But the effect can be
to exclude community participation in regulatiomce community participation means leaving
the specification of standards open to local preess The industry is also much less likely to
accept any real community participation, as it repents (seemingly) a real loss of power
compared to top down regulation of farmers. Howettoncile these? These kinds of questions
could be added at the end, in the issues section.

What is important to me is to not to put commupdsticipation in to sections on social
responsibility, but to leave open possibilities fommunity involvement in the specification of
rules and guidelines in all areas where they hawenéerest—zoning, water effluent qualities,
sediment disposal, measures to prevent seepage etc.

| am personally concerned about the involvememibothern-based organic certifying agencies

in shrimp farm certification. My limited experients that they seldom have a clear sense of the
complex social issues surrounding shrimp farminthancoastal zones of southern countries (eg.,
does simple legal ownership of land can satisfyceamabout encroachment onto



public/community land? Often not; property rigiiscoastal areas are often ambiguous, and
local influential people can often find ways ofaibing legal documents to satisfy this
requirement even where they are siting on publioitwinity land. How does one know this
without carefully consultation with local commueg?)

From Simon Bush Definition of what constitutes social and enviromtadly responsible
practices does appear to be mixed (confused) Welotganic production throughout the paper.
Is this because the certification schemes mix theseepts?

The ToR for the report asked for a review covefirgy, second and third party certification.
Would it not be useful to better classify the vasieachemes along these (or similar) lines?

From Chris Grieve: Some gaps: the northern/southern stakeholdertopuresaind the vertical
reach question (chain of custody/traceability stam$ ensuring that certified product is not
mixed with uncertified product in supply chainsjcmg; differences between large/small
production units and how producers are assistecbimplying.

| have suggested including reference to the FAQI€ines on Ecolabelling of Fish and Fish
Products from Marine Capture Fisheries - while doectly related to aquaculture standards,
the founding principles and procedural guidelines fundamental for the credibility of any
voluntary, 3rd party certification scheme - for exale, the separation of accreditation and
standard setting functions and certification. velalso suggested mentioning the ISEAL Alliance
— its work is of relevance to the NGO communitgeemlly relating to stakeholder involvement
in certification programmes.

| would also like to acknowledge and thank AnnayGlfredo Quarto, Leo van Mulekom and
especially Mathew Parr for their edits, comments suggestions. The author takes sole
responsibility for the accuracy of the informatiarthe report.

Note: This paper is a working draft as it still veégs a further review for accuracy and to more
clearly highlight where standards and criteria weakeen verbatim from relevant documents.
Additional footnotes will be added and reviewersoeents will be incorporated as best as
possible in the final version.



1. OVERVIEW OF SELECT CERTIFICATION SCHEMES

“Consumer demand in northern markets is at rebhais, and shrimp exports from the
developing world run to the tune of $8.7 billiogear.” (UN FAO press release, 11 Sept 2006)

Global Aquaculture Alliance/Aquaculture Certificati on Council (ACC):

The GAA was founded in 1997 largely in response@O criticism of the shrimp aquaculture
industry (e.g. the Choluteca Declaration). TheAG¥stablished a “Responsible Aquaculture
Program” which first drafted a set of ‘Guiding Ruiples for Responsible Aquaculture” then
Codes of Practice for Responsible Shrimp Farmimgl #nally “Best Aquaculture Practices
standards”. All of these are available on the GRdbsite atvww.gaalliance.org

The Aquaculture Certification Council was formed®02 to certify that shrimp aquaculture
producers meet the Best Aquaculture Practices (B#dfdards established by the Global
Aquaculture Alliance. The ACC scheme may well e ¢ertification scheme that will have the
greatest impact on the shrimp farming industry dliernext few years. This is primarily as a
result of the fact that two major US seafood retai Wal-Mart and Darden (owner of the Red
Lobster chain of restaurants) — have recently esatbthe GAA standards and ACC certification
scheme.

Wal-Mart, in a press release on 17 Nov 2005 stttad*'Wal-Mart has partnered with Global
Aquaculture Alliance (GAA) and Aguaculture Certditeon Council, Inc. (ACC) to certify that all
foreign shrimp suppliers adhere to Best AquaculRnactices (BAP) standards”. Darden (1400
restaurants), possibly the largest single retafléarmed shrimp in the world, announced in late
2005 and early 2006 that it would begin requiritsgf@armed shrimp producers and processors to
be certified by the ACC.

Wal-Mart also announced that it was working with Qsto “improve” the GAA standards with
“assistance from ... various non-governmental orgaions such as Conservation International.”
Wal-Mart claims to have enlisted the help of Comagon International to recommend potential
improvements to the GAA standards and to be engagexsuring that the GAA Farm Standards
Committee incorporates CI's recommendations. Adiogyto Bambi Semroc, manager of
agriculture, forestry, and fisheries for Consematinternational "These revised aquaculture
standards incorporate a number of strengthenedsiwog to address environmental threats
arising from unsustainable shrimp-farming practices

Now that Wal-Mart and Darden have endorsed the @&A scheme, it may only be a matter of
time before other major US retailers of farmedrsprfollow their lead, according to Bob
Rosenberry, an authority on the farmed shrimp markée US market for farmed shrimp is
likely to be the largest in the world and could@att for sales of as much as 1/3 to one-half or
more of farmed shrimp produced worldwide.

Endorsement of the ACC scheme has also occurrénribK and is likely to spread to retailers
in other countries. Lyons Seafoods Limited of th€ which claims to supply over 50% of the
UK market for warm-water prawns, states that itrses all of its farmed shrimps from suppliers



that can demonstrate compliance to the Best AquaeuPractices (BAP) as laid down by the
Global Aquaculture Alliance (GAA).

EurepGAP: EurepGAP represents 26 European retailers anubés primarily on food safety.

It sometimes states that it also covers workeraveland environmental issues. It is HACCP-
based with a limited address of environment anckemowelfare (for EurepGAP worker welfare
refers to health and safety re: chemicals — seaiteeb put in proceedings). EurepGAP claims to
involve 50% retailers and 50% producers in standatting processes. The standards are meant
to be a floor on which retailers would not compefgroviding a set of minimum requirements
for sale of products in EurepGAP retailer stordee dld version of the standard had 276 control
points (or issues to address): the new version P€re is a new section on handling and
packing at farm level with a focus on meeting Ewapregulations. EurepGAP is implemented
in 37 countries covering 35 0000 hectares usingestification bodies. The initiative was driven
by a couple of key retailers (e.g. AHOLD). The negments are important to know about for
those intending to export into Europe. The starglatdrted with fresh produce, but are moving
into coffee next.

EurepGAP, was formed in 1997 primarily in respottseonsumer concerns over food safety
prompted by the health scare over mad cow diseabédebate over the introduction and use of
genetically modified organisms in food producti&ourepGAP includes many, if not most, of the
major supermarket and ‘hypermarket’ grocery chairisurope. It has been established
primarily to certify food products as safe for comers but the stated objective overall of
EurepGAP is “to ensure integrity, transparency laachonisation of global agricultural
standards. This includes the requirements for femig that is produced respecting worker health,
safety and welfare, environmental and animal welfasues.” Minimizing detrimental
environmental impacts of farming operations isadest important goal.

To include here, Fig: Development of EurepGAP Mersbip

EurepGAP is subdivided into various groups, inahgdan “Integrated Aquaculture Assurance”
(IAA) group. This group is composed of major suparket holding companies such as Ahold,
based in the Netherlands (with supermarkets a&osspe and in the United States), Aeon
(headquartered in Japan), Coop (Switzerland) anddvield’s Europe as well as Heiploeg BV
(Netherlands) — the leading wholesale providethoingp products to the European market, and
Marine Harvest (Netherlands), one of the worldigést salmon aquaculture producers.

The group has recently established a Technical Atieerto begin drafting/negotiating standards
for certifying shrimp aquaculture production. Then@nittee is chaired by a representative of
Heiploeg, indicating that Europe’s largest wholesalf farmed shrimp is playing a lead role in
the process from the start. The expectation isBEheepGAP could agree to shrimp aquaculture
standards and begin certifying shrimp farms withie next two years. Dutch retailers have
communicated their goal to have EurepGAP IFA (Irégd Farm Assurance) for fresh pork,
poultry and fresh dairy products implemented by-2007, and IAA implemented by 1-1-2008.
Although no shrimp standard yet exist, their ini@mg are clear. The potential impact of this
scheme on producers, given the size of the compamieé markets involved, is very large,
especially given that many if not all of the suparkets and retailers that are members of



EurepGAP are committed to some degree or anothmrlyoselling EurepGAP certified product
lines.

To include here figures, EurepGAP Certified Groaed Countries with EurepGAP Certified
Produce

It is clear that the GAA/ACC scheme and the EurepQartifications schemes will overlap and
there is likely to be industry interest — particlydrom importers and retailers - in ensuring that
the schemes are complementary. A GAA represertaigpparently already liaising with the
EurepGAP Technical Committee. One possibility vdoog for EurepGAP to designate the
GAA/ACC as a “benchmark” scheme — that is, any fdraichery etc that is certified by the

ACC would automatically qualify for certificatiorydeurepGAP. EurepGAP could also
incorporate the GAA standards in whole or in pdrhe primary differences at this point between
the approach of the two (recognizing that Eurep®AP not yet developed standards specific to
shrimp farming although it does have general aguaeustandards) is that EurepGAP’s
principle aim is to address consumer concernsaelat food safety, whereas GAA and ACC aim
at advancing environmentally and socially respdesdlguaculture to address the sustainability
concerns of consumers and NGOs. IUCN Netherland€OxfamNOVIB have been following
the process and will provide more detailed infoioraat the meeting in Bangkok.

Naturland: Naturland certified farms only represent a srpaltion of market share but, like the
ACC scheme, it is relatively advanced in termsefedlopment and implementation, with a
number of farms already certified. It was appdyethie first to develop standards (1999; revised
in 2002) and implement a certification scheme fgaaic shrimp farming. Naturland also
includes environmental issues, such as mangroge ilogs standards.

Several detailed critiques of Naturland certifioa have already been conducted by the Swedish
Society for Nature Conservation, Accion Ecologiod &y C-CONDEM in Ecuador. Naturland
has responded to these critiques and assertd tieet engaged in dialogue with a number of other
NGOs regarding its certification scheme. Thigaion may provide some useful lessons on the
effectiveness or difficulties involved in NGOs atmmmunity groups trying to work with shrimp
certification schemes to challenge the standardstgh they operate and/or the certification of
individual companies or farms.

NACA: The Network for Aquaculture Centres for the AB&cific, WWF, the World Bank and
the UN Environment Programme have produced a sgtirnational Principles for Responsible
Shrimp Farming” on the basis of a five year coradiyie process. At the September 2006
meeting of the UN FAO (COFI) Sub-Committee Aquaardt the NACA International Principles
for Shrimp Farming were “welcomed” by the 50 coiggrattending the meeting, according to a
UN FAO press report.

Rohana Subasinghe, senior aquaculture expert atdiBSecretary of the Sub-Committee,
stated that the NACA principles were in part des@jto address the fact that there are a range of
competing rules and certification schemes that ggppmust deal with and that the principles
“will help pave the way for a more common visionhaiw we should define responsible shrimp



farming, globally”. He also stated that they “@80 serve as a point of reference for
governments, non-governmental organizations anaiarindustry who are developing systems
to certify farm-raised shrimp as eco-friendly ostsunable, or who are looking to harmonize
systems that are already in place”. (Check memu #dfredo w/ further FAO releases)

Whether or not the NACA principles ultimately sethés purpose remains to be seen. However,
these are the most import set of principles anadstals specifically designed for shrimp farming
to emerge from an intergovernmental process ta dasesuch, they are likely to carry weight
with governments and have at least some influemee the future development of shrimp
aquaculture certification schemes. Furthermore/dN FAO plans to hold a meeting or
meetings of ‘experts’ over the next two years ®view the various certification systems
currently being used for farmed shrimp and othesa&glture products, analyze their comparative
benefits, and explore their possible harmonization”

The question of ecolabeling and related schemebd®s a prominent feature of the UN FAO'’s
work on fisheries over the past several years, migimy governments seeing the FAO Committee
on Fisheries as a means of establishing a polpicaless to challenge or shape private sector
labeling schemes. In this regard it is worth ngtimat the May 2006 meeting of the Board of
Trustee’s of the Marine Stewardship Council — tresthprominent of the wild fisheries
certification schemes - discussed the changestM®C program that are required to make it
fully consistent with the FAO ecolabeling guidebnegarding accreditation and objections and
noted that the MSC is in the final stages of deamyand implementing these changes. At the
same time however, a number of governments (eedJ8) have argued in the past that the UN
FAO and other intergovernmental bodies do not hbgeight to interfere with private sector
initiatives, provided they are consistent with meional law.

Other schemes There are a range of other schemes of relevaeweral of which are
mentioned in the following sections of the pap&hese include thMarine Stewardship

Council, which is the most prominent international cecéition scheme for wild-caught fisheries.
A number of fisheries which, combined, consistlote to 2 million tons of commercial catch
per year are now certified to the MSC Standardse WMISC is seriously considering establishing
standards for certifying aquaculture products. Geaeral Assembly of tHaternational
Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements(IFOAM) approved aquaculture standards in
2005 after a nine year process of discussion ansiuttation with its members. A number of the
certification bodies associated with IFOAM have gsed interest in certifying shrimp
aquaculture operations, though formal approvalbte@ may not occur before 2008. THarest
Stewardship Councilalso provides some useful comparisons from thetmdiview of the
structure, and membership and accountability obtiganization and its credibility with NGOs
and forest dwelling peoples and indigenous groups.



2. STRUCTURE/GOVERNANCE

2.1 Global Aquaculture Alliance/Aquaculture Certification Council
2.1.1 Global Aquaculture Alliance (GAA)

The stated aim of the GAA Responsible Aquacultusgfam is to “promote best management
practices for aquaculture” that “encourages thaucellof safe, wholesome seafood in an
environmentally and socially responsible manned tmhelp “ improve the efficiency and long-
term sustainability of the aquaculture industriro this end, the Best Aquaculture Practices
(BAP) standards address “property rights and régutacompliance, community and employee
relations, mangrove conservation, effluent andreedt management, soil and water
conservation, postlarvae sources, drug and chemiaahgement, microbial sanitation, and
harvest and transport.” The BAP standards ses\theastandards by which shrimp farms and
other facilities can be certified by Aquacultureri@eation Council certifiers.

The founding membership of the GAA consists ofraglbst of companies and industry
associations involved in some aspect of the shagquaculture or seafood industries, including
the Asociacion Nacional de Acuicultores de Hondufasociacdo Brasileira de Criadores de
Camarao, Camara Nacional de Acuacultura (Ecua@bgroen Pokphamdiquaculture Business
Group (Thailand), Darden Restaurants (USA), Morsand the Royal Ahold Group
(Netherlands). Companies pay an annual fee ofdmtWS$1,500 US and US$15,000 to be
‘governing members’ (approximately 36 such memlbistsd on the GAA website). Few, if any,
conservation NGOs are listed amongst the foundirgpeerning members.

The GAA has a Board and several full-time stafeguient, vice president etc). It also has a 12
Member Technical Committee for shrimp farm standaahsisting of representatives of the
aquaculture and seafood industries, academics @t@s\as follows:

* Four representatives from relevant national inguasisociations

* Two representatives from relevant industry sup@sociations

» Two representatives from academic, regulatoryirmarmicial groups

* Two representatives from conservation NGOs

* Two representatives from the Global Aquacultureahite.
Currently Conservation International occupies ohte NGO seats — the other is unfilled. (The
names and affiliations of the members of the Cotemiare not publicly available.)

The Technical Committee meets on an ad-hoc badissaesponsible for reviewing and
recommending any changes to the GAA’s BAP standaftie process involves essentially four
steps: 1. a preliminary draft or drafts are sutediby the GAA and other interested parties; 2.
the Committee produces a draft or drafts of newanevised standards; 3. the draft standards or
revisions to existing standards are posted to #h& ®ebsite for a 2 month public comment
period; 4. upon completion of the comment peribd, dommittee produces a final draft and puts
it to a vote.



A change to the BAP standards by the Technical Citteerrequires that at least eight members
vote (a quorum) and that the change receive at 8¥s of the votes of the committee in support
of the change. In practice this would mean thssuming that all twelve of the members of the
Technical Committee participated in the vote, astel0 votes would be needed in support of a
change to the BAP standards; alternatively onlpt@s would be necessary to block a change.
Interestingly, the Technical Committee appearsaeetthe final say in the revision of the
standards agreed by the GAA. Its decisions arsidered final and apparently may not be
overridden by the GAA Board or other bodies. TheAGSecretariat is charged with making
revisions to the ACC Certification Application Foimlight of any changes to the standards.

The GAA Technical Committee is currently in the ggss of redrafting several elements of the
BAP standards, including in relation to the extnivhich mangroves can be impacted by shrimp
farming. The proposed changes to the standardwifiosted on the GAA website at some point
in late 2006 for a 2-month public comment periogbasthe four step process described above.

The “Responsible Aquaculture Program” is one ofrtteen activities of the GAA. However, the
GAA is an aquaculture industry association andua$, also holds conferences, publishes a
newsletter, and otherwise provides support to tieng aquaculture industry — for example, the
GAA was involved in providing information in relati to the recent ‘anti-dumping’ case in the
Us.

2.1.2. Aquaculture Certification Council (ACC)

The ACC was set up in 2002 to serve as a meamslependent evaluation and verification of
whether shrimp farms and other facilities (hatab®and processing plants) are operating
consistent with the GAA Best Aquaculture Practi(®&Ps). The ACC has been given the
exclusive right to ensure compliance with GAA stam$ by the GAA. In other words, the ACC
is the only body that provides the means to cettiit shrimp aquaculture operations meet GAA
BAP standards. The stated mission of the Aquaal@ertification Council is “to certify
aquaculture facilities that apply best managemeattjges to ensure social and environmental
responsibility, food safety and traceability thrbogt the production chairt.”

ACC currently certifies only shrimp hatcheriespnfigrand processing plants though it plans to
certify feed mills and ‘analytical laboratories’time future. Once certification is fully estabksh
for shrimp, other species will also be included.

The ACC has a Board of Directors consisting predamily of seafood and shrimp aquaculture
industry representatives. The Board is composeaaddofiduals affiliated with the following
companies and organizations:

Indian Ocean Aquaculture, SARL, Seajoy*, Bluecadimaculture Group, LLC*, Eastern Fish
Co.*, H-E-B Grocery Co. L.P., Ocean Trust, Texa& M University, Ocean Cuisine
International*, Lyons Seafoods Ltd.*, INFOFISH, $ayp Aquaculture, Pty., Ltd.

! http://www.aquaculturecertification.org/accmismht
2 gither certified farm and/or processor or “lised” buyer of ACC certified products.
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The ACC trains its own certifiers, many of whom @axtensive experience with the shrimp
aquaculture industry. The ACC maintains conflicinterest rules that do not allow individual
certifiers to certify a company with whom the ciéeti has worked within a certain period of time
(e.g. apparently a certifier cannot evaluate a fammwhich he/she has worked within the
previous year). Certifiers receive a one-weehing program (ACC Certifier Training Course).
On its web page, the ACC lists over 100 individuwals bodies already accredited as certifiers
and invites companies to contact several potecgidifiers to get the best price. While
technically ‘3% party’ certification, the ACC scheme is largely oy companies involved in the
industry that it certifies.

The certifiers generally spend several days evialgiat shrimp farm or facility and decide
whether the facility meets the requirement foriGedtion, as stipulated in the GAA/ACC
Aquaculture Facility Certification: Certificationpplication Form. The ACC may review the
determination for quality control purposes butas ikkely to challenge a certifier's decision.
However, the ACC may conduct ‘surprise audits’ friame to time — taking several certifies to
the same facility and having them all evaluatefétodity, then compare the results for
consistency. Furthermore, certifiers are requicegarticipate in a retraining course every two
years.

Most of the facilities certified thus far are presmg facilities (ACC also includes food quality
and food safety criteria as part of its certifioatprocess). However, it is likely that more farms
will be certified in the near future in responsertarket demand and, ultimately, the ACC is
moving toward a vertically integrated approach -cltat this point the ACC labels its “three
star” approach. A three star group is one thasisté of farms, processors and hatcheries
certified by the ACC. The appeal to an importewbolesaler is that a purchase from the group
means that all aspects of the operation are ACtiedr(with the exception of the feed). From
the ACC website:

“Expalsa Exportadora de Alimentos, S.A. becamdahgest “three star group” within the Best
Aquaculture Practices (BAP) program in late Mayewltertifier Giovanni Garoéfalo Vallejo
completed inspections of the Expalsa Exportadoralieentos processing plant; Lifava,
Panalcorp, Ciminocorp, Ymelmar, Dominiolit, TropimRlumont, Costa Oeste, and Limasol
farms; and Expalsa Division Laboratorio de Larvaghery. Expalsa is an organic shrimp
producer and processor in Ecuador that uses cksdm farming with no water exchange.
Since its farms are scattered, only a few adjafeilities could be certified togethet.”

From the Expalsa group website:

“Our Shirmp Farm division has more than 2,300 hestaf high technology pools, distributed in
several zones of Ecuador. All of our farms areifeedt organic by different institutions such as
Naturland (Germany ) and Biosuisse (Swiss). We atamt with the certification of QCS
Quality Certification Services (USA) for our antikic, hormones, and chemical free proddct.”

® http://199.238.130.190/accnews. html
* http://www.expalsa.com/html/english-general.html
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Expalsa is referenced in the report from Swedistie®p For Nature Conservation (Ronnback
and Hubendick) entitled “Eco-labelling of shrimprfang in Ecuador” although it is not clear
whether any of the Expalsa farms are located irspieeific areas which the SSNC researchers
attempted to visit. This report, and a report lmgidn Ecologica entitled “Green light for
impunity: shrimp business certifications” paintexy critical picture of the certification process
and procedures of Naturland in Ecuador to whicluNand has responded. Clearly the
considerable amount of work that has gone intcthigue of the Naturland certification scheme
in Ecuador and the exchange with Naturland cowdd bE used as a basis to inform a critique of
the ACC certification process and the GAA Standasisvell.

Altogether, the ACC has certified facilities in tfidlowing 16 countries: Ecuador, Honduras,
Colombia, Madagascar, USA, Nicaragua, India, Thalld8angladesh, Vietnam, Belize, Mexico,
Brazil, Venezuela, Netherlands Antilles and Inddm@s

2.2.1 Naturland: Stucture

Naturland is based in Germany and was establish&882. The stated “objective and mission”
of Naturland is “the conservation of the environtnamd the maintenance of the natural basis of
life by means of organic farming in all fields afreculture”. The information below is taken
from the Naturland website, with slight modification some cases, and highlights key elements
of the Naturland structure:

Organisation: Naturland is a membership based argaon and claims to have over 36,000
members as of 2006. In Germany, the member slumeanized by states based regional
associations or sector-specific associations. Natdrmembers outside of Germany apparently
are also organized by region or country or seqiectic associations.

Assembly of Delegates: The members elect delefatestheir regional and sector-specific
associations to the Assembly of Delegates. The reesnbbho do not reside in Germany also send
delegates to represent the interests of the irtiena Naturland members. The Assembly of
Delegates determines the policies and the curitgattives of the association. It decides on the
budget, passes motions on modifications of thedsti@s upon recommendation of the Standards
Committee and determines the system of memberskg Once every three years it elects the
Board of Directors which heads the Naturland assiogi.

Standards Committee: The members of the Standas@itee are recommended by
Naturland's Board of Directors and elected forrmtef two years by the Assembly of Delegates.
The mission of the Standards Committee is to ddaturland's standards and to bring them
constantly up-to-date. The committee can createceutimittees with permanent or temporary
members, all of whom have distinguished themsdbyetheir particular expertise in the field of
organic agriculture. The sovereignty over the stadsl, i.e. the right to decide on which

standards are to be accepted or modified, lies theémAssembly of Delegates. Naturland
considers the development of standards as an omderocess, that must take into account and
incorporate technical developments, as well asdewvelopments in relation to social, ethical,
political, environmental and economic issues.

® http://www.aquaculturecertification.org/accfacirtht
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Certification Committee: The Certification Commeétes a statutory body within the association
which does not have to comply with any directivesaerning its expert decisions which it takes
solely on the basis of the current Naturland stedsdld’ he work of the Certification Committee is
performed by three sub-committees (domestic praolucinternational production, processing).
Each sub-committee has the task of deciding oreh&ication of the producers on the basis of
the inspection reports produced by the indepencimifiers: Institute for Marketecology
(Switzerland) and BCS-Oko-Garantie (Germany).héf tarm or aquaculture facility passes
inspection, it will be issued with a certificatedaa certification letter confirming the certificai.
Naturland itself is accredited as certification by IFOAM (International Federation of
Or%anic Agriculture Movements), NOP/USDA (Natio@aiganic Program of the US) and to ISO
65.

2.2.2 Naturland: Certification

_The Institute for Marketecology (Switzerland) an@®-Oko-Garantie (Germany) are in charge
of the inspections of the farms, hatcheries, feedyction and shrimp processing plants. The
reports from these inspections or ‘audits’ are setie relevant Naturland Certification
Committee. The Committee makes the final decia®to whether the certification is to be
granted or renewed.

According to Naturland, all Naturland certified og®rs (farms, processing plants) are inspected
for compliance with Naturland standards at leaseamyear. Also, at least 10% of all farms are
subject to surprise or unannounced sample inspecévery year. These surprise spot checks
may also be arranged in cases where farms arectadp# failing to comply with Naturland
standards.

Naturland is obliged to treat the details of therfaperations and the certification procedure as
confidential although it claims that a majorityarfyanic farms, and in particular shrimp farms,
are willing to publicly release the information.oietheless, probably as a result of criticism
from NGOs, Naturland recognizes the need to begiking at least some portion of the shrimp
farm inspection reports publicly available, antbisking into establishing procedures to dd so.

Altogether Naturland has certified over 36,000 faumhall types to its standards for organic
farming, textile production, forestry and aquacudtuThe shrimp farm certification program
appears to be relatively limited thus far — as@% Naturland has certified shrimp aquaculture
farms in Ecuador, Peru, Vietham, and IndonesiasipbsBrazil and Thailand as well).
Naturland may be planning to certify farms in Indd@ngladesh, and Venezuela in the near
future.

Swedish Society for Nature Conservation and C-COMDtave extensively critiqued
Naturland’s certification of farms in Ecuador (andndonesia). In the case of Ecuador,
Naturland has responded by labeling SSNC a “bo¥ygodiup that may be motivated by an
interest in closing the Swedish market to impogkdmps in order to protect Swedish shrimp

® http://www.naturland.de/englisch/n4/counterstatetmssnc_report.pdf
” http://www.naturland.de/englisch/n4/shrimpinfo_sler_06_04_03.pdf
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fishermen. Naturland claims that other groups a&reenpeace, WWF and Ecuadorian
organizations such as Fundacion Natura, FundacatanySacha, and Fundaciéon Malecon all
take a more rational view of shrimp aquaculture iamglies that at least some of these
organization support the objectives of Naturland.

2.3.1 EurepGAP: Structure

EurepGAP is governed by the Industry through iee8hg Committee. FoodPLUS GmbH is a
German limited company set up to act as the Se@etar EurepGAP. FoodPLUS “ensures
independence in the operation of the EurepGAP &raiscand is a not-for-profit company”.

EurepGAP has five stated strategic pillars whighpsut decision making within EurepGAP.

1. Partnership: Retailers and producers are equegigsented in decision making committees.
EurepGAP provides open access to certificatioresystfor all producers globally thereby
encouraging the adoption of safe and sustainabieudiyral practices.

2. Integrity: The certification process is develdpad operated to standards which are industry
leading and exceed accreditation norms.

3. Benchmarking: Operating principles of indepengtir and transparent benchmarking to
demonstrate equivalence and facilitate recogniiomational and regional farm assurance
schemes.

4. Stakeholder Involvement: Meeting the speciffoimation and data needs of members. To
work with other key stakeholders particularly goweent and non-government organisations.
Foster an open and consultative culture, whichrdmutes to the global effort of harmonising
GAP certification standards.

5. Efficiency and Effectiveness: EurepGAP will deyeglobally relevant, cost effective
solutions on behalf of its members to avoid multgtion of standards, systems and audits. It will
strive to use internal resources as efficientlp@ssible.

There are a series séctor specific EurepGAP Steering Committees. Baothstandard and the
certification system are approved by the Techracal Standards Committees working in each
product sector. These committees have 50% retal@i50% producer representation. The work
of the Committees is supported by FoodPLUS. Eurep@8es not allow NGOs on its technical
and standards committees to draft and review stdadand their implementation. It does have a
complaints procedure though it is not clear themixto which EurepGAP is bound, if at all, to
respond to complaints by NGOs or community groups.

The EurepGAP Aquaculture Assurance Standard wasl@gsd in cooperation with Ahold NL
and Fjord Seafood Pieters jointly with SGS at st fitage, and now also with participation of
Stolt Sea Farm (now Marine Harvest), Nutreco, Béndind Scottish Quality Salmon. Elaboration
of further modules, including the shrimp moduleh@sed on market demand of
retailers/suppliers.
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Retailers requiring IAA EurepGAP certification aepresent: Aeon Co., Ltd. Japan; Ahold
Netherlands; CBL Netherlands; Coop Switzerlandh@ile Belgium; McDonald s Europe
Germany; Metro Group Germany; Migros SwitzerlandnWlorrisons United Kingdom.
Altogether 31 retail organisations are now usingepGAP in their supply chains.

To include here list: EUREPGAP Retail and Food Senece Members
2.3.2 EurepGAP: certification

EurepGAP claims to be “one of the very few globaperating standardisation organizations that
enjoy a high level of political and financial indemence from the public sector as well as from
individual member influence and shareholder agerntiageep its independence EurepGAP does
not conduct the certification process itself. Fasya@ farmer groups can only be certified against
the EurepGAP criteria by authorized CertificationdBes (CB). A EurepGAP Certification Body

is a company fulfilling the requirements for appedvEurepGAP CBs to grant EurepGAP
certification in the relevant product scope. CutlseBurepGAP is working with over 100 CBs in
more than 70 countrie$.”

EurepGAP is a pre-farm-gate-standard that meansdittigicate covers the process of the
certified product from before the seed is plantetil it leaves the farm. EurepGAP is a business-
to-business label and is therefore not directljblesfor the consumers.

A list of all the farms that have been EurepGARsteged per country is not published. If a
farmer or farmer group is EurepGAP certified carcbecked via the registration number or
certificate number on www.eurep.org see "Certifisdidation”. There will be an additional
search feature in the EurepGAP Database for RatdilSupplier Members for certified farmers.
A prerequisite to see this information is that fidwener allows access to his data.

2.4 Others: IFOAM, MSC, FSC

The International Federation of Organic Agricultievements (IFOAM) is a grassroots and
democratic organization that currently unites 7%hrher organizations in 108 countries
according to its website.

The IFOAM General Assembly is at the foundationFdDAM - it elects the “World Board” and
the Board, in turn, appoints members to officiahooittees, working groups and task forces
based upon the recommendation of the IFOAM memigrsihe Board has formally established
several committees, including the Norms Manager@emimittee, which includes members of
the Standards Committee and the Accreditation @ait@ommittee, and the “Development
Forum”, which works towards the development of aigagriculture in developing countries.
IFOAM member organizations also establish regigmalps and sector specific interest groups.
IFOAM has Four Regional Groups based in Asia, tleglit¢érranean (AgriBio Mediterraneo), the
German-speaking countries, and the EU as a whoketplo national groups in Japan and France

IFOAM accreditation is awarded to certification Iexithat use certification standards that meet

8 http://www.eurepgap.org/Languages/English/abon.ht
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the IFOAM Basic Standards through the IFOAM Acctatiibn Program. The certification body
must demonstrate compliance with the IFOAM Accrtiiin Criteria.

IFOAM accreditation (accrediting the certifiers)cisrried out under contract by the International
Organic Accreditation Service Inc. (IOAS), a USdrsrganization. IOAS accepts and reviews
accreditation applications, conducts site evaluatiand grants IFOAM accreditation to
compliant applicants.

The Accredited Certification Bodies have implemeraeMultilateral Agreement (MLA)
amongst themselves. The MLA creates multilaterahvadence at the level of the Accreditation
Criteria and the IFOAM Basic Standards. Implemeatatf the MLA streamlines certificate
acceptance among the certification bodies, andhblps to support and ensure orderly market
transactions and trade. As an initiative that imiadstered by the certification bodies, the MLA
also supports the objectives of the IFOAM Organi@afantee System. Naturland is one of the
Certification Bodies accredited to certify to IFOAMandards.

A subcommittee of IFOAM initially drafted aquacuktustandards in 1997 and, after several
rounds of redrafting and further considerationrgrested IFOAM members, the standards were
adopted by the IFOAM General Assembly in Septen20€5.

Any weaknesses in the standards must be takenthdw@AM directly. If an accredited

certifier is not applying the standard correcthG@®s or others can make a complaint to the
IOAS. The IOAS is required to investigate any ctaimg which suggests non compliance with
either the IFOAM standards or the IFOAM accredtatcriteria. The complainant can ask their
identity to be kept confidential in sensitive casesvhere there is a potential danger to the
complainant. I0AS might investigate a complairé¥ received anonymously but is not bound
by its procedures to do so - it would depend orctirgent and likely reliability of the
information’®

There are a number of certification schemes tha¢ baen structured to ensure the formal
participation of NGOs and non-user groups in thasien-making process at various levels.
Two such schemes attee Forest Stewardship Council (FSCand theMarine Stewardship
Council (MSC).

The FSC is a membership based organization divitedhree separate “chambers” — the
Economic Chamber consisting of commercial entifi@gging companies, certification bodies,
etc), the Social Chamber (indigenous peoples ozg#inins, social issues NGOs); and the
Environmental Chamber (environmental/conservai@0Os). Each Chamber has an equal vote
in the FSC General Assembly, made up of all memdietise FSC. The General Assembly is the
highest level body of the organization and eldw¢sBoard as well as exercises oversight over the
activities of the FSC. NGOs, community organizasiand indigenous groups are extensively
represented in the FSC governance structure.

? http://www.ifoam.org/about_ifoam/standards/ogshand
http://www.ifoam.org/about_ifoam/inside_ifoam/orggation.html
19 correspondence betwe&udrun Hubendick of SSNC and the IOAS, 4 Septerabes
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The MSC is not a membership based organizatioit does have a “Stakeholder Council”
roughly divided between non-user groups (consesmairganizations, consumer and academic
interests), and industry groups (fishing comparpescessors, ‘developing nation and fishing
community interests’, including the World ForumFagh Harvesters, and retailers, including
Wal-Mart). The Stakeholder Council provides a haatism for the formal input of non-industry
(as well as industry) groups regarding the cegtfan process, principles and criteria, and other
aspects of the structure and function of the M&iGwever, the highest decision-making body is
the Board of Trustees, which is not bound to abiléhe recommendations of the Stakeholders
Council although the legitimacy of the MSC deriviaspart, from the support provided by NGO
members of the organization. Current NGO membetseoBtakeholders Council include the US
based National Environmental Trust, the David SuEgkindation (Canada) and the Industrial
Shrimp Action Network, WWF Germany and the Europ€amsumers Organisation.

The MSC has established an ‘Objections Procedunergby any NGO or group of NGOs
(whether on the Stakeholder Council or not) careapp decision to certify a particular fishery if
the NGOs have well argued concerns. The MSC ugimed|to respond - however, it requires that
the certifier answer the complaint fiét.In addition, much of the documentation of indixéd
certifications (fisheries, companies, cooperativegublicly available on the MSC webstfe.

1 http://www.msc.org/html/content_464.htm
2 hitp://www.msc.org/html/content_493.hiamd http://www.msc.org/html/content_484.htm
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3. COMPARISON OF SELECT STANDARDS

3.1 MANGROVES/WETLANDS

3.1.1 Global Aquaculture Alliance /Aquaculture Certification Council

GAA/ACC Standard 4 - Environment: Mangrove ConsgoveAnd Biodiversity Protection
(taken from the ACC document: Aquaculture Facilrtification, Guidelines for BAP
Standards)

“Shrimp farms shall not be located in mangrove aeseagrass beds or other coastal wetlands.
Farm operations shall not damage wetlands or redteebiodiversity of coastal ecosystems.
Mangroves removed for allowable purposes shalldmaced by replanting an area three times
as large”

Implementation:

Shrimp farms should be located on salt flats or otér lands above the normal tidal
zone

Farm construction shall take place outside wetlandand not infringe on areas
occupied by mangroves, seagrasses, or other sengtivetland vegetation.

Certified farms shall not discharge effluents iptiblic mangrove areas to effect water
treatment unless monitoring at the point of enkrgves that total suspended solids do not
exceed 100 mg/L or 50 mg/L after five years.

Mangroves removed for allowable purposes shall beitgated by replanting an area
of mangroves three times the size of the area remed.

Encourage farms to employ nonlethal measures &agtor control even where lethal
methods are permitted.

During initial facility inspection, the ACC certér will note farm areas occupied by
mangroves or other coastal wetlands. When farmsapected for recertification, the
certifier will determine if subsequent mangrove omad was allowable and required
mitigation was performedviangrove removal for unapproved purposes or failve to
mitigate allowable removal will result in loss of ertification.

If farms cause mangrove mortalithe deficiency shall be corrected for continuatén
certification (paraphrased).

Planting to mitigate the removal of mangroves shaltlone in suitable brackish water
areas. If suitable replanting areas are not availai or near a farm, proof of financial
contribution to a recognized mangrove reforestapianject shall be provided.

All farms in mangrove areas are encouraged to detraie mangrove stewardship by
replanting mangroves or contributing to reforestatMvhen ponds constructed in former
wetland areas are closed, farms should restore noaegyor other wetland vegetation in
the abandoned areas.
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In addition to the above, there are GAA/ACC Stadddor effluent discharge, and use and
storage of chemicals and antibiotics.

ACC Certification guidelines/approval process regeg mangrove and wetlands loss:

The following comes from the ACC document: AquaardtFacility Certification: Certification
Application Form. This is used by the certifierdstermine whether the farm or other facility
qualifies for ACC certification and the questioreddw are specifically related to the evaluation
of the facility in relation to the GAA/ACC Standaddabove). The letter “C” indicates that the
guestion must be answered with a yes to qualifgéatification. The letter “S” indicates that a
positive answer to the question will help qualtfie facility for certification, however, a negative
answer will not automatically disqualify the fatyli

4.1: Has net loss of mangroves or wetlands on facility property occurred since 1999? _ Yes_No
(If no, do not answer questions 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. Certifier will adjust final score.)

C: 4.1.1: Were the mangroves or wetlands removed for allowable purposes? Yes No
C: 4.1.2: Was the removal mitigated by restoring an area three times

as large or donation to restoration? (Documentation required.) Yes No

4.1.2.1: Removal was mitigated by mangrove replanting or wetland

restoration of square meters on or near farm

4.1.2.2: Removal was mitigated by contribution of U.S. $
to Restoration Program

S: 4.2: Has your facility practiced unrequired mangrove or wetland replacement

in abandoned production areas or elsewhere? (Documentation required.) Yes No
4.2.1: How was the stewardship demonstrated? (Documentation required.)

4.2.1.1: Mangrove planting or wetland restoration of square meters on or near farm
4.2.1.2: Contribution of U.S. $ to Restoration Program

3.1.2 NATURLAND

A first set of Organic shrimp standards was offlgiadopted by Naturland’s Assembly of
Delegates in 1999; in 2002, the standards wersedyvi

Key components are as follows (from the Naturlamtbsite):

- no use of antibiotics and other chemicals

- protection of the mangrove forest

- integration of natural plant communities in fammanagement

- using low-input feed and fertiliser from certdi@rganic origin

- mild, natural breeding procedures, no stockinipwiild larvae

- environmental monitoring, prevention from negatitnpact on water bodies

- positive relationships to other forms of land (&griculture, fishery)

- promotion of polyculture systems (e.g. milkfisiees, fruit-bearing trees, sheep) instead of
shrimp monoculture.

The Naturland principles and standards as theyerédethe impact of shrimp farms on
mangroves are as follows:
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General Principle Il. Principles of Management (guiofrom Naturland Standards for Organic
Aquaculture)

1. Selection of site, interaction with surrounding ecsystems

1.1.By selection of site and the method of managenig¢hedarm, the surrounding ecosystems
shall not be adversely affected. In particular, atge impact caused by effluents as well as by
escape of animals shall be prevented by adoptiitgtda preventive measures. In the case of
installation of new farms or amplification of almaexisting, natural vegetation shall not be
damaged in a lasting way....

1.2.Through appropriate design and management of thma &aeas it shall be ensured that the
water bodies inside the operation retain their egntal functions depending on the respective
geographical conditions (e.g. breeding ground forghibians and water insects, resting place
for migratory birds, migration routes for fish). Fthis purpose, in particular, adequately large
areas showing natural vegetation (e.g. water reédgher aquatic plants or helophytes) shall be
protected or re-planted by the enterprise.

Site selection, protection of mangrove (see 11.1.)

1.1. Mangrove plant communities have to be protected. Mangroves are considered as extremely
important ecosystems that, at the same time, arklwle endangered due to human activities.
Therefore, it isnot permitted to remove or damage mangrove forest for purposes of

construction or expansion of shrimp farms. Any measure carried out by the farm or on the
farm’s demand likely to influence adjacent mangrfmrest (e.g. construction of pathways and
channels to the farm area) shall be announced tbapproved by Naturland.

1.2.Farms (here: independent, coherent production unig)ich in parts occupy former
mangrove area, can be converted to Organic Aquaculture according to Naturland standards if
the former mangrove area does not exceed 50% of total farm area. Pre-condition, however, is
that in any case the relevant legal requirementdaiod use, reforestation etc. have been
observedThe former mangrove area in property of the farm shall be reforested to at least 50%
during a period of maximum 5 years. The harvest of this area is not permitted to beslkol and
marketed as Organic product according to Naturlatandards, until the Naturland
Certification Committee has confirmed the succeéssfnpletion of reforestation. Furthermore,
theyearly progressin reforestation activities aslaid down in the conversion plan shall be
confirmed by the Certification Committee.

On the question of loss of mangroves, in Ecuadduiénd set a date of 1994 as the cut-off date
for certification — any farms built after 1994 whicesulted in loss of mangroves cannot qualify
for certification given legislation in Ecuador thagkes it illegal to destroy mangrove forest to
build shrimp farms. Other elements of Naturlargfendards for environmental protection
include requirements to minimize the outflow ofnmertts, preventative measures to minimize
impacts of salt water on surrounding areas, prtbibon the release of toxic substances into the
ponds and surrounding areas and a requiremerb@atof total dyke surface be covered by
plants within 3 years of certification.
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3.1.3 EurepGAP

Minimizing detrimental environmental impacts ofrfang operations is a stated important goal
of EurepGAP. This is addressed in the IAA undenétple 1.8 — “to ensure good practice with
regard to the management and protection of natesalurces and the proper disposal of farm
wastes” and a Wildlife policy whose “objective istrio leave a long term footprint on the
production area”. No explicit mention is made witline current IAA of mangroves or wetlands,
although it is expected that they will be covenedhe forthcoming Shrimp aquaculture module.

Related criteria under this principle inclddle

. An environmental risk assessment must be assdsasel] on ISO 14001
or equivalent which must be carried out when nedranstarted aquaculture enterprises are to be
introduced near to existing fish farms or environta#ly sensitive areas. Legal compliance and
the risk assessment have to be demonstrated byndmts assessed. No N/A, unless existing site.

. An environmental risk assessment must be assdssgel] on ISO 14001 or equivalent
which must be carried out for existing aquaculemeerprises. Legal compliance and the risk
assessment have to be demonstrated by documeess@dsNo N/A, unless new or restarted
farm.

. Producers must be able to demonstrate awarenéss iofipact of their aquaculture
activities on the environment (water, air, floraha, noise, odour), and consider how they can
enhance the environment for the benefit of thelloocenmunity with an Environmental Impact
Assessment or the Risk Assessment?

A group of ‘recommended’ criteria are included tlweess wildlife and biodiversity issues. This
group includes the control point:

. Does each producer have a Management of WildlileGonservation Policy Plan for
each enterprise? Is this Policy compatible witltasnable commercial aquaculture production
and minimize environmental impact of the aquaceltactivity? Are key elements of this plan
considering the following?: Conduct a baseline atadunderstand existing fish and plant
diversity around the farm; Conservation organizaioan help conduct surveys to measure
biodiversity and identify areas of concern; Takeaacto avoid damage and deterioration of
habitats; Create an action plan to enhance habitartt maintain biodiversity on the farm. Action
plan must be assessed.

. Are risk assessments of wildlife issues made foheste and plans made to maintain
wildlife? Assessment must be assessed.

3.1.4 Network of Aquaculture Centres in Asia-Padic, UN FAO, UNEP, World Bank,
WWF

13 CONTROL POINTS AND COMPLIANCE CRITERIA INTEGRATERQUACULTURE ASSURANCE - Code
Ref.: IAA 2.1 CP, Version: 2.1-June05, Section: CPC
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International Principles for Responsible Shrimpniag, Principle 1 — Farm Siting:

“Locate shrimp farms according to national planniagd legal frameworks in environmentally
suitable locations, making efficient use of land arater resources and in ways that conserve
biodiversity, ecologically sensitive habitats amd®ystem functions, recognizing other land uses,
and that other people and species depend upon #ase ecosystems.”

Implementation guidance:

* Build new shrimp farms above the inter-tidal zone.

* No net loss of mangroves or other sensitive wetlarithbitats.

* Do not locate shrimp farms on sandy soils or o#teas where seepage or discharge of salt
water may affect agricultural land or freshwatqudies.

* Do not locate new shrimp farms in areas that havel@eady reached carrying

capacity for aquaculture.

* Retain buffer zones and habitat corridors betwaems and other users and habitats.

» Obey land use and other planning laws and coastahgement plans.

* Improve existing farms in inter-tidal and mangroveareas through mangrove restoration,
retiring unproductive ponds and increasing productvity of remaining farm areas above the
inter-tidal zone.

3.2 COMMUNITY RELATIONS/SOCIAL CONFLICTS
3.2.1GAA Standards 1-3: “Community Relations”
From the document ACC Aquaculture Facility Ceration: Certification Application Form:

Standard 1. PROPERTY RIGHTS AND REGULATORY COMPIN&E: Farms shall comply with
local and national laws and environmental regutesti@nd provide current documentation that
demonstrates legal rights for land use, water emgstruction and operation.

Standard 2. COMMUNITY RELATIONSEFarms shall not deny local communities access ldigu
mangrove areas, fishing grounds or other publicuess.

Standard 3. WORKER SAFETY AND EMPLOYEE RELATIONBarms shall comply with local
and national labor laws to assure adequate wosdfetys compensation and living

conditions at the facility.

1. Shrimp farm ownershould have clear title or right to their property or other current, legal
land concession agreements.

2. Shrimp farm managemeshould schedule meetings with local communities #xchange
information. This is particularly important in the planninggea for new farms or expansions.

3. Shrimp farm managemeshould attempt to accommodate traditional uses ofoastal
resourcesthrough a cooperative attitude towards establisbeal interests and environmental
stewardship.

4. Shrimp farm managemeshould contribute to community efforts to improve bcal
environmental conditions, public health and safetyand education

5. Local workers should be employedo the extent possible, and all practical meandenta
prevent conflicts between local people and workens outside.

6. Workers should be fairly compensatedvith respect to local wage scales.
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7. Healthy and safe living and working conditions shold be provided. Procedures should be
established for dealing with illness and accidests] employers must be responsible for making
sure that workers are fully aware of these procesiur

8. Shrimp farm management should have clearly defametposted security policies.

9. Employees should have a clear understanding af diaéies and of company expectations
regarding their performance.

ACC certification/implementation:

1. Property Rights and Regulatory Compliance

C 1.1: Are documents available to prove legal land and water use by your facility? Yes No

1.1.1: List the documents you will present. (Confirmed during inspection.)

C 1.2: Are documents available to prove all business and operating licenses have been acquired by your facility?
Yes No

1.2.1: List the documents you will present. (Confirmed during inspection.)

C 1.3: Are documents available to prove compliance with applicable environmental regulations for construction

and operation? Yes No

1.3.1: List the documents you will present. (Confirmed during inspection.)

2. Community Relations

C 2.1: Does your facility accommodate local inhabitants by not blocking traditional access routes to fishing
grounds, mangrove areas and other public resources? Yes No

(Prepare to provide area map showing property lines, fences, canals, ditches and other barriers. Certifier may
interview members of local community.)

2.2: List meetings, committees, correspondence, service projects or other activities that show your

facility is committed to regular interaction with the local community to avoid or resolve conflicts.

3. Worker Safety and Employee Relations (paraphrased):

This section contains 2 major benchmarks for certification - 1. the farm must pay employees at least the minimum
wage and provide the minimum benefits as required by local and national laws. The other is that the farm must
comply with applicable child labor laws. The remainder of this section involves an assessment of labor and living
conditions at the farm (e.g. adequate housing, safe drinking water, emergency medical services). Deficiencies in
one or more of these areas do not automatically disqualify the farm from certification.

3.2.2 NATURLAND

Naturland’s Social standards are found at poindflthe Naturland Standards for Organic
Aquaculture:

11. Social aspects

11.1. The respective provisions of “Naturland Standards” apply. Additionally, there are specific issues to
be observed in aquaculture operations:

11.2. The staff shall be trained regarding the basic principles of organic aquaculture. The timetable for
this measure shall be defined in the conversion plan.

At least one responsible person familiar with the contents of these standards shall permanently be in easy
reach of the farm.

11.3. The operator of the farm has responsibility as well for the housing and living conditions of employees
living permanently or temporarily on the farm area. The IFOAM Social Standards shall apply as basic
requirements.

The respective regulations concerning industrial law shall be adhered to.

11.4. In accordance with the representatives of the neighbouring municipalities/regional authorities, the
farm operator shall ensure free access for fishermen and other interested persons to open waters
adjoining the farm area. Therefore, installation of fenced gateways or issuing of transit passes is
recommended. In any case the legal regulations shall be adhered to.

3.2.3 EurepGAP
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EurepGAP’s main strategy for addressing socialsss covered in the context of a Public
Private Partnership Project between the DeutsclseliSehaft fir Technische Zusammenarbeit
(GTZ), EurepGAP and Coop (Switzerland) where ao6&ood Risk-based Agricultural Social
Practices (GRASP) will be elaborated. During thgaing standard review process (until 2007)
the EurepGAP Steering Committee has endorsed fy agmlistic approach to the improvement
and further development including environmental aodal aspects into the standard on a
practical consensus basis. Initially, standardedag mainly worker rights will be included as a
voluntary add-on module to existing standards. iRige&l of the PPP-Project will be publicly
available and open for discussions. See annexfstirgg draft add-on module.

EurepGAP IAA includes a principle on Staff, but gtandards do not address wider (off-farm)
community impacts of farming operations.

EurepGAP address obeying the law within the LegistaFramework control points and
criteria, including:

. Are farms operated in accordance with all appliedbgislation? Fish farm staff must be
able to demonstrate awareness at interview ot aflitie relevant Food Safety, Animal Welfare
and Environmental legislation and the implementatibthe legislation. No N/A

2.4 Network of Aquaculture Centres in Asia-Pacific, UNFAO, UNEP, World Bank, WWF

Principle 8 — Social Responsibility:

Develop and operate farms in a socially responsible manner that benefits the farm, the local
communities and the country, and that contributes e ffectively to rural development, and
particularly poverty alleviation in coastal areas, without compromising the environment.

Justification: There are increasing demands for products which are produced through environmentally
sustainable shrimp farming practices, but that have been produced by employees who were treated fairly,
and that the enterprise that produced the product is a respected and active component of the society. It
should be the responsibility of a civilized society that the benefit is derived from shrimp farming are shared
equitably.

Implementation guidance:

» Minimize conflicts with local communities that may result from shrimp farm development and operation
and ensure that aquaculture developments are mutually beneficial.

» Take measures to ensure shrimp farming benefits the communities in shrimp farm areas.

» Ensure shrimp farm worker welfare and fair working conditions.

» Minimize risks to smallholders engaged in shrimp farming through training, extension and appropriate
technical and financial support.

* Provide training to farmers and workers in responsible shrimp farming practices.

14 CONTROL POINTS AND COMPLIANCE CRITERIA INTEGRATE AQUACULTURE ASSURANCE -
Code Ref.: IAA 2.1 CP, Version: 2.1-June05, Sect®RCC
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4. CONSUMER GUIDES

In addition to certification schemes, there areiaiber of consumer education and advice
initiatives that provide guidance directly to comsrs on what fish products to buy and what not
to buy. Most have a grading or marking systemalbe lines of green (buy), yellow (buy with
caution) and red (definitely don’t buy). Amongdsé torganizations that have produced such
guides are WWF in various countries, Nordzee Fotion&Netherlands), Marine Conservation
Society (UK), Monterrey Bay Aquarium (US), Blue @ecelnstitute (US), and Environmental
Defense (US). All of these schemes contain guigsland assessments used as the rationale for
listing their recommendations and all of the scheneeommend not buying tropical farmed
shrimp. The three US groups recommend buying Uighgh(farmed and wild) and, in one case,
Canadian wild caught shrimp but to avoid buying amied farmed or trawl caught shrimp.

There is also an organization called the Seafoanldel Alliance (SCA) with several dozen
NGO members from the US, Canada, UK, and the Nletids, amongst other countries, as well
as international NGOs WWF, Greenpeace and Consemviaiternational. The Seafood Choices
Alliance also lists businesses, primarily restatga@t the moment, which sell seafood consistent
with the recommendations of the SCA. In the greldwv York City area alone, well over 100
restaurants are on the list. While there are latgebers of US based retailers associated with
the SCA, there are, as yet, few based in othertdesn The SCA is attempting to expand its
membership and influence in Europe and elsewh&he. SCA only lists species and products
that it recommends as coming from sustainable fisk€lt does not specifically recommend
against buying other species/products — e.g. ntisgd Farmed shrimp is not on the SCA list of
recommended buys.

It is not clear how much of a market impact thestoner guides and SCA initiative have had
although they appear to have generated widespnéae st in at least some of the major
importing/consumer countries. It is possible tha¢ or more of these organizations could at
some point issue a public recommendation to buyéartropical shrimp certified by one or more
of the certification schemes discussed above.
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5. CONCLUSIONS/DISCUSSION

The industry movement toward certification in imjirag countries is being driven by retailer
demand — not necessarily consumer demand per tsthebdesire on the part of major retailers in
the European and US markets to demonstrate tl@pocate responsibility’ by marketing
certified products in response to NGO and genarialip concerns regarding food safety, the
environment, and labor and working conditions imedeping countries. In this regard,
certification schemes, and retailers in particuae, vulnerable to the charge of “greenwash” or
social irresponsibility if they do not deliver dmetstandards or stated aims of the scheme or if the
scheme itself falls short of public expectatio@n the producer side, epidemic diseases and
increased food safety standards in market cour(iigs in relation to the use of antibiotics) has
put significant pressure to ‘clean up’ farm opemasi and this has generated interest in
certification more broadly.

Certification schemes will clearly grow and areelikto become a prominent feature of the
shrimp aquaculture industry over the next sevezaty. Given the interest of major retailers in
the US and Europe, it is not inconceivable thagaiicant percentage (e.g. 20% or more) of the
global production of farmed shrimp could be cegtifby one scheme or another within the next
5-10 years. As the ‘economy of scale’ of certificatincreases, in some cases this could mean
that the shrimp aquaculture industry in entire@agior even whole countries could come under
one or more certification schemes.

There is likely to be strong interest within theuistry over the next several years — both amongst
producers and importers/retailers - to consolidatearmonize a number of these schemes.
Whether this happens on a significant scale magngpn the extent to which the GAA/ACC,
EurepGAP, the Marine Stewardship Council and NA@A&ide to work together in some fashion.
Niche certifications, e.g. for 100% organically @roshrimp, are likely to continue alongside the
larger certification schemes, although even hezeetinay be some consolidation or
harmonization as well. Wal-Mart, for example, megannounced that it intends to begin large-
scale marketing of organic produce and the marketifganic food products in a number of
European countries is relatively robust.

Most schemes involve detailed questionnaires artdication documentation, which serves as
the basis of the decision to certify or deny ceifion to a farm or other facility. The ACC
Certification Application Form, for example, ruris15 pages with detailed questions, although
the required answers, in many cases, are lax. tNeless, this documentation could potentially
allow for an outside review and challenge of cedifions of particular farms or facilities. As
stated earlier, the GAA and Naturland certificatodrihe Expalsa group’s farms in Ecuador could
provide a test case in regard to whether the faealyy did meet the standards set by Naturland
and the GAA and, if so, why the standards usedngyay both schemes are deficient in
protecting the environment and/or accommodatingtmeerns of surrounding communities.
Similarly, the ACC has certified several other tigley large companies including the SeaJoy
Group in Honduras and Camarones de Nicaragua. d\dasle studies of the pros and cons of the
certification of these facilities be worthwhile?

Unfortunately, transparency varies considerably moke of the major schemes are fully
transparent. The least transparent appear toeb@8 A®/ACC schema and EurepGAP. The
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shrimp farm evaluation and certification documentats treated as confidential in these
schemes as well as the Naturland scheme althosgigted earlier, Naturland is considering
making at least some of the documentation pubéeghilable. Some, though, do have formal
complaints or objection procedures. Arguably thstln this regard, in terms of organizations
involved in certifying fish products, is the MariS¢éewardship Council: MSC accredited
certification bodies are required to consult wideith relevant “stakeholders” as part of the
evaluation process; when a certification body revemds that a fishery qualifies for
certification, the documentation produced by theifbgation body is made publicly available;
and the MSC is formally required to initiate a ewi(‘appeal’) of a positive decision by a
certification body if an NGO or group of NGOs ptasward a credible argument against it.

The governance structures of a number of the schemeh as the GAA/ACC and EurepGAP
schemes are not open to significant NGO or commugndup participation although the GAA
allows for two NGOs on its 12-member Technical Cattea for shrimp aquaculture standards.
This contrasts sharply with the FSC and, to a lfessent MSC, as discussed in Section 2.
Others such as IFOAM and Naturland have ‘GenerakAwlies’ — membership bodies open to
some extent or another which serve as the ultiohatesion-making bodies within the
organizations.

All of the major schemes have (or will have, onoglemented) environmental standards and
social standards, although these standards vamifisantly. Equally importantly, the
implementation of the standards — the practicéca which farms are required to meet to obtain
certification — varies considerably, even in cashere the standards may appear to be fairly
similar. Regarding the standards used by the vaisahemes for mangrove protection, the GAA
Standard states “Farm operations shall not damagjands or reduce the biodiversity of coastal
ecosystems.” Yet according to the GAA/ACC approasheflected in question 4.1 of the ACC
Certification Application Form, the GAA/ACC schenalows any farm that cleared mangroves
before 1999 to apply for certification regardles@v much mangrove cover was lost. For loss
of mangroves after 1999, the ACC requires eithat tire farm replant an area three times the
size of the area destroyed after 1999, or insteadteé money to a restoration fund

Is 1999 a reasonable cut off date? Are there pthere appropriate dates, or better approaches
than using a cut-off date?

Also, there is very little in the ACC to address tfuestion of biodiversity loss other than
whether “net” wetland loss occurred after 1999sdf provided mitigation/restoration takes place
(at three times the area lost) certification cariagvard. However, no assessment of the impact
beyond the immediate loss of wetlands is requiredy—no assessment of potential impacts on
coastal and marine species, including fish impatiacoastal fishing communities, coral reefs,
seagrass beds, etc. — nor whether the mitigatguitesl in restoration of the biodiversity lost as a
result of initial (post 1999) conversion of the laaetds. Finally, a contribution to a restoration
fund, as opposed to restoration on-site, may irofgeortunities for abuse of the system or allow
for too much discretion to the certifier to detemmihat funding was sufficient and therefore the
certification could be granted.

Both the GAA/ACC and NACA call for siting farms almthe intertidal zone. Is this sufficient

to prevent damage to mangroves or too vague aiafteNACA calls for no net loss of
mangroves or other sensitive wetland habitats.ufiatd, on the other hand, calls for restoration
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of half of the area of mangroves cleared by a ghfanm within five years in order to qualify for
certification. (In the case of Ecuador, any mangrimss after 1994 inconsistent with Ecuadorian
legislation prohibiting to clear mangrove areasdguaculture farms automatically disqualifies a
farm from certification.) A Naturland certificatioif followed properly, would result in
replanting, if not full restoration, of half of tmeangrove area lost when the farm was originally
constructed. This, on paper, appears to be a niumiger requirement than any other scheme in
that it requires restoration of previously cut ate#t simply “no net loss” of mangroves after a
certain date. Furthermore, according to Naturlgnogress in meeting this requirement is
monitored on a yearly basis.

Potential difficulties arise in documenting theesktof previous mangrove coverage (and
therefore the extent of restoration required) deddate when the farm was built. Naturland
claims to be monitoring the extent to which reftaésn has been taking place on farms currently
certified in Ecuador, using historical and receateBite photographs (from the CLIRSEN project
in Guayaquil), and claims that the farms are alefathedule in meeting this requirement.
Naturland also claims that the ‘next step’ will T - 100% restoration within a certain
timeframe but it is not clear whether this will &pfo existing certified farms, new farms seeking
certification or both. However, SSNC and Acciorolegica have raised the concern that
documenting the actual date the farm was builtdaioed legal title to the land is a very difficult
task.

Most of the certification schemes contain at |lsashe standards that roughly match the
principles and standards agreed in one or more N&arations or recommendations. In
reviewing the standards applied by the variousmsese one possibility is to consider whether
one or more existing schemes could be modified¢orporate more of the types of standards
that community groups and NGOs have advocatedreTdre a wide range of NGO and
community group principles and criteria for sussdle shrimp aquaculture; for example those
elaborated by the Environmental Justice Foundatioraddition, however, there are a number of
agreed statements, declarations etc that haveait@dvwidespread support — examples include
the NGO Statement to the 1995 meeting of the Cosianon Sustainable Development, the
Choluteca Declaration, and the Fortaleza Declarg2604).

Beyond this is the more fundamental question oftivrecertification schemes will ultimately
help deal with the many problems of the industrgl,ahso, how much the industry is likely to
change as a result. Is the expected change wwarttinie and effort that community groups,
NGOs and others working at the local, regionalioma or international scale would need to put
into engaging the process? Can NGOs and otheesdrawvreal influence over the certification
schemes that are most likely to be used most wileth as the GAA and EurepGAP? Will the
certification of shrimp farms result in significaniprovements on a local scale - in the vicinity
of the farms that are certified - of interest tedfic communities or NGOs? Will certification
have a significant impact on the industry on aameti or global scale? Or will it simply result in
a rearrangement of the trade flows of farmed shipngolucts — with certified farms exporting to
the markets or retailers that demand the certgiediuct and uncertified farms continuing to
conduct ‘business as usual’ and selling to comgaaiel markets that do not require certified
products. Major retailers in Europe and the USnao®ing toward certification requirements —
how much of the market is likely to shift as a fesuhat about Japan and China?
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Issues for possible consideration by the workshop:

Could a certification scheme be devised on theshE#dNGO and community group criteria for
sustainable shrimp aquaculture as reflected ilCti@uteca Declaration, the EJF criteria, the
Fortaleza Declaration and other such documents?

Can the Standards and criteria of any of the exjstchemes be improved to meet some, most or
all of the concerns of NGOs and community groups?

Can the governance structures of any of the egisttmemes be improved to allow for real
transparency and NGO and community group inpuitppation into the certification process,
revision of Standards, etc?

Is it worth time and effort in trying to changemmomote schemes with little potential market
impact and ignoring the larger schemes such agpB4&PE or the GAA/ACC?

Should NGOs and community groups consider chaliegigngaging the GAA and/or EurepGAP
and the retail companies supporting these schelhss?what is the best approach or range of
approaches?

Case studies: Is it worth conducting a case stfidy already certified facility to identify

whether the shrimp farm was truly certified to 8tandards of the scheme in question and, a) if
not - document/critique the inconsistencies anserabncerns over the weakness of the scheme
with the organization that runs the scheme, retad@d/or other interested groups or b) if so - to
use it to identify weaknesses in the Standards evtiegy exist or promote the scheme with others
if it is found to be useful?

Are there complementary ways for organizations eokwogether, particularly in market and
producer countries, to use certification schemgséags for changes in the shrimp aquaculture
industry?

What role could certification play, if any, in amevall effort to change or limit the shrimp
aquaculture industry - or are there more effeatrags of achieving environmental and social
objectives?

End
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From: Ecolabels: Where Are We Going? Dr. Jason W. Clay, Vice President, Center for

Conservation Innovation, World Wildlife Fund

Comparing Ecolabel Programs—The Case of Shrimp Aquaulture Ecolabels

“The following table comparing six different shrinaguaculture certification and ecolabel
programs indicate how such comparisons might beemBae programs being compared include
Alter-Trade (Fair Trade), Global Aquaculture All@n(Industry), Naturland (Organic), Thai
Marine Shrimp Code (Producer Country), Carrefowgtéi®), and ISO 14,001 (International

Standards Body).

U7

1°2}

172}

A-T GAA | Naturland Thai Carr ISO
Clearly stated principles Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Measurable standards Few Most Some Most Most None|
Proscriptive, improvemen P/R IIR P/R I P/R I
or results oriented
Address all producefs No| Biased td No Yes| Biasedtq Biased tc
large ones large ones large one
Address chain of custody  Yes No Yes Yes* Yes No
Broad public consultatign No No No No No No
3rd party certification No No Yes No No Yes
Product or Process Process Process Process Process Both Proces
Habitat conversiop Yes| No*>00 Yes No Yes No
Assess cumulative impacts No No No No No No
Obey the law No Yes* Yes Yes Yes Yes
Impacts on neighbors Yes Some Yes Some Some No
Improve efficiency o Pros Yesw/o Yes & Yesw/o Yesw/o Yesw/g
resource use (base/inputs) standards progress$ standards standards standard
Measure effluents No* Yes No* Yes* Yes Yes
Measure water exchanpe No Imp No Imp Imp Imp
Allow antibiotics No| Reduced No| Reduced Red & listt Reducec
Require hatchery PL Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
Allow GMO animals o No Yes No Yes No Yes
feed
Require FCR levels  Yes* No Yes No Yes No

“A number of similarities and shortcomings stand across the different certification and
ecolabel programs for shrimp products. No prograshliroad stakeholder support. The progran
focus on production processes but do not guaraetedue free product. None of them are
objective. Their standards are not all measurainid,they are not sufficiently transparent. No
program applies to most producers. The programse hatbeen developed in ways that reduce
producer costs. They all fail to adequately tasgeial issues. Finally, none could exist without
subsidies. It is highly unlikely that the similai and shortcomings of the different programs a

unique to shrimp.”

e
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Key sources of info (more will be added):
EurepGAP

. EUREPGAP Global Report 2005 —
http://www.eurep.org/documents/webdocs/E-book-Glelpert. pdf

. CONTROL POINTS AND COMPLIANCE CRITERIA INTEGRATED
AQUACULTURE ASSURANCE -
http://www.EurepGAP.org/documents/webdocs/EUREPGAPCC |AA V2-
1 Jun05_update210605_for_printing.pdf

. http://www.EurepGAP.org/Languages/English/aboutihtm

. http://www.gtz.de/en/themen/uebergreifende-thenta$-oekostandards/2736.htm
. http://www.cata-farmworkers.org/english%20pagestBealings_Social_Justice_Foru.doc
Key contacts:

Global Aquaculture Alliance:

George Chamberlain, President

Global Aquaculture Alliance

5661 Telegraph Road, Suite 3A -- St. Louis, Miss681.29 USA
Telephone: 314-293-5500

Fax: 314-293-5525

E-mail: homeoffice@gaalliance.org

Web:www.gaalliance.org

Dan Lee

Aquaculture Certification Council:

James Heerin, Executive Director

William R. More, Vice President and Director
Aquaculture Certification Council, Inc.

12815 72nd Avenue Northeast

Kirkland, Washington 98034 USA

Telephone: +1-425-825-793%ax: +1-425-650-3001
Web: www.aquaculturecertification.org

E-mail: info@aquaculturecertification.org

Naturland:

Naturland e.V. / Aquaculture
Dr. Stefan Bergleiter
Kleinhaderner Weg 1
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82166 Grafelfing
http://www.naturland.de

Tel. +49/(0)89/898082-0

Fax: +49/(0)89/898082-90
Mobile: +49 177 248 93 01
email: naturland@naturland.de

EurepGAP: Valeska Weymann

Technical Manager Coffee, Integrated Aquaculturgsukance, Tea
Phone:+49 (0)178 47714 64

weymann@foodplus.org

GRASP project: Kerstin Uhlig
Tel: +49 221 579 93-19
Email: Uhlig@foodplus.org
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