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Summary 

The world has lost 420 million ha of forest since 1990, an area larger than the European Union. Soy, 

among other agricultural commodities, is one of the key drivers of deforestation, and more and more 

European citizens want to stop this. These were the key messages in a speech by Frans Timmermans, 

the Vice President of the European Commission, during the release of the proposal for a regulation on 

imports of deforestation-associated commodities in November 2021. Similar legislative proposals are 

seen in the UK and the USA. It indicates a step up in the search for solutions to decouple imports of 

agricultural goods from global deforestation. The proposed legislation refers to certification schemes, 

increased traceability and transparency, and collaboration with upstream supply chain actors; solu-

tions that the private sector has worked with for some time and which will receive a push when the 

final legislations are implemented.  

In Europe, several initiatives and policies have been developed to address soy imports, deforestation 

and responsible production, spanning from private and corporate sourcing policies and standards for 

responsible soy production to multi-stakeholder initiatives, such as the Cerrado Manifesto and the 

Retail Soy Group, and frameworks for aligning projects and efforts for responsible soy, such as the 

Accountability Framework initiative.  

In Denmark, the Danish Alliance for Responsible Soy has gathered some of the largest importers and 

users of soy in order to find common ground in efforts to curtail deforestation and irresponsible con-

duct related to production and imports of soy. With a broader focus on responsible production, the 

alliance’s vision goes beyond a sole focus on deforestation-free soy, which is the primary focus in sev-

eral other European countries. The majority of actors in the private sector, as well as the Danish gov-

ernment, sets 2025 as the goal for 100 per cent import of conversion-free and responsibly produced 

soy.  

More than two-thirds of the annual Danish import of 1.6 to 1.8 million tonnes of soy is imported from 

Brazil, Argentina and Paraguay, where soy is among the key drivers of deforestation and ecosystem 

conversion. Taking departure in the current strategies and plans for deforestation-free soy among 

Danish and European actors, a multi-step transition towards import of soy in segregated, deforesta-

tion-free and responsible supply chains is proposed. The steps from the current import of conventional 

soy, partly covered by purchase of certification credits, are: i) a shift from mainly RTRS credits, often 

so-called blind credits, to purchase of regional credits, covering all imports, from high-risk production 

areas in Brazil; ii) a shift to certified soy in a mass balance trade model, gradually moving to a mass 

balance model with non-certified soy being verified deforestation-free and meeting expected EU leg-

islation on deforestation-associated imports; iii) a final shift to traceable, conversion-free and respon-

sibly produced soy in segregated supply chains.  

Each step has its challenges, and the transition requires supporting initiatives and projects as well as 

collaboration with stakeholders across Europe and in the producing countries. With a wish among 

Danish actors to impact high-risk production areas, supporting initiatives and local engagement be-

comes even more important. The steps are associated with costs for Danish companies, as certified 

produce – regardless of standard – comes with a premium cost, which has earlier been reported at 

100 USD per tonne in segregated trade models, with recent large price increases due to generally 
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higher commodity prices and supply-demand changes for certified soy. Regardless of certification, 

meeting future legislative requirements, especially related to due diligence and traceability, will also 

incur costs to importers. The increased costs will give a further push to Danish or European alterna-

tives to imported soy protein feed.  

While a shift to 100 per cent responsible and deforestation-free soy in the Danish imports may posi-

tively influence individual farmers and specific locations, it will not significantly affect South American 

deforestation rates. This requires EU-level commitments and efforts, which may just be developing in 

policy as well as in private, multi-stakeholder initiatives as described. A full stop to deforestation in 

soy producing areas requires other large markets to react, such as the US and China. Especially China, 

the world’s largest importer and consumer of soy, plays a key role simply through sheer size in driving 

soy-associated deforestation and therefore in decoupling of deforestation. Policy talks are taking place 

but, as in the US, focus is on legality, which opens up for substantial, continued legal deforestation, 

especially in the current context of environmental regulatory dismantling in Brazil. 
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1. Background 

In the two decades from 1999 to 2019, the Mercosur countries (Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, 

and the associate member Bolivia) more than doubled their area of soy, from 23 million ha to 58 

million ha. With 55 per cent of the global production in 2019, the region is now the World’s largest 

producer of soy, and with a decrease in production in USA since 2018, Brazil is now the largest single 

producer in the world according to data from FAO. The large increase in soy area and production has 

been associated with a number of environmental and social problems, such as deforestation, green-

house gas emissions, biodiversity loss, excessive pesticide use, contamination of water bodies and 

impacts on human health among plantation workers and nearby communities, land tenure conflicts, 

and displacement of indigenous communities.  

Over the years, a number of sustainability governance arrangements and mechanisms have been de-

veloped to counter these negative impacts, such as voluntary and corporate certification schemes, 

corporate zero-deforestation commitments, private initiatives among producers, such as Soja Plus in 

Brazil, and the public-private soy moratorium for the Amazon region, which has been followed up by 

the Cerrado Manifesto in 2017.  

Advances have been made, e.g. decoupling of deforestation rates and soy expansion was achieved 

with the Amazon Soy Moratorium (Heilmayr et al., 2020a), partly because private and public policies 

were in place at the same time (Macedo et al., 2012). However, among other reasons, due to leakage 

of deforestation to other biomes, such as the Cerrado forest savannah to the east of the Amazon (Lima 

et al., 2019), overall rates of ecosystem conversion remain substantial in the region. In 2021, defor-

estation in the Amazon was at the highest level since the soy moratorium was implemented1. Though 

environmental legislation is in place, legal compliance do not address all deforestation or ecosystem 

conversion, as part of rural properties – which tend to be very large in Brazil – can be converted to 

agriculture legally, as much as 80 per cent in the Cerrado biome. Furthermore, during the current 

political administration in Brazil, environmental policies have been dismantled and deforestation-

monitoring efforts have been weakened (Carvalho et al., 2019, Ferrante & Fearnside, 2021). These are 

among the reasons that market forces rather than public policies and authorities are often seen as an 

essential part of the solution by some, exemplified by the title of the Cerrado Manifesto “The future 

of the Cerrado is in the hands of the market”.  

While the various initiatives have had some positive impacts on deforestation rates, they have not 

been able to curb ecosystem conversion generally, and the impacts on social aspects and local com-

munities are less clear as they have received less attention and are often not among the main aims of 

e.g. private zero-deforestation commitments. Soy farms in Argentina have been found to increase 

investments to achieve compliance with labour laws and create complaints mechanisms between 

farms and local communities (Hoste & Judge, 2018). However, a recent study found little to no impact 

of private certification schemes on local communities’ access to land and water, even though these 

topics are among the criteria for certification in the specific scheme (Schilling-Vacaflor et al., 2021).  

                                                           

1 Monitoramento do Desmatamento da Floresta Amazônica Brasileira por Satélite. PRODES. The National Insti-

tute for Space Research (INPE). http://www.obt.inpe.br/OBT/assuntos/programas/amazonia/prodes/prodes/  

http://www.obt.inpe.br/OBT/assuntos/programas/amazonia/prodes/prodes/
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Recently, soy production, and more generally the production and trade of so-called forest risk com-

modities (FRCs)2, have received renewed attention. In the EU, the European Commission has pub-

lished a proposal for a regulation aiming to minimize deforestation and forest degradation related to 

imports of FRCs to the EU, including soy. In Denmark, an alliance for responsible soy was created in 

2019 by a multi-stakeholder working group under the auspices of The Danish Ethical Trading Initiative 

(DIEH). The alliance has the aim to attract Danish companies and actors in food and agribusiness sec-

tors around a common vision of all soy imported to Denmark being produced responsibly, including 

produced legally and not contributing to deforestation or conversion of other natural vegetation. Sev-

eral members in the alliance, including food producers, retailers and food service companies, have set 

2025 as the target for responsible soy. The Danish government launched a new action plan against 

deforestation in September 2021, which lists a number of initiatives that aims at a vision of Denmark 

contributing actively to protect and restore forests around the world and using 100 per cent respon-

sibly produced and deforestation-free imported agricultural commodities, including soy, by 2025. The 

Danish Agriculture and Food Council (L&F), which represents 28.000 farmers and 300 food and agri-

business companies, also aims for soy imports among its members being fully traceable, third party 

certified or verified and conversion-free by 2025. The two largest importers of soy, the Danish feed 

companies, DLG and Danish Agro, are both members of L&F and thus part of the common aim for soy.  

The majority of actors in the Danish food and agriculture sectors thus seem to have rather similar 

goals for responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy. Many actors are referring to private certi-

fication schemes as one of the main parts of their action plans and to the underlying certification 

standards for their understanding of responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy. Among the 

most cited standards are the Roundtable on Responsible Soy (RTRS) and the soy sourcing guidelines 

developed by the European feed federation FEFAC with specific inclusion of the otherwise ‘desired’ 

criterion 34 for conversion-free soy. 

Despite the seemingly common understanding of and goals for responsibly produced and deforesta-

tion-free soy, much uncertainty remains among the Danish actors in relation to the necessary stand-

ards and criteria for responsibly produced soy, the practical changes in procurement policy and supply 

chain, possible steps in a stepwise transition, timeliness and feasibility, the role of different actors 

depending on their position in the supply chain, avoidance versus impacts in high risk sourcing origins, 

and the costs of sourcing traceable and certified/verified responsibly produced soy. 

Based on a request from the Danish Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fishery, this report aims to 

assess and discuss these uncertainties and to provide a better understanding of the challenges and 

opportunities for a transition to responsibly produced and deforestation- or conversion-free soy. The 

report is structured as follows: The next section shortly describes the data collection and analysis in-

cluding interviews with stakeholders in Denmark and other European countries. This is followed by a 

mapping of Danish imports of soybean meal, which is by far the dominant soy product in Danish im-

ports of soy. We then present different understandings and definitions of responsibly produced, de-

forestation-free or conversion-free soy, including a comparison of the most widely used certification 

schemes that are compliant with the FEFAC Soy Sourcing Guidelines. The Danish actors’ action plans 

                                                           

2 Forest risk commodities (FRCs) are associated with risks of deforestation in the area of origin and they are 

traded in global supply chains. The list of FRCs is not definitive, but most often include soy, palm oil, beef, tim-

ber, cocoa and coffee, while sugar, maize, natural rubber and other crops may also make it to the list. 
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and challenges with regard to responsible soy are presented, before a proposal for a stepwise transi-

tion to responsibly produced soy is presented, based on inputs from interview respondents and review 

of literature. Finally, we shortly discuss the possible costs for Danish actors’ purchase and use of cer-

tified soy, taking departure in experiences from responsibly produced palm oil. 

2. Data collection and analysis 

The collection and analysis of data for this report can be divided into three main approaches: trade 

data analysis, key respondent interviews and written surveys, and extraction and analysis of data from 

ITC’s database of private soy certification standards. The mapping of soy imports to Denmark and its 

use in various sectors have been documented in previous IFRO reports (Bosselmann & Gylling, 2012; 

Callesen et al., 2020). In this report, we focus on the imports of soybean meal, as this is around 93 per 

cent of Denmark’s import of soy raw materials and the main product for which Danish actors will need 

to ensure responsibility. Statistic Denmark’s trade statistic, KN8Y, of imports and exports is used to 

estimate the Danish import of soy products. Since some of the Danish import is re-export from other 

European countries, The UN Comtrade Database3 is utilized using SITC rev. 4 classifying for soybeans 

and soybean meals. For the estimation of re-export the methodology from Callesen et al. (2020) is 

applied and described in the text. Appendix I contains the trade codes. 

In order to document the main challenges and possible ways towards import of traceable, responsibly 

produced and deforestation-free soy, a written questionnaire was sent to all ordinary members of the 

Danish Alliance for Responsible Soy. The questionnaire included questions related to the use of spe-

cific soy products, current and future purchase of certified soy, current and expected future challenges 

of purchasing responsible soy, and need for supporting initiatives for accessing responsibly produced 

soy. Seven members returned the questionnaire, while another two members were interviewed in 

person. Four supporting members, representing the food and agricultural industry, an environmental 

NGO, and a consultancy, were likewise interviewed in person regarding their perspective on the pos-

sibilities and challenges of transitioning to responsible soy. Additional interviews were carried out with 

two independent soy certification schemes, one corporate standard scheme owner and soy trader, 

representatives of Danish and European feed manufacturers, and three NGOs representing stakehold-

ers in the UK, the Netherlands and France. A meeting was held with a representative of a producer 

association in Brazil. All interviews and meetings included topics on challenges, opportunities, solu-

tions and risks for responsibly produced soy, including perspectives on ‘responsible’ and ‘deforesta-

tion-free’ soy and the role of the anticipated EC regulation on European imports of crops with defor-

estation risks. The full list of respondents and contact persons can be found after the reference list. 

The information collected in the interviews and questionnaires is used to assess different actors’ views 

on responsibly produced soy and the transition, as well as to inform a proposal for a stepwise transi-

tion from current procurement to imports of physical, traceable, responsibly produced and deforesta-

tion-free soy. A number of email and phone correspondences with RSPO certified Danish food com-

panies supported the assessment of costs of sourcing and handling certified raw materials. 

                                                           

3 United Nations (2021). UN Comtrade, http://comtrade.un.org   

http://comtrade.un.org/
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Many companies and industry organizations in Europe are referring to the FEFAC Soy Sourcing Guide-

lines 2021 in their strategies and action plans for responsibly produced soy. A number of private, in-

dependent or corporate soy standards have been benchmarked against the FEFAC guidelines by the 

International Trade Centre. Currently, 15 standards have been mapped and found compliant with the 

guidelines, several more are expected during 2022. A sub-set of these, representing the major corpo-

rate and independent standard schemes have been compared using the online tool on www.stand-

ardsmap.org with respect to criteria concerning forests and deforestation remediation, use of chemi-

cal inputs, and human rights and local communities (see Appendix II). As discussed in this report, 

adopting a specific standard may have implications for the details in demands to soy producers at 

origin as well as criteria for external verification of claims.  

3. Mapping Danish import of soy 

Since 2015, the import of soy products to Denmark has been between 1.6 and 1.8 million tonnes. As 

indicated in Figure 1a), the import is primarily soybean meals that constituted 92.7 per cent of the 

total import in 2020. The net import of 1.76 million tonnes of soy products is assumed used in the 

Danish feed and food industries. It does not include soy embedded in animal products through animal 

feed or processed food items that are either imported to Denmark or exported to other countries. 

 

 

 

 

Note: The figure shows the annual import and export (dotted line) of soy raw materials to and from Denmark 
in the period 2015-2020. The figure does not include embedded soy. The table to the right shows the Danish 
gross imports of soy products in 2020 from different exporting countries. 
Source: Statistics Denmark, KNY8 

The imports of soy from Germany, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands constituted over one 

third of the total Danish import in 2020, cf. Figure 1 b). Since none of these countries has a significant 

production of soybeans, it is assumed that these imports are re-export from other soy producing coun-

tries. In order to assess where the Danish import of soybean meal originates, the re-export from these 

 Export country 
2020 

tonne 

Germany 577,070 (32.1%) 

Argentina 504,797 (28.1%) 

Brazil 228,839 (12.7%) 

Netherlands 105,168 (5.9%) 

Paraguay 80,424 (4.5%) 

Russia 75,368 (4.2%) 

UK 9,481 (0.5%) 

ROW 225,474 (12%) 

Total 1,797,139 
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Figure 1. a) Danish imports of soy products from 2015 to 2020. b) Danish imports of soy 
products from exporting countries in 2020. 

http://www.standardsmap.org/
http://www.standardsmap.org/
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countries is estimated based on their own imports of soybean meal and soybeans (assumed processed 

to soybean meal) using UN Comtrade data4 with SITC rev. 4 classifying for soybeans and soybean 

meals. Following the same methodology as in Callesen et al. (2020), the underlying assumption behind 

the estimations is that the distribution of import to the country in question from producing countries 

is the same as the distribution of re-export to Denmark5.  

Table 1 shows the re-export from Germany, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands to Denmark 

from the producing countries. The figures are associated with uncertainty. We assume there is no 

domestic soy cultivation in the three countries, though Germany do have a smaller production, and 

we do not take into account the re-export from other countries. Brazil and the United States export a 

considerable amount of soy to Germany, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands. The Netherlands 

is the third largest exporter to Germany and the United Kingdom, so the re-exports through these 

routes are also included in the estimation of the indirect import. With recent shifts to non-GM soy in 

the feed to Danish dairy cattle, the weight given to re-exports originating in producing countries with 

a large non-GM production may have a larger role than shown in Figure 2. 

Table 1. Germany’s, United Kingdom’s and the Netherlands’ re-export to Denmark distributed on soy 
producing countries, in tonnes.  

  Germany   
United  

Kingdom 
  The Netherlands   Total 

  2019 2020   2019 2020   2019 2020   2019 2020 

Brazil 152.132 227.748   0,28 1.302   39.107 60.948   191.240 289.999 

USA 228.723 169.103   0,09 463   14.583 20.775   243.306 190.341 

Netherlands 83.891 72.184   0,18 1.260    -  -   83.892 73.444 

Argentina 13.636 13.396   0,54 3.547   4.041 6.726   17.677 23.669 

Canada 11.094 11.330   0,05 815   3.330 4.865   14.424 17.010 

Russian Federa-
tion 

6.351 7.607   0,00 0   443 860   6.794 8.467 

China 1.946 1.268   0,03 86   1.413 1.097   3.359 2.451 

India 5.339 337   0,01 107   77 392   5.416 836 

Uruguay 4.692 116   0,01 55   2.895 832   7.587 1.003 

Paraguay 6 0   0,10 626   5 13   11 638 

ROW 57.023 61.037   0,09 782   2.343 5.168   59.366 66.987 

Total 564.834 564.126   1,4 9.044   68.237 101.676   633.071 674.845 

Note: The estimation of import to Denmark follows the methodology of Callesen et al. (2020). The estimation 
is based on the assumption that the distribution of a country’s import of soybeans and soybean meal is the 
same as the distribution of the country’s export to Denmark. The UK’s export in 2019 was exceptionally low, 
having dropped 99.9 per cent in the trade statistics compared to 2018.  
Source: Own estimation based on data from UN Comtrade. 

Argentina, Brazil and The United States constitute 79 per cent of the Danish import in 2020, cf. Figure 

2 after accounting for the re-export from Germany, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands. Of the 

                                                           

4 United Nations (2021). UN Comtrade, http://comtrade.un.org 
5 This would imply that if 36 per cent of the German import of soybeans and soybean meals originates from 

Brazil, then 36 per cent of the soy Denmark imports from Germany originates from Brazil. The same assump-

tion is applied when Germany’s and UK’s import soy from the Netherlands, as a considerable quantity of soy 

takes these routes to Denmark.  

http://comtrade.un.org/
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233.175 tonnes of soy imports from the United States, only 11.7 per cent is direct import. The remain-

ing 72 per cent is mainly re-export through Germany. The figure shows that more than 70 per cent of 

the soy that Denmark imports originate from producing countries in South America. The considerable 

amount of soy trade between producing countries in South America is not accounted for in Figure 2. 

Paraguay produced around 9 million tonnes of soybeans in 2020, of which 65 per cent was exported 

to Argentina and Brazil, where it was processed and likely continued to global markets. As soy is among 

the main drivers of deforestation in the dry tropical forest of the Paraguayan Chaco (Henderson et al., 

2021), the regional trade may complicate assessment of deforestation risks of soybean meal exports 

from Argentina and Brazil.  

 
Figure 2. The Danish import of soybean meal and soybeans (in meal equivalents) in tonnes in 
2020 distributed on soy producing countries, including estimation of re-export from Ger-
many, United Kingdom and the Netherlands. 

Note: The figure shows the trade flows of soy that comes directly from the producing countries and the re-ex-
port from Germany, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands. Rest of world covers all other countries not 
mentioned in the figure. The figure does not take into account other trade flows and there might be a smaller 
re-export from countries not in the figure.  
Source: Own estimations based on data from UN Comtrade. 

4. Defining and understanding responsibly produced and 
deforestation-free soy 

Deforestation- or conversion-free at what time? 

Many different definitions and understandings of responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy 

have developed over the years. Deforestation-free is not a fixed term. Deforestation-free may refer 
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to specific types of forest, such as primary forest, high conservation value or high carbon stock areas6 

as mentioned in the ProTerra standard for certified soy. It may refer to forests in specific settings, such 

as forest on mountains or hillsides or riparian forests, or forest in specific geographical locations, such 

as the Amazon Biome (e.g. mentioned in the Cefetra CRS and AMAGGI Responsible standards). It may 

also simply refer to a technical definition of forests, such as provided by the FAO. This is the case for 

the new EC proposal for a regulation on import of forest risk commodities, which has been criticized 

for excluding conversion of important natural ecosystems, such as savannahs, shrublands, grasslands 

and wetlands. If deforestation-free does not refer to no conversion of natural vegetation, it opens up 

for conversion of ecosystems that may hold significant natural or cultural values as well as provide 

valuable ecosystem services beyond climate regulation. Deforestation-free should therefore be ex-

tended to ‘conversion-free’7. When in use in standards, conversion-free may refer to no conversion of 

any natural vegetation or any natural ecosystems, but most often it is further defined by specific types 

of ecosystems. In zero-deforestation commitments (ZDC), the deforestation-free aspect is further 

complicated by ZDCs being either net zero, i.e. deforestation is allowed if afforestation or reforesta-

tion is done somewhere else, or gross zero, i.e. no deforestation at all is allowed. In NDPE commit-

ments, the No Deforestation commitment is extended with No Peatland conversion and No Exploita-

tion, the latter referring to social standards for workers and local communities.  

When standards or ZDCs refer to zero-deforestation or conversion-free, they are associated with a 

cut-off date; no production on areas converted after the cut-off date is allowed. Cut-off dates vary 

greatly between standards and may change over time. The Soy Moratorium originally used 2006 as 

cut-off, which was later moved to 2008. Several certification schemes use this same cut-off date – for 

specific biomes such as the Amazon though, while other regions have a later cut-off date – as stand-

ard-setters realize that a too early cut-off date will remove the incentive for farmers, who have arrived 

later, to live up to the standard including other criteria for responsible production beyond land use 

change. Conversely, a very recent cut-off date does not necessarily stop further deforestation in an 

area if soy expands into e.g. pastureland, which again expands into forested areas. This cycle is well 

known in South America, where sector agreements for zero-deforestation soy previously have in-

creased prices for land permissible for soy expansion, thus incentivizing cattle farms to sell pas-

tureland and move to forest frontiers (Arima et al., 2011). The same is taking place in the Gran Chaco 

(Henderson et al., 2021). Some ZDCs of private companies, such as the trading house Bunge, do not 

mention a cut-off date, and thereby create a perverse incentive for deforestation activities in antici-

pation of a future cut-off date.  

Standards’ criteria for deforestation-free 

Criteria for deforestation- or conversion-free also exist in all the certification standards that are com-

pliant with the FEFAC 2021 Soy Sourcing Guidelines. Appendix II compares a selection of seven FEFAC-

compliant standards, divided into corporate standards (ADM, AMAGGI, Cargill and Cefetra), independ-

ent standards with a global focus (RTRS, ProTerra), and an independent standard focusing on Europe 

                                                           

6 The high conservation value (HVC) approach was first established by the Forest Stewardship Council and fur-
ther developed by the HCV Network into an approach consistent across different regions, based on different 
metrics, such as species diversity, critical ecosystem services and cultural values of an area. The high carbon 
stock (HCS) approach was first developed by a palm oil company, Greenpeace and The Forest Trust to identify 
and protect naturally forested areas beyond HCV areas, based on carbon stocks in the vegetation. 

7 Sometimes referred to as deforestation- and conversion-free (DCF).  
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(Europe Soya). The comparison is done on a limited number of criteria for responsible and deforesta-

tion-free production8. 

The FEFAC guidelines only prohibits illegal deforestation, but has a desired criterion for no conversion 

of natural ecosystems after 2020. The corporate standards differ in their cut-off dates, and the defini-

tion of what ecosystems covered by their deforestation prevention criteria. Where both ADM and 

Cargill have specified cut-off dates for all areas, AMAGGI has cut-off dates depending on the biome in 

question, e.g., July 2008 in the Amazon and August 2020 for all other biomes in Brazil. CRS has the 

earliest cut-off date for the Amazon biome, 2006, following the first soy moratorium. 

Concerning the scope and definition of natural vegetation and ecosystems covered by deforestation 

prevention criteria, the ADM standard specifies and covers different vegetation systems such as native 

vegetation, grassland and wetlands. AMAGGI does not have a clear definition in its standard of ar-

eas/ecosystem covered by deforestation measures and remediation, but leaves it to national law to 

define. However, AMAGGI mentions that no production areas should be established in full protection 

conservation units and should not be on the list of areas deforested after 2008 within the Amazon 

biome. Nevertheless, the standards rely heavily on compliance with national law. Cargill finds itself in-

between ADM and AMAGGI, stating that no production on land with high biodiversity value, high bi-

odiverse grassland, land with the status of high carbon stock or land that had the status of continu-

ously or sparsely forested areas after the cut-off date in January 2008 should occur. Cefetra (CRS) only 

specifies zero-deforestation and zero-conversion of import natural landscapes but not which ones. 

ProTerra does not allow the clearing or conversion of any native vegetation after 2008, while the RTRS 

standard works with two cut-off dates; May 2009 for certain forest types, e.g. native forests, and June 

2016 for any other natural land. With a cut-off date of 1 January 2008, the Europe Soya standard 

stresses that no new agricultural land should be developed for soy production if it would result in loss 

or degradation of ecosystems such as nature reserves, natural forest, riparian vegetation, and wet-

lands. 

None of the standards compared here are organic standards, but Europe Soya and ProTerra are both 

GM-free standards. Organic and GMO-free standards do not necessarily have requirements for no 

deforestation and conversion-free soy. The global IFOAM organic standard do mention protection of 

forests, but this is rarely included in adapted national and crop specific standards. GMO-free soy is 

often produced in origins where GMO soy is not grown at all, and therefore GMO-free verification is 

rather based on control of non-presence of GMO material in shipments rather than on production 

specific standards. Danish imports of organic and GMO-free soy is mainly imported from China, Russia 

and other origins outside South America. 

Standards’ criteria for responsible production 

The issue of deforestation, with a clear link to climate change, has received the bulk of attention in 

recent policy development for responsibly produced soy. However, responsibly produced soy is more 

than zero-deforestation or conversion-free. Almost all standards for responsibly produced soy include 

criteria for legal compliance, good business practices, responsible use of chemical inputs, decent work-

ing conditions, and responsible relations with local communities. Here we focus on applications of 

                                                           

8 With some effort, the interested reader may do a full comparison on www.standardsmap.org/fefac  

http://www.standardsmap.org/fefac
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agrochemicals and relations with local communities, as both have troubled histories in South Ameri-

can soy production.   

Agrochemicals 

The corporate and independent standards all prohibit the use of agrochemicals listed in the Stockholm 

and Rotterdam Conventions and do not allow for application of pesticides within 30 m of any popu-

lated area or water body. All standards require integrated pest and crop management plans, and they 

mention registration and recording measures to deal with agrochemicals, though RTRS is more thor-

ough and includes guidance. Cargill leaves it to the farmer to asses a responsible management of both 

use, storage and disposal of agrochemicals, where ADM requires records and documentation of the 

use and storage, while disposal should be monitored and done in accordance with national and local 

law. AMAGGI requires that use, storage and disposal of agrochemicals comply with the applicable 

professional recommendation and law. Europe Soya further require precautionary measures to avoid 

people from entering into recently sprayed areas. 

The corporate standards and RTRS prohibit aerial applications of certain classes of agrochemicals in a 

radius of 500 m of populated areas or water bodies, while ProTerra and Europe Soya do not allow any 

aerial application. Cargill also requires a notification for residents within 1 km of all planned aerial 

applications, while ADM sets the limit for notification to a radius of 500 m.  

Local communities 

All the standards include criteria regarding the engagement and involvement of local communities in 

soy producing areas, but otherwise they differ substantially in the required relations with local and 

indigenous communities, such as protecting access to cultural and spiritual sites, hiring local people, 

supporting local economic development, and promoting education. Only RTRS covers all of these.  

Europe Soya requires compliance with EU-wide and international labour and social standards. The 

RTRS, AMAGGI and CRS standards are the only ones that include criteria specifically related to indige-

nous peoples9; AMAGGI specifies that production areas should not be installed in the indigenous area 

and should properly verify and compensate communities based on free, prior and informed consent. 

The focus is particular relevant in the South American context, given the history and even current 

context of agribusiness’ limited positive role for indigenous peoples, to phrase it nicely. Displacements 

of communities during soy expansion are not rare (e.g. Sauer, 2018). However, little is known on the 

social impacts of soy certification. 

Schilling-Vacaflor et al. (2021) provides one of the few studies that do not focus solely on impacts on 

deforestation rates of soy certification schemes. They studied the impacts of RTRS certification on 

local communities’ involvement in decision-making and access to land and water resources, all of 

which are included in the RTRS criteria. Based on field work in the frontier soy region of Bahia in north-

ern Brazil and review of RTRS audit report, they found that certification rather supports ongoing ex-

clusion of communities’ right to land and water and not inclusion. This happens for several reasons, 

according to Schilling-Vacaflor et al. (2021), that include: a competitive market for auditors leading to 

a check-box approach that do not make room for off-production site visits; a focus on compliance with 

legislation that historically has incentivized land and resource speculation; and a dominance in the 

RTRS organisation of industry, trade and finance that contribute to a focus on good conduct of soy 

                                                           

9 ILO Convention No. 169 
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farmers but do not challenge the underlying unsustainable practices of the sector in the national and 

regional contexts. There is no reason to believe that this only affects how RTRS is implemented and 

audited; it is likely ‘the standard’.  

Schilling-Vacaflor et al. (2021) see a larger willingness to pay among buyers of certified soy as a partial 

solution, e.g., enabling a more thorough and complete audit of all criteria as well as a reform of the 

auditing procedures. However, they ultimately argue for an alternative approach to a sole focus on 

private certification schemes, an approach that complements private sector initiatives with improved 

public governance systems that promote local empowerment. Importing countries may also have an 

active role by supporting the protection of human rights and local economic opportunities at the pro-

duction sites (ibid.).  

 

Box 1. Essential elements in a definition of deforestation-free 

Standards’ criteria for assurance processes 

Besides criteria for certified producers’ performance, the standards also include criteria for the 

schemes’ assurance processes, the standard setting and revision processes, and other topics related 

to the operation of the standards. On the ITC platform, the standard operations are assessed accord-

ing to ISEAL Credibility Principles and each category of criteria is scored from 0 to 100. For trustwor-

thiness and claims of third party certification or verification, criteria regarding the assurance processes 

are of importance. These include accreditation of auditors, assurance systems such as complaint 

mechanisms, and conformity assessments, i.e. details of the auditing itself. As the FEFAC guidelines 

are in fact guidelines and not a certification standard, they refer to a number of elements that need 

to be present in compliant schemes to give credibility to either an external certification of the pro-

ducer (e.g. use of a compliant third party certification scheme) or an external verification of internal 

control systems (e.g. for corporate standards that do not use third party certification schemes).  

Overall, the different standards perform equally well in the conformity assessment, with the main 

differences found in the criteria for external stakeholder participation during audits (RTRS, ADM, 

AMAGGI), risk based audit frequency (Cargill, AMAGGI, Europe), and unscheduled audits (RTRS only, 

Essentials, when no single definition exists 

There is likely no single definition of either ‘deforestation-free’ or ‘responsible’ that fits all possi-

ble scenarios. However, commitments, standards and other measures that aim to ensure respon-

sible and deforestation-free production, taking into account the above aspects, should: (i) include 

requirements for no conversion (gross) or degradation of natural ecosystems in line with the un-

derlying issues (climate change, biodiversity loss, deterioration of ecosystem services); (ii) include 

differentiated cut-off dates for different biomes depending on deforestation processes, context 

and existing private initiatives with established cut-off dates; (iii) be based on general principles 

of human rights (workers, local communities and indigenous peoples), good agricultural practices 

and minimal impacts on the environment, as well as transparency; (iv) involve and benefit rele-

vant local actors, in addition to producers, in the production area; and (v) align objectives and ap-

proaches with other measures for responsible and deforestation-free production in the land-

scape. In order to reduce the risk of leakage, focus should be on responsible suppliers and not 

only responsible supply.  
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though ProTerra and AMAGGI standards allow for it). In terms of accreditation requirements, the cor-

porate standards of Cargill and ADM score particularly poor, with none to a very few requirements to 

oversight of auditors and audit processes, even though this is required in the FEFAC guidelines. The 

independent standard schemes generally receive the highest score for their requirements to the as-

surance systems, partially due to the fact, that information regarding the assurance processes in the 

corporate standards is either confidential, available only on request, or not collected. Overall, RTRS 

receives the highest scores and it is the only standard assessed here that is an accredited member of 

ISEAL, whose principles for credibility are used for the standard evaluation. 

See Appendix II for further details.  

5. Danish actors’ challenges and plans for responsibly pro-
duced soy 

The Danish Government, in its action plan against deforestation, as well as members of the Danish soy 

alliance and other actors in the Danish food and agribusiness sector all mention ‘responsibly produced 

and deforestation/conversion free soy’. Most often, these actors refer to the FEFAC guidelines plus 

criterion 34 regarding no conversion of natural ecosystems. As such, the focus is not only on defor-

estation and on the related biodiversity and climate change crises, but on a broader set of issues, 

including human rights, decent and safe working conditions, responsible relations with local commu-

nities, often with specific reference to indigenous peoples, good agricultural practices, specifically con-

cerning safe use and handling of agrochemicals, and compliance with national legislation. 

The Danish Alliance for Responsible Soy 

The Danish Alliance for Responsible Soy (DAAS) was launched by the Danish Ethical Trading initiative 

in 2019 together with key stakeholders from the Danish segments of the supply chain. The aim of the 

alliance is to ensure progress towards responsibly produced soy by bringing actors together for col-

laboration and knowledge sharing. The alliance currently have 12 participating members representing 

companies and producers directly involved in the soy supply chain. They are required to publish action 

plans and report annual progress detailing their intended activities for achieving responsibly produced 

and deforestation-free soy. The alliance also has 11 supporting members from NGOs, public authori-

ties, think tanks and industry organizations that undertake and actively support the alliance by e.g., 

contributing with professional knowledge and communication (DIEH, 2019).  

The members of the alliance have all made actions plans for their individual strategies for deforesta-

tion-free and responsibly produced soy. Their aim is certified or verified sustainable10 soy no later than 

2025, though most members have earlier deadlines. Several retailers set 2021 as the deadline for use 

of certified soy in their private label products and ask suppliers for the same. Most refer to RTRS and 

ProTerra, while Europe Soya and CSR are also mentioned. As segregated RTRS soy is not available, 

                                                           

10 Many members use the term sustainable soy in their action plans rather than responsible soy, which is the 
term used by the Alliance and refers to the Accountability Framework initiative for deforestation-free, good 
agricultural practices, legality, no forced labour, environmental considerations, respect for land tenure ar-
rangements, and third party certification/verification.  
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most members buy or ask suppliers to buy credits11 to cover their use of soy, until segregated certified 

soy is available. Danish Crown, whose cooperative members are the main consumers in Denmark of 

soybean meal as pig feed, asks farmers to use FEFAC compliant soy, with 100 per cent compliance no 

later than 2025. Until then, Danish Crown purchase RTRS credits on behalf of their members. Feed 

manufacturer DLG imports roughly half of the Danish import of soybean meal and it too refers to the 

FEFAC guidelines in their action plans for responsible soy towards 2025. Rather than 2020 as the cut-

off date, DLG sets the cut-off date in January 2008 for no conversion of natural vegetation, thus going 

beyond even some of the independent standards assessed in this report. Besides actions on certified 

soy, feed manufacturers and farmer cooperatives also refer to increased use of other protein sources 

as part of the action plans, often with a reference to Danish primary production.  

Several challenges to sourcing traceable, responsibly produced and deforestation-free (TRDF) soy 

were mentioned by alliance members in their questionnaire answers and during interviews and meet-

ings. First, members mentioned lack of knowledge and the difficulty of assessing the quality of differ-

ent standards and initiatives. This is certainly a valid point, as there are many standards and initiatives 

for responsibly produced and/or deforestation-free soy and few comparative studies of the standards’ 

impact on all criteria for responsible production. With a relatively limited coverage of the global soy 

production – still less than 3 per cent is certified – an impact of certification standards on the role of 

soy production in deforestation and responsible agriculture at a global level cannot be made yet. Ac-

cording to several representatives of certification organisations, the FEFAC guidelines are helping to 

align standards, at least to raise the minimum requirements among corporate standards. With the 

expected regulations on forest risk commodities in the EU, and similar regulations being discussed in 

the USA and UK, we may see a further development and alignment of standards to aid companies fulfil 

part of the due diligence processes.  

Second, alliance members expressed concern about the lack of knowledge among consumers, making 

it difficult to promote responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy. Soy is often an ingredient or 

embedded (through feed to livestock) in food products, making it less visible to consumers than e.g. 

coffee and cocoa and therefore more difficult for food companies and retailers to promote as respon-

sibly produced and deforestation-free. The alliance members saw an important role for the Danish 

Government in leading information campaigns and jump-starting a market transition through new 

demands in public procurement policies. The latter is part of the government’s action plan against 

deforestation.  

Third, the documentation for traceable soy was viewed as a challenge, especially for members who 

are located downstream in the supply chain, due to many suppliers and the complex supply chains, 

especially for embedded soy. It was the opinion of downstream companies that feed companies and 

producers are the actors in the supply chain best placed to achieve the goal of TRDF soy in Denmark. 

The proposed EC regulation on import of forest risk commodities seems to agree, as companies that 

are the first to place the commodities on the EU market (e.g. feed companies) or make the commod-

ities available to the market (the trading companies) are responsible for ensuring that the commodi-

ties are not associated with deforestation. This will be based on a due diligence process that includes 

                                                           

11 Credits are given to farmers for each tonne of certified produce. The physical product is sold in non-certified 
supply chains, while the credits can be sold on an exchange.  
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documentation of the geographical location of land, where the products, in this case soybeans, are 

produced (EC, 2021, Art. 9, 1(d)).  

Fourth, a limited availability of TRDF soy from the main producing countries was seen as a challenge, 

as some of the alliance members were of the opinion that the demand exceeded the supply. If soy 

produced in North America is accepted as TRDF soy, this is certainly not the case. However, most 

alliance members preferred purchasing TRDF from South America, from areas with higher risks of de-

forestation and thus higher impacts when purchasing certified or otherwise verified, deforestation-

free and responsibly produced soy. To the extent that the supply of TRDF soy should come from the 

two large independent certification schemes RTRS and ProTerra, there seems to be a challenge. In 

2020, RTRS sold certified soy corresponding to 99 per cent of the certified production, and while an 

increased demand may be satisfied relatively soon, RTRS still sells most of the certified soy as credits 

and only around 13 per cent as mass balance, neither of which ensures full traceability for the physical 

purchase of soy. ProTerra has experienced a decrease in production as producers changed crop due 

to previous low prices and premiums. This led to a shortage and subsequent very high premium prices, 

but it will take time for certified farmers to regain lost productivity. A higher production on a longer 

term requires an equally long-term market signal from European buyers regarding demand for certi-

fied soy.  

A similar requirement is mentioned by representatives of trading companies with corporate stand-

ards, such as Cargill Triple S. If buyers show an adequate willingness to pay, the supply of TRDF soy 

will be available within reasonable time. One of the challenges for trading companies, that also own 

crushing plants in South America, is that often only between 80 and 85 per cent of the soybeans de-

livered by farmers to the plants can be traced back to the farm. In the case of Luis Dreyfus Company, 

another large trader with crushing facilities in South America, as much as 50 per cent is sourced from 

indirect suppliers (Søndergaard et al., 2021). The indirect supply is being traded between farmers, 

individual brokers and aggregators, often from different areas, before it is delivered to the crushing 

plant. Some companies would be able to exclude the indirect supplies from their supply chains and 

become fully traceable, but so far, no buyer has been willing to cover the added costs of a crushing 

plant not running at full capacity.  

Specificities of the dairy sector 

The members of the Danish dairy cooperative, Arla Foods, are among the largest consumers of soy-

bean meal, as feed for dairy cattle. Arla is also the newest member of the Danish soy alliance, joining 

it later than other members, as the cooperative has had its own strategy for soy for a number of years. 

For some time, Arla farmers in Denmark have been required to use only GM-free feed12. As around 95 

per cent of the South American production is GM soy, this means sourcing soy from other origins, 

including Russia and China (especially, if also organic). The Swedish Arla dairy farmers are buying GM-

free soy, segregated and certified according to Donau Soja (similar to Europe Soya), ProTerra or from 

Canada using a national standard. Danish farmers do not yet have the same requirements for respon-

sibly produced and deforestation-free soy. As GM-free soy is not necessarily deforestation-free, Arla 

has been purchasing around 220.000 RTRS credits per year to cover the Danish consumption of soy. 

Arla was the largest Danish buyer of credits until 2021, when Danish Crown purchased 460.000 RTRS 

                                                           

12 After 1 October 2021, all farmers are required to use only GM-free feed. Before that, the requirement was 
made only to farmers producing milk for drinking.  
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credits. GM-free soy is markedly more expensive due to the mandatory segregated supply chains. This 

affects the dairy feeding plans that optimize the mix of protein sources, also based on prices. Arla 

farmers report a reduced use of soy in their feed, and the soybean meal content of feed plans used in 

SEGES’ budget calculations have decreased by 45-65 per cent since 2015 (disregarding any soybean 

meal in the feed concentrates).  

Arla is not convinced of the FEFAC guidelines as a reference, as the cut-off date of 2020 is not suffi-

cient, but rather prefer RTRS certified soy. Their main challenge is that RTRS soy is not available in a 

segregated trade model and the time horizon for a planned RTRS trade model that combines mass 

balance and verified deforestation-free soy is yet unknown13. The cooperative is therefore looking into 

other options for purchasing segregated TRDF soy from other origins than South America or for phas-

ing out the use of soy.  

The latter option was recently announced by the 75 farmer members of the Thiese dairy cooperative 

and the 44 farmer members of the cooperatives Naturmælk and Øllingegaard. They will no longer use 

soy in their feed, but instead use other plant protein sources from European and Danish primary pro-

ducers, respectively. It is yet too soon to see an impact of the reduced use of soy in dairy feed in the 

Danish import statistics. Month by month, the soybean meal imports in 2021 average those of previ-

ous years.  

New legislation on forest risk commodities 

The expected proposal for EU regulation on minimizing import of deforestation risk commodities is 

anticipated with equal part concern and hope among actors in Denmark, as well as abroad. Some even 

worries that it may be counterproductive, if the focus on forests, as defined by FAO, is maintained, 

thus excluding other types of ecosystems from the legislation, and if a mass balance14 or similar ap-

proach is not allowed in a transition period until physical, verified soy is available on the market. The 

latter is seen as a strong incentive for companies to procure soy from e.g. the US, a low risk area where 

verification of deforestation-free soy is relatively easy and do not require risk assessment and mitiga-

tion. This would in turn increase US imports of South American soy, leaving no impact on deforestation 

rates in soy origins in South America. However, this may not hold true, as the USA is also considering 

similar legislation as the EU to stop import of forest risk commodities. The bill, with the fitting abbre-

viated name FOREST15, was introduced to the US Senate in October 2021 and resembles the regulation 

proposed by the EC in that it centres on risk assessment of producing areas and due diligence pro-

cesses (U.S. Government, 2021). One of the proposed instruments in the bill is to give preferential 

treatment to contractors who are bidding on public procurement contracts, if they can document a 

policy against deforestation and have data on monitoring and enforcement of that policy (ibid). 

The US bill only addresses illegal deforestation, likely due to a wish not to interfere with the national 

legislation of sovereign states. The bill therefore relies on the rigor of national laws and policies that 

                                                           

13 This model is explained in section 6.  

14 In certification schemes, mass balance refers to a trade model, where certified produce is mixed with non-
certified produce, supported by documentation of the percentage share of certified produce. This is a less 
costly trade model compared with a fully segregated supply chain. 

15 Fostering Overseas Rule of Law and Environmentally Sound Trade Act of 2021. It includes the FRCs palm oil, 
soybeans, cocoa, cattle, rubber and wood pulp. 
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may be relaxed in an attempt to maintain access to the US market. Such a development in environ-

mental policies, though for other reasons, has been seen in Brazil in recent years (Abessa et al., 2019), 

and includes proposed laws that will pardon recent, illegal claims of public land, known as the ‘land-

grabbers law’ (Carreo et al., 2020). Assuming a similar movement in the US private sectors as seen 

currently in Europe, with highly increased attention on TRDF, the bill may have a role to play to raise 

the minimum requirements. The accumulated demand for verified deforestation-free soy, across the 

EU, the US and in the UK that has proposed similar legislation, has the potential to affect prices of 

compliant soy, creating an incentive for producers in South America to become compliant. Perhaps 

more outspoken, price increases would also create an incentive for Danish feed producers and live-

stock farmers to use alternative (plant) protein sources.  

While mainly focusing on deforestation risks, the EU regulation is expected to affect how Danish com-

panies procure soy from different origins, depending on the deforestation risk at each origin. With the 

majority of Danish soy imports being soybean meal for feed, the legislation will mainly affect feed 

companies that are the first to place soy on the EU market. The international trading houses will also 

be affected as they make soy available on the EU market. It therefore makes sense that Danish feed 

companies are in close contact with the trading companies regarding the procurement of soy that 

meets the future EU regulations as well as the demand for responsible production. According to the 

feed companies, the solution includes procurement of soy under the corporate responsible soy stand-

ards, such as the Cargill Triple S, unless further requirements of responsibility not contained in corpo-

rate standards are demanded downstream in the supply chain.  

Initiatives and approaches in other countries  

Approaches to responsible and conversion-free imports of soy are also seen in other European coun-

tries. Initiated by the business community in the Netherlands in 2011, the first ambition of the Foun-

dation for the Transition to Responsible soy16 and later pursued by Nevedi17 was to secure the use of 

100 per cent responsible and certified soy in animal feed by 2015 for Dutch companies (Hoste & Judge, 

2018). Since RTRS soy or equivalent was the definition of certified soy in the beginning of the project, 

this was later revised to soy produced in compliance with FEFAC Soy Sourcing Guidelines. The ambition 

was amended due to lack of demand for RTRS soy in countries importing Dutch animal feed and split 

into two parts; first, that feed for animals meant for domestic consumption should only contain RTRS 

soy and second, that feed for exported animal products should at least comply with a lower standard. 

In 2015, 100 per cent of the soy used in the Netherlands was certified, though the majority of was not 

physically certified, i.e. it was covered by RTRS credits, while the remainder was certified through 

other standards like ProTerra or Cefetra CRS (Hoste & Judge, 2018). The Netherlands have not yet 

reached the full transition towards physical responsibly produced soy, and most of the soy is covered 

by credits purchased through the RTRS Book & Claim supply model. The Netherlands face challenges 

taking the next step in a transition towards physical certified soy. One example is the Dutch retail 

sector committing to 100 per cent certified soy in their purchase specifications by 2015 based on RTRS 

mass balance when available. However, it was estimated that Dutch agro-related companies made 

                                                           

16 Stichting Ketentransitie Verantwoorde Soja 
17 Umbrella organization for the Dutch feed industry 
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use of 1.55 million tonnes of credits for RTRS-certified soy in 2016 (Hoste & Judge, 2018), and accord-

ing to IDH (2021a) about 63 per cent of the FEFAC compliant soybean meals used in the feed sector 

was covered by RTRS credits in 2019.  

In France, a soy manifesto (launched in November 2020) was signed by all major retailers and a sus-

tainability charter has been developed for the feed industry. While the charter primarily focuses on 

promoting feed produced in France, both the charter and the manifesto focus on deforestation-free 

soy imports, taking a low-risk and clean supply chain approach. The commitment made by the French 

retailers were supported and accompanied by the Earthworm Foundation, an NGO that among other 

works with and supports companies in transition to sustainable supply chains (Ma Planète Mieux, 

2020).  

Helping to exclude soybeans from their supply chains from areas deforested and converted after Jan-

uary 2020, Earthworm works with what they call a natural segregation model. The strategic note in 

this model is to identify a number of crushing plants in Southern Brazil that meet the low-risk (of 

deforestation) profile and concentrate sourcing from these plants. This model builds on the willing-

ness of the traders to cooperate and not on certifications or standards schemes. The model has the 

advantage that the traceability requirement is limited to making sure soy comes from so-called clean 

(deforestation-free) crushing plants, and therefore do not entail the additional costs of certified, seg-

regated soy related to a complete segregation throughout the supply chain. With this strategy, sourc-

ing is decoupled from the high-risk areas and buyers’ possible engagement with supply chain actors, 

including producers, is limited to low-risk areas. 

In the UK, the pork and poultry sectors have made commitments along with feed companies and raw 

material traders to transition to deforestation- and conversion-free soy. This includes Cargill’s Smart 

Soy model, which is a flexible trade model, where buyers can choose their own cut-off date and Cargill 

can deliver by selecting soy producers that meet the cut-off date based on registrations of supplying 

farmers in their SoyaWise traceability portal. The newly launched UK Soy Manifesto (November 2021) 

with 27 signatories – retailers and largest pork and poultry producers – representing 60 per cent of 

the UK soy imports – committed to source deforestation and conversion free soy by 2025 (Efeca, 

2021). As in the French manifesto, the cut-off date is set to January 2020 and one of the commitments 

is to integrate the manifestos commitments in the contractual requirements for their direct commer-

cial suppliers. A further aim of the UK manifesto is to equip companies for the upcoming mandatory 

due diligence regulation currently being discussed by the UK Government18. According to Efeca, a UK 

based consultancy that supported the UK roundtable on soy in 2012, to some extent the UK manifesto 

will mirror the French manifesto, since the signatories are asked to work with traders to create verified 

deforestation- and conversion-free soy supply chains. Efeca sees an opportunity for an easier transi-

tion through verified and not certified physical soy as availability of compliant soy is increased, e.g., 

by using mass balance with verified and certified soy19. According to Efeca, one of the largest chal-

lenges to the transition is how the cost sharing should be done in the supply chain when moving to-

wards physically responsibly produced and deforestation- and conversion-free soy.  

                                                           

18 https://www.uksoymanifesto.uk/faq/  

19 In this case, verification is limited to assessing that the soy is from suppliers in low-risk areas, e.g. through 
traders’ supplier data, where certification is the more detailed and ongoing auditing of the primary production 
(and processing and trade) of the product according to a known standard.  

https://www.uksoymanifesto.uk/faq/


20 

Many actors in Europe use the FEFAC guidelines plus criterion 34 for ‘no conversion of natural ecosys-

tems after 2020’ as reference, while FEFAC refers to the Accountability Framework initiative (AFi). AFi 

is a multi-stakeholder initiative that provides a framework and principles for commitments on defor-

estation and ecosystem conversion and human rights in commodity supply chains in order to align 

criteria, e.g. to cut-off dates, among different actors and across different regions. Many stakeholders 

in Denmark, including WWF and industry actors, refer to the AFi framework and principles, as do ac-

tors abroad, e.g. Efeca. The FEFAC cut-off date of 2020 comes from AFi with a wish to ‘level the playing 

field’ for the sector and based on an assumption that no prior sector-wide cut-off date existed. 

The Retail Soy Group, a group of international retailers including Aldi and Lidl with stores in Denmark, 

recently published a set of principles for downstream sellers of livestock products aiming at deforesta-

tion- and conversion-free supply chains. Rather than advocating for certification and ‘clean supplies’, 

the principles are based on the AFi framework and seeks to identify ‘clean suppliers’ and to support 

the development of suppliers into clean suppliers through credible and aligned commitments in the 

supply chain, transparency, engagement with high risk producers, and collaboration (Retail Soy Group, 

2021). The signatories in the Retail Soy Group thus take a different approach than e.g., most actors in 

France, as they prioritize to engage with high-risk producers and regions rather than exclude them.  

In China, the world’s largest soy importing and consuming country20, soy-importing companies have 

also developed sourcing guidelines for soy. COFCO, one of the largest importers and soy crushers in 

the country, requests its suppliers to respect the soy moratorium in the Amazon and to strive for 

conversion-free production in the Cerrado and Gran Chaco (Argentina), though no cut-off dates are 

mentioned. Emphasis is on requirements of pre-financing of direct suppliers, legality, and collabora-

tion with local supply chain actors, and besides deforestation, the policy refers to respect for human 

rights and indigenous peoples. If Chinese companies were to be met with new legislation similar to 

the proposed regulations in the EU and the US21, the combined impacts on soy-related deforestation 

in South America from sourcing requirements of private companies across the world can likely not be 

understated, as all major markets would be influenced, even despite the weakness of a focus on le-

gality. With the purchase of 75 per cent of South America’s export of soybeans22 in 2020 (mainly from 

Brazil), corresponding to almost 40 per cent of all soybeans produced in South America, China has no 

small role in driving soy-related deforestation and may equally influence the decoupling of soy from 

deforestation.  

Overall, various methods and models are used to prevent soy imports from contributing to deforesta-

tion and conversion in the producing country. Some actors opt for certifications in their transition to 

100 per cent deforestation- and conversion-free soy, while others prefer to build on the willingness of 

the traders in the supply chain. There are caveats of both, as a model that focuses on low-risk areas 

                                                           

20 China imports 58-60 per cent of the world’s trade in soybeans and consumes 34 per cent of the world’s pro-
duction. Source: FAOstat. 

21 In a report addressing greening of soft commodities, including imports of soy, the China Council for Interna-
tional Cooperation on Environment and Development, under the aegis of the Ministry of Ecology and Environ-
ment, advices the public policy leadership in China to develop a regulatory approach that includes origin risk 
assessment, due diligence procedures, and compatibility with national laws at origin (CCICED, 2020). With a 
focus initially on deforestation and limited to legality, the suggested regulatory framework would resemble the 
proposed US FOREST act rather than the proposed EC regulation. 

22 China imports very limited amount of soybean meal.  
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may not influence the overall problem of deforestation led by soy production, while certification still 

face challenges in moving from credits to physically traded soy. Public and private actors in Denmark 

and the Netherlands are taking a similar approach to ‘responsible’ (broadly defined, referring to RTRS) 

and conversion-free soy, while the UK and French feed and livestock sectors are almost solely focused 

on deforestation- and conversion-free imports not including broader issues of responsible production. 

The Retail Soy Group, which consists of 13 retailers from UK, Germany, the Netherlands, Switzerland 

and Australia, are somewhere in-between, as their approach focuses strongly on building supply 

chains that are committed to and comply with requirements for conversion-free production and re-

spect for human rights, but do not focus on the agricultural practices per se.   

6. Transitioning to responsibly produced, conversion-free 
soy 

Through the interviews, talks, and meetings with representatives of Danish, European and interna-

tional companies, organisations and public agencies, it is possible to distil a common expectation – 

perhaps hope – for a transition towards traceable, deforestation-free and responsibly produced soy. 

Many of the interviewed actors talk of a stepwise development in trade models during the transition.  

 

Figure 3. Figurative representation of the transition of Danish soy imports through different 
supply models 

Note: The figure shows the share of Danish soy import in different trade models as they develop and change 
over time, assuming no mass balance certified soy is bought in the Today scenario. The development in trade 
models represents a move from import of ‘conventional’ soy, which is not produced according to any standard, 
to traceable, responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy. In this transition, there is no distinction be-
tween GM and GM-free soy.  
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The transition consists of several overlapping steps from the current situation of conventional soy and 

certification credits to a situation, where all soy imported to Denmark (and other European countries) 

is traceable and certified or verified responsibly produced according to at least the FEFAC guidelines 

plus criterion 34, which includes no conversion of natural ecosystems with a cut-off date in 2020.  

Figure 3 is a figurative representation of the envisioned steps and time periods of the transition. While 

most actors in Denmark set the year of 2025 as the deadline for 100 per cent import of responsibly 

produced and deforestation-free soy, we do not associate each of the steps in the figure with a specific 

timeline, but will comment upon this aspect during the following detailed description of each step.  

Current situation 

In the first eight months of 2021, Denmark imported 1 million tonnes of soybean meal, which is similar 

to the import of the first eight months of 2020. Quite possibly, the total imports in 2021 will be ap-

proximately the same as in 2020: 1.64 million tonnes in net import. Danish companies are expected 

to purchase a total of 726,500 RTRS credits in 202123, thereby covering roughly 45 per cent of the net 

import of soybean meal. Part of the purchased credits are so called regional credits, either through 

RTRS or Soy4Brands, which helps companies to source credits from a particular area of interest. This 

may be done to target a certain area in the producing country, where the company knows some of 

the physically traded soy is produced, or to target a specific area with a high risk of deforestation in 

order to support the promotion of responsible practices in the area. Credits that are not regional may 

be purchased as blind credits, with no information on origin, or directly from producers selling credits 

on the book and claim exchange. In addition to the purchase of credits, feed manufacturer DLG bought 

a yet unverified amount of soy in 2021 under the mass balance model of Cargill’s corporate standard 

programme Triple S. As the amount is undisclosed, figure 3 does not consider this in the Today sce-

nario. 

Regional credits 

Discussions are taking place in Denmark regarding a move from blind credits to regional credits, with 

a common area in a producing country in mind for maximum local impact from the combined Danish 

purchases. Such a move could likely be facilitated over a relatively short time through RTRS and, de-

pending on the area and use of non-GMO seeds, also through ProTerra. The current high prices of 

soybeans, which peaked at a nine-year high in mid-2021 on the futures market, has reduced the farm-

ers’ incentive to become certified. Brazilian farmers have experienced prices as high as 545 USD per 

tonne of soy beans in 2021, which dwarfs the RTRS credit premium, which for several years have been 

around 2-3 USD per credit. A continuous high price on soy, ceteris paribus, may slow down the latest 

growth in certification and delay a transition towards one million+ in regional credits demanded by 

Danish actors.  

The region of MATOPIBA, a region in the north of Brazil and short for the four states of Maranhão, 

Tocantins, Piauí and Bahia, is considered by the Danish soy alliance as a possible target for Danish 

purchase of regional credits. The region is situated in the northern part of the Cerrado and is consid-

ered a prime area for pasture, grain and soy; the latter currently taking up 4.2 million ha. According to 

Cargill, because a substantial amount of soybeans and soybean meal coming into the EU are produced 

                                                           

23 Arla Foods 220.000 (not registered yet), Danish Crown 460.000, Rema1000 DK 21.339, Salling Group 1.820, 
Scandi Standard DK 20.000 (not registered yet), Coop DK 250, A One Denmark 500, BioMar DK 500. 
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in MATOPIBA, a common approach by European companies to purchase deforestation-free and re-

sponsibly produced soy (also via credit coverage) will have a good chance of positively influencing the 

soy sector’s development. This is provided European buyers are willing to compensate the farmers for 

the added requirements and extra costs as well as for foregone opportunities of not converting natural 

vegetation. These extra costs were not quantified by Cargill. According to RTRS, large areas have been 

certified since 2016, as much as 20 per cent of the soy area in Maranhão by 2018, and an area of 

270,000 ha in MATOPI (not counting Bahia) by 2020.  

Mass balance model 

The purchase of credits and regional credits have always been seen as intermediate trade models in 

certification schemes like RTRS and RSPO (palm oil), while waiting for critical mass on both the demand 

and supply side to develop and maintain a segregated trade model. The credits in the transition de-

scribed above and in Figure 3 have the same role. ProTerra sells segregated certified soy from South 

America, but mass balance is more often used and the supply of certified ProTerra soy has gone down 

due to low premiums relative to the costs of certification and market prices of conventional soy. RTRS 

do not sell segregated certified soy yet, but 13 per cent of the sale of RTRS soy was sold as mass 

balance in 2020. RTRS expects this share to increase in 2021 and going forward as additional storage, 

processing and trading terminals have recently been RTRS chain-of-custody certified, mainly in Argen-

tina and Brazil, but also in Hamburg in Germany. Trading companies with their own corporate stand-

ards also mainly sell through mass balance models, as it is difficult or costly to maintain full traceability 

of soybean supplies to crushing plants.  

Until a critical demand and supply pave the way for the needed changes to logistics and infrastructure 

to enable a considerable (and less costly) trade in segregated certified soy, the mass balance model 

can be expected to have an increasingly important role, taking over a share of the credit market. 

Though it is not providing a supply of a 100 per cent certified goods, the mass balance model has been 

widely used in other commodities, where it is difficult and costly to maintain a fully segregated supply 

chain, such as in pulp/paper and cocoa/chocolate. The transition from a purchase of regional credits 

to mass balance is not only a matter of sufficient supply and demand in a certain producing area, as 

Danish importing companies are not interested in committing to sourcing from only one area. This 

would weaken their bargaining position and, to a larger degree than for relatively inexpensive credits, 

influence prices.  

MB+DF: Mass balance combined with verified deforestation-free soy 

A mass balance trade model version 2 is underway. RTRS, and possibly other standard organisations 

and companies, is working on a mass balance model, where part of the soy volume is RTRS certified 

and the remaining part is verified deforestation-free. This is very likely also developed as an answer 

to traders and buyers of soy in the anticipation of the approval and implementation of the EC proposal 

on import regulation and due diligence procedures for trade in soy as a forest risk commodity. The 

details of the new mass balance model is yet unknown outside RTRS and the timeline for its launch 

has not been announced. To the extent the mass balance plus verified deforestation-free model can 

be used to support the information requirement set out in article 9 of the EC proposal, such as geo-

graphic coordinates of farm plots, the model may be an important step in the transition as well as for 

importing companies to supply soy that satisfy the proposed legislation and increased demands from 

downstream actors. Therefore, this trade model may be expected to launch concurrently with the 

implementation of the proposed EC legislation, which is provisionally foreseen to be in 2023.  
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Traceable, responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy 

The final step in Figure 3 is a transition from mass balance trade models to a segregated trade model, 

i.e. trade of traceable, responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy at least living up to FEFAC plus 

criterion 34. Being the last step in the transition and going beyond the requirements of deforestation-

free, it is also the step associated with most uncertainty, not least, in relation to when this model will 

be available for Danish (and European) companies if South America continues to be the preferred 

sourcing area. In order to live up to the geographic information obligation in the proposed EC legisla-

tion on imports of forest risk commodities, soy imports must be traceable to the plot of production. It 

seems, therefore, that responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy following standards compli-

ant with the FEFAC Soy Sourcing Guidelines plus criterion 34, must be supplemented with due dili-

gence procedures that collects geographic coordinates of producing farms; resembling segregated 

identity preserved (SG-IP).  

The companies behind the corporate standards that are compliant with the FEFAC soy sourcing guide-

lines can be expected to increase their focus on this segment of the market, not least if demand for 

soy develops along the trade models in Figure 3. An indication of this already taking place is the recent 

RTRS chain-of-custody certification of ADM’s facilities for storage, processing and terminals in Ger-

many (RTRS, 2021), which may also cater to ADM’s own Responsible Soy Standard. Very limited infor-

mation is available on the volumes sourced and traded physically through the corporate standard 

schemes. Recent developments in chain-of-custody certification of storage and processing facilities 

and ports in South America, and even a feed production plant in Ireland, indicate a movement towards 

supply chains that may handle segregated raw materials, though the mass balance model will domi-

nate for some (uncertain) time. As noted by Danish importing companies, Brazil has invested heavily 

in the last two decades in soy infrastructure to service the export markets, and currently experiences 

the returns on the investment. This can benefit a mass balance model, but not necessarily a full seg-

regated supply chain, which requires further investments, among other because full traceability is still 

problematic.  

According to the Brazilian Confederation of Agriculture and Livestock (CNA), a producer organisation 

representing two million farmers, it is possible to implement traceability systems that will facilitate 

traders to meet the requirements for farm-level traceability. However, there are still challenges. Car-

gill have farm-level traceability for 12.000 soy producers, but between 15 and 20 per cent of the soy 

sourced by Cargill from Brazil is from indirect farmers, meaning soy that has been traded between 

farmers and often across jurisdictions before it is supplied to a Cargill crushing plant. Other trading 

and crushing companies have the same challenge. As described, these last per cent of soy supplies are 

costly to exclude, and constitutes one of the barriers for large crushing plants and ports, let alone large 

trading companies, to become ‘clean suppliers’.  

To facilitate further the transition towards segregated supply chains of traceable, responsibly pro-

duced and deforestation-free soy, a much larger adherence to certification and corporate standards 

among producers are needed. According to respondents from ProTerra, Cargill and CNA in Brazil, a 

strong and longer-term market signal from European markets, showing willingness to pay premiums 

that creates stronger (than currently) incentives for farmers to live up to standards for responsible 

and conversion-free production, is needed in order to substantially increase the supply of certified 

soy. The recent large increase in purchase of credits, the launch of the UK soy manifesto, the Cerrado 

manifesto, the Retail Soy Groups’ roadmap, other similar initiatives in European national sectors, and 
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the new proposals for forest risk commodities in the EU as well as the US may combined create the 

incentive and push European buyers to send the needed market signal to producers in South America.  

With the exception of the purchase of credits, the transition along the steps described above are not 

in the hands of Danish companies alone. A larger market demand is needed for the transition to phys-

ical trade of responsibly produced and deforestation-free soy to take place. It is therefore important 

to build further the partnerships already in place in Europe regarding imports of soy, whether private 

or public, and at the same time to agree on a common goal of deforestation-free and responsibly 

produced soy. Currently, there is larger emphasis among many European actors on deforestation-free 

soy than on other aspects of responsible production. Deforestation-free is not a proxy for a social or 

other otherwise responsible production.  

7. Uncertainties in impact 

Soybeans and soybean meal imported to the EU-27 + UK from South America in 2020 made up 14.3 

per cent of all soybeans produced in South America. Of South American exports of soybeans and soy-

bean meal were 8 and 34 per cent, respectively, traded to the EU and UK. A full transition of the EU’s 

and UK’s import of soybeans and -meal to responsibly produced and deforestation-free goods would 

influence global soy markets, but it is uncertain to what extent it would influence the general role of 

soy in deforestation and vegetation conversion in South America. Only around 3 per cent of the global 

production of soy is certified, and there are therefore no empirical studies on large-scale impacts of 

soy certification from which to draw any conclusions. Other crops are more advanced in this respect. 

Today, almost 19 per cent of the global production of palm oil is certified under RSPO, half of this as 

mass balance and the other half as segregated. RSPO credits is now a smaller part of the sales. Scien-

tific studies find varying results regarding the impacts on deforestation. Huay Lee et al. (2020) find 

reduced deforestation as well as fewer incidences of land pollution and an increased number of edu-

cational facilities (social indicator) among villages in Kalimantan and Sumatra with presence of RSPO 

certified plantations compared to villages without. In a study of spill-over effects of RSPO certification 

in Indonesian Borneo, Heilmayr et al. (2020b) found certification to reduce illegal deforestation and 

deforestation on national forest estate, but it increased deforestation in areas zoned for agriculture. 

The aggregated direct effect and spill-over effect of certification on deforestation was insignificant 

(ibid).  

In the cocoa sectors of Ivory Coast and Ghana, the two largest producers in the world, 20 years of 

private initiatives, mainly in the form of certification schemes and corporate sustainability projects, 

have not been successful in removing hazardous child labour on cocoa farms (NORC, 2020). Between 

23 and 40 per cent 24 of the world’s cocoa areas are certified, and progress has been made on other 

social developments than child labour. Private sector is now more actively working with public insti-

tutions in Ivory Coast and Ghana to address the problem of child labour and underlying drivers. The 

two cases of palm oil and cocoa are examples of how certification and corporate standards and pro-

jects may positively influence environmental and social governance in some areas and some context, 

but not at aggregated levels and not in all contexts. A further complicating matter is when increasing 

demand for certified or otherwise ‘clean’ products create incentives for ‘product laundering’. The lat-

est revelations of widespread ‘cattle laundering’ in Brazil, where cattle raised on recently deforested 

                                                           

24 Some areas may be double or triple certified, which makes it difficult to estimate the total, certified area.  
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areas in the Amazon are laundered through farms outside the Amazon and sold via the largest slaugh-

ter company in Brazil, has led to six European retailers stopping their sales of South American beef. 

Similar schemes may develop for soy. Certifications and corporate standards are not on their own 

sufficient to tackle complex, large-scale problems at a general level. The following sections discuss this 

aspect by going into engagement in delimited areas of high risk of deforestation, multi-stakeholder 

approaches and local projects.  

Engagement in high risk areas 

Danish buyers and users of soy products can choose to purchase soy from low risk areas, such as from 

producing countries outside South America or in the traditional agricultural areas in the Southern ar-

eas of Brazil. The latter is the approach chosen by actors in France to avoid deforestation. Soy from 

the USA is low-risk and could be imported with traceability with less effort and at lower costs than 

from producing areas in South America. However, there is a common wish among Danish actors to be 

a positive and active force in high-risk areas, which is why the focus is currently on MATOPIBA. 

The MATOPIBA region covers the northern part of the Cerrado, it has been a cattle, grain and soy 

frontier for a number of years and is characterized by widespread land degradation (Pinto Vieira et al., 

2021). According to the Brazilian National Institute for Space Research (INPE), two of the four states 

were on top five of Brazilian states with the largest amount of deforestation in 2020. Solidaridad, an 

international civil society organization, estimates that around 4.2 million ha out of 8 million ha of 

cropland in MATOPIBA is cultivated with soy (Costa et al., 2021). Since 2013, 20 per cent of the expan-

sion of soy has taken place through conversion of natural vegetation and 15 per cent through conver-

sion of pastureland that may have moved on, leading to land conversion elsewhere. According to Sol-

idaridad, 69 per cent of the soy expansion needs in MATOPIBA by 2030 (estimated by Brazil’s Ministry 

of Agriculture, Livestock and Supply (MAPA) to 1.1 million ha) can be covered by pastureland, which 

do not have to lead to clearing for new pasture areas if livestock productivity is increased. Another 4.6 

million ha of natural vegetation located in surplus legal reserves and suitable for soy can be converted 

legally in the MATOPIBA region; a situation described by WWF International as a legal shield for con-

tinued and dramatic conversion of native habitat for agriculture (WWF, 2017).  

When targeting purchase of a large amount of regional credits to a high-risk area like MATOPIBA, the 

intention is to create incentives for farmers in the area to become certified, be conversion-free and 

fulfil the criteria for responsible production. This imply that farmers only expand soy production to 

areas that have not been converted recently and for farmers, traders, and soy buyers to work collab-

oratively to decouple soy production from conversion of natural vegetation and slow or stop the fron-

tier progression.  

There are also risks related to an increase in demand for certified products in high-risk areas. This 

includes a push of cattle and e.g. grains into natural areas, as pastureland and cropland suitable for 

soy is being converted to soybean cultivation. This is partly addressed by cut-off dates for conversion 

of natural vegetation, but then the cut-off date becomes important. A recent cut-off date may do little 

in the short to medium term in an area, where pasture and cattle are the main driver of deforestation. 

For MATOPIBA, RTRS’ cut-off date of June 2016 is in place, which removes the option of using the 

22.000 km2 of former forested areas that has been cleared since 2016 according to TerraBrasilis25, as 

                                                           

25 http://terrabrasilis.dpi.inpe.br/app/dashboard/deforestation/biomes/cerrado/increments  

http://terrabrasilis.dpi.inpe.br/app/dashboard/deforestation/biomes/cerrado/increments


27 

well as other natural vegetation converted in the same period. Later cut-off dates will allow much of 

this converted land to be grown with soy. A large demand for certified production (also credits) will 

increase land prices for areas that are compliant with the standard’s or policy’s cut-off date, thus add-

ing fuel to the cattle-grain-soy cycle of deforestation. Furthermore, continued demands for non-certi-

fied soy will remain an incentive for the conversion of surplus legal reserves, so the targeted regional 

credits to some extent only catch the lower hanging fruits, i.e. farmers with few foregone opportuni-

ties when entering certification. This will be more outspoken in a situation with high world market 

prices for soybeans.  

WWF Brazil calls for collective action in order to safeguard the Cerrado, including the part in MA-

TOPIBA. They point towards a solution that includes deforestation- and conversion-free policies in 

supply chains and mention the AFi framework (WWF, 2021). The Retail Soy Group, FEFAC and other 

initiatives refer to AFi framework, including the year 2020 as cut-off date, which – as discussed above 

– is not without problems and risks, especially in a region like MATOPIBA with amble opportunities for 

natural-vegetation-cattle-grain-soy cycles. It should be mentioned, however, that AFi promotes no-

deforestation supply chains as a component in a more comprehensive no-conversion approach.  

It has not been possible to find empirical studies of the role of agricultural certification on positive 

impacts on frontier areas. However, in certified forest management, somewhat similar challenges 

arise when certified forest management – which still allows for extraction – is in conflict with intact 

forest preservation (Kleinschroth et al., 2019). Among the solutions is direct payments to landowners 

contingent of certain performance, in this case intact forest preservation – or preservation of native 

vegetation on private land. This setup is perhaps best known under the REDD scheme (Reduced Emis-

sions from Deforestation and forest Degradation), where payments are made between countries, but 

similar setups exist in many forms and sizes in private and public schemes of Payments for Ecosystem 

Services (PES).  

Besides no-conversion supply chain policies, WWF (2021) also calls for use of financial mechanisms, 

including PES schemes, where landowners in the Cerrado are paid for maintaining natural vegetation, 

access to loans on better terms if surplus legal reserves are left intact, and incentives to restore de-

graded lands. Clear economic incentives have been mentioned by several respondents, from Brazil as 

well as from NGOs and certification organisations in Europe. However, proposals made by Brazilian 

actors under the Cerrado Working Group, to create a compensation fund for voluntary protection of 

forested areas otherwise designated for agricultural expansion, did not find support among retailers 

and food companies (Søndergaard et al., 2021). The proposed compensation scheme that would direct 

payments to soy producers only, have been widely criticized for not being inclusive of local popula-

tions and for directing ‘sustainable development’ along large-scale agribusiness interests (Lima & 

Persson, 2020). This exemplifies the complexities any kind of initiative or intervention for responsibly 

produced and deforestation-free soy has to face, whether promoted by national or foreign actors.  

To actors in Denmark, responsible production is one that, among others, does not convert natural 

ecosystems. To many actors in Brazil, responsible production is one that, among others, provides a 

livelihood or an economic sound agribusiness. Landowners of the 4.6 million ha of surplus land re-

serves suitable for soy production in MATOPIBA have a legal right to cultivate the land, assuming that 

land titling and registration is not in conflict with other tenure forms. There is no reason to believe 

farmers here behave differently from farmers in other parts of the world, where regulations, policies 

and economic mechanisms provide a framework for their behaviour. These same arguments have 
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been made for other biomes in South America by farmer associations as well as by traders with pres-

ence in South America. However, when environmental policies and regulations are, to some extent, 

being dismantled (Abessa et al., 2019), economic incentives in private initiatives take on a larger role, 

but without a clear legal framework, conflicts over land tenure, access to water bodies and traditional 

sites etc. may be difficult to manoeuvre for external and private interventions. This is also the conclu-

sion in a new Brazilian report; lack of public commitment to protect natural ecosystems has essentially 

made it the responsibility of the private sector to develop and implement measures to decouple agri-

culture from deforestation and thus avoid rejection of Brazilian produce on the global market. How-

ever, without effective implementation of environmental legislation and monitoring efforts, natural 

biomes will not be protected (Søndergaard et al., 2021).  

Whether or not MATOPIBA falls squarely into the situation just described, complex problems at a 

landscape level requires a comprehensive approach with multiple initiatives besides certification, no-

deforestation supply chain policies and payments for ecosystem services.  

Local projects and multi-stakeholder approaches 

Members of the Danish Alliance for Responsible Soy, environmental groups, and the Danish Govern-

ment through new funding opportunities for NGOs, as well as actors in Europe interviewed for this 

report are looking into options for conducting local projects in areas where soy production and defor-

estation risk overlap, such as in MATOPIBA. The projects may either be complementing purchases of 

certified soy, or the projects are the main approach to reach similar goals for responsibly produced 

and deforestation-free soy – or broader yet, deforestation-free landscapes – by involving local stake-

holders, building capacity and skills among soy producers, creating awareness of environmental gov-

ernance, and/or coordinating and aligning actions and commitments among a broad set of local and 

international actors.  

Local projects can take different forms and have different objectives, while still supporting the general 

aim of a transition to responsible soy production. This can involve collaborating with local environ-

mental and agricultural advisors for building awareness on environmental stewardship, capacity build-

ing for intensified production and higher yields, and conversion of degraded and abandoned pastures 

into soy, thereby removing pressure on natural ecosystems. The CNA representative, however, de-

scribe the majority of soy production as modernized, and do not see a need for this kind of capacity 

building. Rather, they point to better compensation mechanisms for preserving natural lands. Finance 

for agriculture is often difficult to access, also in frontier regions like MATOPIBA (WWF, 2017). Trading 

companies are among the main financiers of agriculture, but sometimes with few environmental re-

quirements. Projects may include new finance mechanisms and investments in responsible and defor-

estation-free production including covering investments needed to fulfil standard requirements and 

access premium markets. Regardless of the mechanisms for impacts in projects, Solidaridad argues 

strongly for farmers’ ambitions and perceptions as starting point for any intervention, consultation 

with regional actors, and development of business models for deforestation-free production that are 

economically competitive.  

In a review of different private and public approaches to stopping deforestation fronts, Pacheco et al. 

(2021) describe the promises of jurisdictional or landscape approaches, where public-private partner-

ships are promoted, finance facilities are adjusted for deforestation risk, land conflicts are resolved, 

and the responsibilities (and thus accountability) of public authorities are clarified and aligned with 

the aim for environmental governance. Similar approaches are called for by researchers. Schilling-



29 

Vacaflor et al. (2021) mention integrated landscape approaches at jurisdictional level as an alternative 

or complement to certification schemes, though they caution against the reliance on public authorities 

or strong agribusiness actors to drive the process due to lack of capacity to implement laws.  

A landscape or jurisdictional approach is at the centre of IDH’s work towards responsible production 

and trade of tropical commodities, such as soy. IDH recently launched a policy and supporting docu-

ments for their SourceUp programme, which is an adjusted version of the previous Verified Sourcing 

Area programme launched in 2020. In the programme, IDH has supported the creation of compacts 

across the tropical belt for landscapes dominated by various crops. Compacts are coalitions of a di-

verse set of local actors within one or several jurisdictions, covering an entire landscape and thus fo-

cusing on multi-crops and multi-commodities as well as including all actors, large and small, public and 

private. The compact members agree on their common priorities, such as combating high deforesta-

tion rates, improving living wages and incomes, reducing pesticide use, combating soil erosion etc., 

based on local needs as perceived among the members. Subsequently, goals are set and strategies are 

developed in a process that includes international companies sourcing from the landscape or compact 

area. Compact members thus gain the support of buyers for the local priorities through procurement 

guidelines and compensation to local producers for above-legislation performance, resembling certi-

fication standards in supply chains, but starting from the perspective of a multitude of local actors 

rather than from global standard setters (IDH, 2021b). It is the hope of IDH that these compacts may 

also drive local governments to change attitudes and help to drive a more sustainable management 

of the sourcing landscapes.  

A compact has been setup up in a soy landscape in Brazil, which covers 12 jurisdictions and include an 

international trader as the main sourcing company. The soy compact, in this case, includes various 

local initiatives and projects that combined live up to the Compact guidelines from IDH vis-à-vis sus-

tainable landscape management. It is based primarily on a self-verification approach, where assurance 

of IDH guidelines is maintained through common and agreed compliance reporting by the diverse set 

of actors, e.g., social and green NGOs reporting similar progress as producer groups and public au-

thorities. There is no external, independent assurance of goal setting and progress, but any progress 

reported on the IDH platform will be validated by a regional and later a global panel (IDH, 2021b). So 

far, there is not sufficient experiences or data from the compacts to evaluate their progress and im-

pacts.  

Any kind of project in Brazil will be implemented in a political context, where the current presidential 

administration and the national congress favours economic development in natural areas over envi-

ronmental governance (Carreo et al., 2020). Among proposed legislation are laws that legalize recent 

illegal land claims, transfer public forest concessions to private actors, allow mining in indigenous 

lands, and reduce environmental licensing requirements for new infrastructure and land projects, in-

cluding the removal of social and environmental responsibilities and accountability of financial insti-

tutions (Ferrante & Fearnside, 2021). The proposed laws are expected to exacerbate the effect of cat-

tle and soy, amongst other, on deforestation.  

Another aspect of implementing projects and initiating multi-stakeholder approaches is the divide be-

tween South American and European actors when it comes to defining sustainable development and 

advancing agendas for the development of the agricultural and forested areas. As mentioned by sev-

eral respondents, it is important not to focus solely on the interest of European actors in deforesta-

tion-free supply chains, but to acknowledge local interest in a sustainable management of natural 
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resources, where the understanding of sustainable may be quite different or even conflicting between 

actors in South America and in Europe. The Brazilian Association of Vegetable Oil Industries (ABIOVE), 

who supported the previously successful Amazon Soy Moratorium, is against similar initiatives for the 

Cerrado, stating that Brazilian producers have a right to convert the Cerrado into food production, 

according to the Brazilian agricultural news outlet, Noticias Agricolas26 (Mano, 2020). This is a strongly 

held position in the agricultural sector, which projects and other initiatives have to take into account. 

To paraphrase the CNA, and referring to ABIOVE statements as well, the European conversion-free 

agenda rests on the combined economic benefits to soy producers and other local stakeholders – from 

projects, payments for ecosystem preservation, premiums for certified soy and other initiatives – be-

ing long term, accessible and larger than the economic benefits from legal conversion of land to agri-

cultural activities. In this equation, what is de facto legal may not be clear nor static.   

8. Costs for Danish actors 

The cost of moving to purchase of traceable and deforestation-free soy depends on the sourcing 

model. If soy imports are moved from South America to e.g. the USA with low deforestation risk and 

better traceability, the costs are not expected to be substantial. US soy is usually traded at higher 

prices than South American soy, and if demands for US soy increase because of a European move from 

South to North America, this price difference may be larger. However, this is not expected as most 

actors in Europe, including Danish companies, continue to prioritize South American soy. The costs of 

following the stepwise transition towards traceable, deforestation-free and responsibly produced soy 

outlined in Figure 3 are difficult to estimate. This is mainly because only a limited amount of certified 

soy is sold as mass balance and much less is sold in segregate trade models, and future prices and 

premium prices will, as always, depend on developments of supply and demand as well as the devel-

opment of alternative protein feed sources.  

The current situation of increasing purchases of RTRS credits is the least costly. Though the demand 

for credits has been increasing and demand is now at par with supply, prices has so far remained at 

around 2-3 USD per credit (corresponding to one tonne). Current prices of regional credits purchased 

through Soy4Brands are also relatively low, adding as little as 0.5 USD to the standard credit price. 

ProTerra regional credits, which correspond to non-GM production, are only sourced through projects, 

and prices therefore vary. The credit price has previously been reported to be around 11 USD. The 

current high world market prices for soy, which are expected to continue in 2022, reduce farmers’ 

economic incentive to become certified at the current credit prices. With continued increased demand 

for credits, possibly picking up further speed if more European actors choose the credit option, pre-

miums on (regional) credits will increase and so will the supply. To what extent, not least on price 

development, remains uncertain.  

The move to purchase of physical, certified soy in a mass balance model will entail larger premiums 

for Danish importers, but also costs of handling the physical, certified soy, as the mass balance model 

requires registration of incoming and outgoing produce in order to maintain the mass balance sheet. 

These costs will first fall on Danish feed companies, who will integrate the costs in the feed prices. It 

has not been possible to obtain prices for RTRS mass balance or costs of handling mass balance soy. 

                                                           

26 https://www.noticiasagricolas.com.br/videos/agronegocio/201729-abiove-contesta-campanha-internac-
ional-para-desmatamento-zero-no-cerrado-brasileiro.html. 

https://www.noticiasagricolas.com.br/videos/agronegocio/201729-abiove-contesta-campanha-internacional-para-desmatamento-zero-no-cerrado-brasileiro.html
https://www.noticiasagricolas.com.br/videos/agronegocio/201729-abiove-contesta-campanha-internacional-para-desmatamento-zero-no-cerrado-brasileiro.html
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Very likely, a further premium will be added to soy traded in the RTRS trade model of combined mass 

balance and verified deforestation-free soy, but this extra cost may be off-set by reduced costs of the 

buying companies to fulfil the due diligence requirements of the proposed EC legislation on imports 

of forest risk commodities. If implemented, due diligence procedures will add costs to the supply chain 

management. If certification schemes are allowed to play a partial role in due diligence procedures, 

the remaining procedural costs may be limited.  

The costs of sourcing traceable, responsible and deforestation-free soy, corresponding to the last step 

in the transition, are yet unknown. Besides the premium on the raw material, other costs includes 

chain-of-custody certification (meeting the chain-of-custody standard), organisation membership fee 

(e.g. RTRS, 2,500 EUR per year), possible costs of audits, registration of all material, sales and produc-

tion, added handling requirements, and training of staff (RTRS, 2018). Some of these costs are only 

relevant if a company wants to use e.g. the RTRS label on their products, and if the company produces 

and sells both certified and non-certified products. Current premiums and extra costs from the trade 

of certified palm oil may give a clue to what we can expect of costs for certified, physical soy.  

Danish companies that use between 1,500 and 2,000 tonnes of palm oil and palm kernel oil per year 

report additional prices (RSPO premium) on the raw material of around 190-210 DKK per tonne for 

segregated palm oil, increasing to around 250 DKK per tonne during 2021, following general price 

increases. In addition, companies with chain-of-custody certification have costs corresponding to 130-

190 DKK per tonne related to certification, administration, and handling, among others. Companies 

with higher consumption will have fewer administrative costs per tonne, just as the purchase of mass 

balance will be cheaper both in purchasing and in handling and documentation. Certified companies 

that exclusively buy segregated palm oil with traceability to plantation level report total additional 

costs of between 1,000 and 1,500 DKK per tonne of palm oil derivatives. This is five times higher than 

for segregated palm oil, but cannot directly compare with soy products, as much less processing and 

refining takes place (for soy bean meal).  

Expenses for certification and administration in connection with the purchase of certified, segregated 

soybeans must be expected to be equivalent to palm oil (not derivatives), but ongoing handling costs 

will probably be lower for soybean meal due to scale. If all soy imports to Denmark are certified via 

the same standard (or compatible standards), the need (and associated costs) to separate certified 

and non-certified production of feed products in time or location is not relevant. Conversely, the ad-

ditional price of certified segregated soybeans can be expected to be higher than for palm oil, as the 

infrastructure for the separate supply chain is still relatively underdeveloped – and is expected to be 

so during the period until 2025. The trade of Europe Soya certified soybeans also gives a hint of price 

levels for trade of segregated certified soy from South America; the premium price was approximately 

480 DKK per tonne above Danish import prices for non-certified soybean meal in 2019 (Bosselmann, 

2020). Without adding figures, RTRS also mentions significant extra prices for physically certified soy, 

not because of the RTRS premium to producers, but because of additional costs for separation in the 

supply chain.  

The added cost for soybean meal to Danish dairy cattle looks different, as all feed used by the major-

ity of Danish dairy farmers, who are cooperative members of Arla, must be non-GM. Non-GM soy 

already has added costs from the segregated supply chain because the soy has to be strictly sepa-

rated from GM soy to avoid contamination. In 2017, non-GM soy from Brazil was sold with premi-

ums of 50 USD per tonne. In 2019, EU soy and Europe Soya certified soy, both being non-GM, was 
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traded at prices around 60 to 90 USD per tonne higher than GM soy. Today, the premium can be as 

high as 200-300 USD due to changes in the market and generally higher prices. Non-GM soy from 

non-EU origins have lower premiums, but it has not been possible to obtain the figures. Adding a re-

sponsible production to the non-GM, as per the ProTerra standard, entails further costs. The pre-

mium of ProTerra segregated soy has increased from around 100 USD in 2019 to reach almost 400 

USD per tonne during 2021. These large premiums are expected to decrease relatively fast again as 

supply chain actors start to react to the high prices.   
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Appendix I 
Trade codes for soy, SITC5R4Y: 

8131 Oilcake and other residues resulting from the extraction of vegetable oils, whether or not in the form of 

soybean pellets 

9841 Soy Sauce 

22220 Soybeans 

42111 Crude soybean oil, also slime 

42119 Refined soybean oil and fractions hereof 

12081000 Soybean flour 

 

Trade codes for soy, SITC Rev. 4: 

8131 Oilcake & other solid residues of oil from soya beans 

2222 Soya beans 

 

 

Danish import of soy products, 

tonnes 

 

2015 

 

2016 

 

2017 

 

2018 

 

2019 

 

2020 

Soybean meals 1,749,433 1,626,629 1,603,566 1,707,169 1,515,974 1,667,959 

Soybean oil, crude 30,686 56,275 68,200 75,941 109,707 92,270 

Soybeans 7,914 6,333 12,524 16,873 38,655 25,560 

Soybean flour 1,503 4,279 2,488 4,024 7,497 6,405 

Soybean oil, refined 11,887 7,932 11,978 8,019 8,652 2,996 

Soy sauce 1,501 1,659 1,587 1,833 1,838 1,949 

Total import 1,802,924 1,703,106 1,700,343 1,813,858 1,682,323 1,797,139 

Total export 98,355 52,223 77,857 100,272 74,381 29,800 
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Appendix II 
There are currently 15 certification standards found to be compliant with the FEFAC Soy Sourcing Guidelines on ITC’s Standards Map tool. The table below 

describes a selection of these standards based on the information contained in Standards Map. The standards can be divided into i) corporate standards 

(ADM, AMAGGI ,Cargill and Cefetra) that are created by and for a single private company, often an integrated firm with firm crushing facilities and global 

trade; ii) independent standards (RTRS, ProTerra and The Sustainable Farming Assurance Programme) that are developed by multi-stakeholder platforms or 

(SFAP) by a service company; and iii) Europe Soya, which is a standard developed for the cultivation of European soy.  

Criteria of 
comparison:  

Certification- 
Standards: 

Number of criteria or 
score in each category 

Environment 
 Criterium: Forests 

Environment 
Criterium: Inputs 

Social 
Criterium: Human Rights and Local Com-
munities 

Corporate standards 
ADM Responsible 
Soybean Standard 
(corporate stand-
ard, company HQ in 
USA)   

Environment: 64 

Social: 64 

Management: 11 

Quality: 9 

Ethics: 4 

Assurance process scores 

(max 100): 

Accreditation: 8 

Assurance system: 25  

Conformity: 82 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 4 

a) Forestry: general principle: covered √
Immediate, Major
(The farmer complies with the legislation relevant 
for the expansion of soy production (e.g. land own-
ership, biodiversity legislation, forest legislation, 
land management policies). No soy is produced on 
land that is illegally converted after a certain cut-
off date mentioned in national legislation.  

b) Deforestation Prevention/Remediation:

covered √
Immediate, Major
(No production is allowed in areas with legal defor-
estation or legal conversion of natural ecosystems 
areas and native vegetation, natural forest, native 
grasslands, wetlands, swamps, peatlands, savan-
nas, steep slopes and riparian areas after March 1, 
2015.) 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 14 

a) List of prohibited chemicals: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(Agrochemicals listed in the Stockholm and Rotterdam 
Convention are not used)  

b) Integrated Pest Management IPM / ICM: covered √
Within 1 year, Minor
(Farmers make use of Integrated Crop Management 
technologies. This includes adequate and continuous 
monitoring of crop health, use of non-chemical and 
chemical control means, and measures to improve crop 
resilience.) 

c) Protection of non-target areas from agro-chemical

use: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(There is no application of pesticides within 30 meters 
(or more when prescribed in national legislation) of 
any populated area or water body and all necessary 
precautions are taken to avoid people entering into re-
cently sprayed areas.) 

d) Chemicals: selective & targeted application: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major
(All aerial application is preceded by advance notifica-
tion to residents within 500m of the planned applica-
tion. There is no aerial application of pesticides in WHO 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 12 

a) ILO 169: not covered × 

b) Access to historical, cultural, archaeological 
and spiritually sites: not covered × 

c) Supporting local communities economic de-
velopment: not covered × 

d) Hiring workers from local communities: not 
covered × 

e) Promotion/enhancement of education: cov-

ered √

Immediate, Major 
(Children under 15 (or higher age as estab-
lished in national law) do not carry out produc-
tive work. They may accompany their family to 
the field as long as they are not exposed to 
hazardous, unsafe or unhealthy situations and 
it does not interfere with their schooling.) 
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Class Ia, Ib or II within 500m of populated areas or wa-
ter bodies.) 

Amaggi Responsi-
ble Standard + De-
forestation and 
Conversion Free 
Module (DCF) 
(Corporate stand-
ard, company HQ in 
Brazil) 

Environment: 79 

Social: 109 

Management: 9 

Quality: 0 

Ethics: 6 

Assurance process scores 

(max 100): 

Accreditation: 42 

Assurance system: 43 

Conformity: 95 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 7 

a) Forestry: general principle: covered √
Immediate, Major
(Properties must meet the following criteria: Be De-
forestation and Conversion Free – DCF; Have as 
cut-off date for non-deforestation and non-conver-
sion: Amazon: July 2008; Other Brazilian Biomes: 
August 2020; Upon request, the company must be 
able to meet the demand for more restrictive cut 
dates. Moreover, production area is not in the list 
of areas deforested after 2008 within the Amazon 
biome of the Soy Moratorium.) 

On environmental Responsibility.27 

b) Deforestation Prevention/Remediation:

covered: √
Immediate, Major
(Agricultural production is not performed in areas 
illegally deforested, as provided by law, especially 
the Brazilian Forest Code. The property has a map 
that identifies the areas of existing native vegeta-
tion and has a plan to protect or recover areas pro-
vided by law. Biodiversity on the farm is preserved 
through proper management of the protection and 
/ or recovery of native areas, as to protect rare and 
threatened species and their habitats. Native vege-
tation areas around the water areas, hillsides, 
mountains or in other areas environmentally sensi-
tive should be maintained and/or recovered.) 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 16 

a) List of prohibited chemicals: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(Agrochemicals listed in the Stockholm and Rotterdam 
conventions are not used.) 

b) Integrated Pest Management IPM / ICM: covered √
Within 1 year, Minor
(An integrated management plan is developed in order 
to minimize the use of pesticides, monitor health of the 
crop, as well as of chemical and biological control 
measures, following good agricultural practices.) 

c) Protection of non-target areas from agro-chemical

use: covered √
Immediate, Major 
 (The ground application of pesticides is not carried out 
within 30 meters (or more when established by law) 
from water and populated areas, as well as all neces-
sary precautions are taken to avoid that people enter 
in newly applied areas.) 

d) Chemicals: selective & targeted application: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(The air application of pesticide is carried out in order 
to not have impacts on populated or water areas, hon-
oring the distance provided by law. Application of pes-
ticides classified by the OMS as Class Ia, Ib and II in a 
radius of 500m (or larger, as provided by law) in popu-
lated or water areas are not carried out.) 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 16 

a) ILO 169: covered √ 
Immediate, Deal-breaker
(The production area is not installed in the in-
digenous area. In case of resignation of tradi-
tional communities to land use for production, 
this can be properly verified and communities 
are compensated based on free, prior and in-
formed consent. Where a competent authority 
requires the producer to respond to a com-
plaint or complaint specifically, it will do so in a 
timely manner.) 

b) Access to historical, cultural, archaeological
and spiritually sites: not covered × 

c) Supporting local communities economic de-
velopment: not covered × 

d) Hiring workers from local communities: not
covered × 

e) Promotion/enhancement of education: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(Children and adolescents under 18 year of age 
do not engage in dangerous work, or any other 
work that may endanger their physical or men-
tal health, as well as their welfare. Children un-
der the age of 15 (or higher age established by 
the local law) do not perform any type of pro-
ductive work, and they must attend school reg-
ularly.) 

Cargill Triple S Soya 
Products 

Environment: 62 

Social: 68 

Management: 13 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 4 

a) Forestry: general principle: covered √

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 15 

a) List of prohibited chemicals: covered √

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 12 

a) ILO 169: not covered × 

27 Environmental Responsibility: Legal reserve areas, conservation areas or other preservation areas defined by law are protected or are under process of restoration to its original state, or 

compensation, or other measure. Areas that are in the restoration stage should not be degraded, respecting the reintroduction of wildlife. In cases of environmental compensation, the 

producer must ensure that the area meets the quality and permanence criterion, as provided by law.  
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(Corporate stand-
ard, company HQ in 
USA) 

Quality: 3 

Ethics: 5 

Assurance process scores 

(max 100): 

Accreditation: 0 

Assurance system: 39  

Conformity: 73 

Immediate, Deal-breaker 
(Description: same as in sub-criteria b) below) 

b) Deforestation Prevention/Remediation:

covered: √
Immediate, Deal-breaker 
(Land conversion or deforestation covered by Triple 
S soy: Cannot be produced on: 1) land with high bi-
odiversity value converted after January 2008; 2) 
land that had the status of natural highly bio-
diverse grassland in or after January 2008; 3) land 
that had the status of non-natural highly bio-
diverse grassland in or after January 2008; 4) land 
that had the status of high carbon stock in or after 
January 2008; 5) land that had the status of contin-
uously forested area in or after January 2008, re-
gardless of whether the land continues to have 
that status. And; 6) land that had the status of 
sparsely forested areas.) 

Immediate, Major 
(The use of agrochemicals listed in the Stockholm and 
Rotterdam Conventions are prohibited, with the excep-
tion of those chemicals currently being phased out in 
accordance with the terms of the relevant Govern-
ments ratification of those conventions.) 

b) Integrated Pest Management IPM / ICM: covered √
Within 1 year, Minor
(Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Wherever practi-
cal, the methods and techniques of IPM must be imple-
mented to reduce the application of pesticides.) 

c) Protection of non-target areas from agro-chemical

use: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(There must be records of the use of agrochemicals, …, 
and that there is no application of pesticides within 30 
meters (or more when as such prescribed in applicable 
legislation) of any populated area or water body and 
all necessary precautions are taken to avoid people en-
tering into recently sprayed areas.) 

d) Chemicals: selective & targeted application: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(All aerial applications must be preceded by advance 
notification to residents within 1km of the planned ap-
plication. There is no aerial application of pesticides in 
WHO Class 1a, 1b and 2 within 500 m (or more when 
as such prescribed in national legislation) of populated 
areas or water bodies.) 

b) Access to historical, cultural, archaeological
and spiritually sites: not covered × 

c) Supporting local communities economic de-
velopment: not covered × 

d) Hiring workers from local communities: not
covered × 

e) Promotion/enhancement of education: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(Compliance with national and state regula-
tions on worker welfare Participating farms 
must comply with all national and state regula-
tions relating to Worker Welfare, Child Labor, 
and working conditions that characterize 
Forced Labor or Slavery. Child Labor No chil-
dren below the age of 15 shall be employed ex-
cept: - On family farms and where this does not 
interfere with their educational and physical 
development. In such cases the workday, inclu-
sive of school and transport time, must not ex-
ceed 10 hours and only light work is allowable. 
The work carried out by young workers aged 
15-17 must not jeopardize their educational
and physical development.)

Cefetra Certified 
Responsible Soya 
Standard 
(Corporate stand-
ard, company HQ in 
Netherlands, part of 
German BayWa 
Company). 

Environment: 74 

Social: 75 

Management: 10 

Quality: 0 

Ethics: 8 

Assurance process scores 

(max 100): 

Accreditation: 44 

Assurance system: 63 

Conformity: 73 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 4 

a) Forestry: general principle: covered √
Immediate, Major
(Areas that are assigned as legal reserve, conserva-
tion area or otherwise protected by law have to be 
protected and recovered if any alteration has taken 
place. …  Soya with CRS-certificate is produced with 
respect for the environment and its social setting, 
on- and off-farm.) 

b) Deforestation Prevention/Remediation:

covered: √
Immediate, Major

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 18 

a) List of prohibited chemicals: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(No use of agrochemicals listed in the Stockholm and 
Rotterdam Conventions.) 

b) Integrated Pest Management IPM / ICM: covered √
Immediate
(An integrated crop management plan is implemented 
on the farm.) 

c) Protection of non-target areas from agro-chemical

use: covered √

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 16 

a) ILO 169: not covered × 

b) Access to historical, cultural, archaeological 
and spiritually sites: not covered × 

c) Supporting local communities economic de-

velopment: covered √

Immediate, Major 
(Employment opportunities are made known 
locally.) 
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(For land within the Amazon Biome (1): The farmer 
must respect the Soy Moratorium which states that 
no land can be converted into farmland after July 
24th 2006. For land outside the Amazon Biome (2): 
All land used by the farmer must be converted into 
farmland prior to May 2009. 
This standard is a zero conversion/ deforestation 
standard, …, and so other areas of natural vegeta-
tion (e.g. around water bodies (riparian vegetation 
and flood plains) and areas sensitive to erosion 
(steep slopes and hills) must be maintained or re-
stored. This is applicable when alteration took 
place after June 24th 2006 for land within the Am-
azon Biome (1) and after May 2009 for land out-
side the Amazon Biome (2). 
Areas that are assigned as legal reserve, conserva-
tion area or otherwise protected by law have to be 
protected and recovered if any alteration has taken 
place.) 

Immediate, Major 
(There is no application of pesticides within 30m of any 
populated areas or water bodies) 

d) Chemicals: selective & targeted application: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(All aerial application is preceded by advance notifica-
tion to residents within 500m of the planned applica-
tion. There is no aerial application of pesticides in WHO 
Class Ia, Ib and II within 500m of populated areas or 
water bodies.) 

d) Hiring workers from local communities: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(Employment opportunities are made known 
locally.) 

e) Promotion/enhancement of education: not
covered × 

Independent standard focusing on Europe 

Europe Soya 
(Created by the in-
ternational non-
profit organisation 
The Donau Soja As-
sociation, HQ in Vi-
enna) 

Environment: 83 

Social: 72 

Management: 3 

Quality: 0 

Ethics: 8 

Assurance process scores 

(max 100): 

Accreditation: 79 

Assurance system: 57 

Conformity: 73 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 4 

a) Forestry: general principle: covered √
Immediate, Major
(Description: same as in sub-criteria b) below) 

b) Deforestation Prevention/Remediation:

covered: √
Immediate, Major
(2.21 The farmer shall respect nature reserves 3 
and shall only use land dedicated to agricultural 
use no later than 1 January 2008.) 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 22 

a) List of prohibited chemicals: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(The use of agrochemicals listed in the Stockholm and 
Rotterdam Conventions shall be prohibited.) 

b) Integrated Pest Management IPM / ICM: covered √
Immediate, Major
(A plan for Integrated Crop Management is made and 
implemented which includes adequate and continuous 
monitoring of crop health, use of non-chemical and 
chemical control means and measures to improve crop 
resilience.) 

c) Protection of non-target areas from agro-chemical

use: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(There is no application of pesticides within 30 meters 
(or more if stated in national laws) of any populated 
area or water body and all necessary precautions are 
taken to avoid people entering into recently sprayed 
areas.) 

d) Chemicals: selective & targeted application: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 9 

a) ILO 169: covered √ 
Immediate, Major
(The farmer shall comply with the EU-wide and 
international labour and social standards (ILO 
conventions).) 

b) Access to historical, cultural, archaeological
and spiritually sites: not covered × 

c) Supporting local communities economic de-
velopment: not covered × 

d) Hiring workers from local communities: not
covered × 

e) Promotion/enhancement of education: cov-

ered √
Immediate
(The farmer shall comply with the EU-wide and 
international labour and social standards (ILO 
conventions).) 
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(Aerial application of pesticides (aerial spraying) shall 
be prohibited.) 

Independent standards with a global focus 

ProTerra Standard 
(Created by the Pro-
Terra Foundation, 
HQ in Bilthoven in 
the Netherlands) 

Environment: 93 

Social: 88 

Management: 17 

Quality: 7 

Ethics: 7 

Assurance process scores 

(max 100): 

Accreditation: 31 

Assurance system: 68 

Conformity: 66 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 4 

a) Forestry: general principle: covered √
Immediate, Deal-breaker 
(For certification under this Standard, areas of na-
tive vegetation cannot have been cleared or con-
verted into agricultural areas, or used for industrial 
or other commercial purposes, after 2008, in par-
ticular the following: Primary Forests (for instance, 
rainforests); Riparian Vegetation; Wetlands; 
Swamps; Floodplains; Steep slopes; High above-
ground carbon stocks, and Other as defined by the 
High Conservation Values Resource Network (HCV 
1 to 6).) 

b) Deforestation Prevention/Remediation:

covered √
Immediate, Deal-breaker 
(Certified organisations shall adhere to govern-
mental regulations and international conventions 
that pose additional limits on conversion of native 
vegetation to agricultural or other commercial pur-
poses.) 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 21 

a) List of prohibited chemicals: covered √
Immediate, Deal-breaker 
(Pesticides listed in the WHO classes la, lb lists, Rotter-
dam Convention and Stockholm Convention, as well as 
pesticides forbidden by local, national, and regional 
law, may not be used.) 

b) Integrated Pest Management IPM / ICM: covered √
Immediate, Deal-breaker
(Certified organisations shall adopt agricultural good 
practices and, where possible, adopt conservation sys-
tems such as Integrated Pest Management (IPM) and 
organic agricultural practices.) 

c) Protection of non-target areas from agro-chemical

use: covered √
Immediate, Deal-breaker 
(Certified organisations shall not engage in pesticide 
spraying over bodies of water, or over preserved, pro-
tected or residential areas, in compliance with re-
gional, national, and local regulations. Guidance: Pesti-
cides shall be sprayed as per local regulation require-
ments in terms of distance from populated areas and 
bodies of water. In the absence of such regulation, pes-
ticides shall not be sprayed within 100 meters of hu-
man populated areas, and within 50 meters of bodies 
of water.) 

d) Chemicals: selective & targeted application: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Deal-breaker 
(… bans Aerial spraying with pesticides.) 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 17 

a) ILO 169: not covered × 

b) Access to historical, cultural, archaeological 
and spiritually sites: not covered × 

c) Supporting local communities economic de-

velopment: covered √

Within 1 year, Major
(Certified organisations shall demonstrate sup-
port for local community development projects. 
Certified organisations shall contribute to the 
local economy by preferentially offering local 
businesses the opportunity to supply goods and 
services that meet the organisation’s specifica-
tions. Job opportunities shall be made available 
first to qualified members of the local commu-
nity.)  

d) Hiring workers from local communities: cov-

ered √
Within 1 year, Major
(Job opportunities shall be made available first 
to qualified members of the local community.) 

e) Promotion/enhancement of education: not
covered × 

RTRS - Round Table 
on Responsible Soy 
standard 
(Created by the 
non-profit organisa-
tio Round Table on 

Environment: 91 

Social: 87 

Management: 18 

Quality: 0 

Ethics: 5 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 6 

a) Forestry: general principle: covered √
Immediate, Major
The following areas have not been cleared or con-
verted from May 2009: a) Where RTRS maps are 
available: All areas included in Category 1 of the 
maps, and b) Where RTRS maps are not available 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 18 

a) List of prohibited chemicals: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(There is no use of agrochemicals listed in the Stock-
holm and Rotterdam Conventions.) 

Number of sub-criteria fulfilled: 20 

a) ILO 169: covered √
Immediate, Major
(Producers are required to respect the rights, 
customs and culture of indigenous peoples as 
defined in the United Nations Declaration on 
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Responsible Soy As-
sociation, HQ in Zur-
ich)  

Assurance process scores 

(max 100): 

Accreditation: 81 

Assurance system:100 

Conformity: 84 

the following 1) native forests, 2) riparian vegeta-
tion, 3) natural wetlands, 4) steep slopes, 5) areas 
designated by law to serve the purpose of native 
conservation and/or cultural and social protection.) 

b) Deforestation Prevention/Remediation:

covered √
Immediate, Major
(After 3rd June 2016, no conversion is allowed of 
any natural, native vegetation, steep slopes and in 
areas designated by law to serve the purpose of 
native conservation and/or cultural and social pro-
tection.) 

b) Integrated Pest Management IPM / ICM: covered √
Within 1 year, Minor
(A plan for ICM is documented and implemented which 
addresses the use of prevention, and biological and 
other non-chemical or selective chemical controls.)  

c) Protection of non-target areas from agro-chemical

use: covered √
Immediate, Major 
(There is no application of pesticides within 30m of any 
populated areas or water bodies.) 

d) Chemicals: selective & targeted application: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(There is no aerial application of pesticides in WHO 
Class Ia, Ib and II within 500m of populated areas or 
water bodies. All aerial application is preceded by ad-
vance notification to residents within 500m of the 
planned application.)  

the Rights of indigenous Peoples (2007) and 
ILO Conventions 169 (1989).) 

b) Access to historical, cultural, archaeological

and spiritually sites: covered √
Immediate, Major
(Sites of special cultural, ecological, economic 
or religious significance and resources funda-
mental for satisfying the basic necessities of lo-
cal communities and indigenous people (for 
livelihoods, health, nutrition, water, etc.) shall 
be clearly identified in cooperation with such 
people, and recognized and protected by farm 
managers.) 

c) Supporting local communities economic de-

velopment: covered √
Within 1 year, Minor
(Fair opportunities for employment and provi-
sion of goods and services are given to the local 
population, irrespective of gender and race. 
Employment opportunities are made known lo-
cally. Whenever possible, there is collaboration 
with training programs and local population.) 

d) Hiring workers from local communities: cov-

ered √
Within 1 year, Minor
(Fair opportunities for employment and provi-
sion of goods and services are given to the local 
population, irrespective of gender and race.) 

e) Promotion/enhancement of education: cov-

ered √
Immediate, Major 
(Children under 15 (or higher age as estab-
lished in national law) do not carry out produc-
tive work. They may accompany their family to 
the field as long as they are not exposed to 
hazardous, unsafe or unhealthy situations and 
it does not interfere with their schooling.) 
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