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1. Introduction 

 

In this report, we analyse the opportunities and gaps for achieving full traceability of palm oil, cocoa, 
soy, and cattle products linked to the EU market and the role and impact of each stakeholders’ 
operations within these supply chains. It includes suggestions on feasible options to achieve full 
traceability and the changes required to implement these options, by whom, and the potential 
consequences, including potential negative impacts on smallholders.  

Article 9 ‘Information requirements’ of the proposed EU deforestation regulation is one of the key 
sections on traceability requirements. The draft text of the EU deforestation regulation launched in 
November 2021 implies that companies must, apart from demonstrating from which plots the 
purchased commodities originate (including geo-localisation coordinates), also obtain the names 
and contact details of any business or person from whom they have been supplied.  

At this moment the proposal is being discussed further in the European Parliament and the Council 
(EU Member States), who will decide on its final form. Already several amendments have been 
proposed by rapporteur Christophe Hansen, based on the inputs from at least 70 entities (e.g. CSOs, 
research institutes, commodity companies etc). A key proposed amendment linked to the above 
traceability requirement is the proposed change of text from ‘including geo-location coordinates of 
relevant plots of land’ to ‘including geo-location coordinates of relevant production areas’, wherein 
production areas refer to an ‘area of land delineated for traceability and monitoring purposes, 
including a plot of land, farm, plantation, cooperative or village’ (e.g., pages 15, 30, 38, 39). Other 
relevant passages, linked to the traceability opportunities and gaps described in this chapter, that 
have been proposed by the rapporteur are: 

• ‘Special attention needs to be paid to the challenges that smallholders will face with the 
implementation of this Regulation’ and that ‘operators buying from smallholders provide timely 
financial and technical support to help smallholders meet the new Union market access 
requirements’ (p. 10). 

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/publications/proposal-regulation-deforestation-free-products_en
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/ENVI-PR-729953_EN.pdf
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• The Commission ‘should also examine how land rights can be integrated into monitoring under 
the EU Observatory’ (p.11). 

• Only non-commercially sensitive data should be accessible for a wider public [as opposed to all 
data, eds.] (p.19). 

• The proposed text now refers to the existence of ‘national data protection rules which prohibit 
the transmission of such data’ [allowing for connecting to the plot of land where commodities 
have been produced, eds.] (p. 41). 

• To ensure that smallholders do not “lose a crucial source of income, operators shall only 
disengage from suppliers as a means of last resort after attempts at measures of risk mitigation 
as referred to in Articles 10 and 28 have repeatedly failed.’ (p.42). 

• Instead of 12 months after the enforcement of the Regulation, the setting up of segregated 
supply chains is now proposed to have a 24-month period to become compliant (p.62). 

Finally, relevant for this assignment, is that the rapporteur noted that the Commission ‘should 
analyse the different supply chains and establish rules on due diligence requirements, traceability 
tools and liability rules for the different supply chains covered by this regulation. These guidelines 
should also take into consideration the specific nature of commodities.’ In this report, 
Aidenvironment responds to this need, by outlining specific traceability challenges for the supply 
chains of cocoa, palm oil, soy, and cattle. At the time of writing this publication, Aidenvironment 
cannot be knowledgeable about the final outcomes of the proposed changes, therefore, we will 
assess traceability gaps and opportunities along the original EU deforestation regulation text.  

 

2. Traceability Gaps - Cocoa supply chain 

 

In this section, we will analyse the gaps and challenges for the full traceability of cocoa products 
linked to the EU market and the role and impact of each stakeholders’ operations within this supply 
chain. It includes suggestions on feasible options to achieve full traceability and the changes 
required to implement these options, by whom, and the potential consequences, including potential 
negative impacts on smallholders. 

Much of the insights are based on two recent studies by Nitidae and the European Forest Institute 
(EFI) on sustainability initiatives and particularly the study on traceability and transparency issues in 
cocoa supply chains in Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana. Also, an IDH study of 2021 and a Trase cocoa 
analysis of 2021 proved valuable. To complement, Aidenvironment conducted an interview with an 
EFI representative on 25 March 2022. We distilled the following opportunities and gaps for achieving 
full cocoa supply chain traceability from these studies and the interview: 

Opportunities for traceability of cocoa (information largely applies to Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana1) 

• Generally, the cocoa supply chain is relatively well organised and better regulated than other 
supply chains in West Africa. Overall, farmers in Côte d’Ivoire are better organised than 
Ghanaian cocoa farmers, in terms of connections to cocoa purchasers/traders (e.g., in Ghana the 
relationships between farmers and purchasing clerks is less strong).  

 
1 This also demonstrates one of the issues with the EU deforestation regulation and the need for sector and country 

specific guidance, since for instance traceability issues are much better reported for Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana, but less in 
other cocoa producing countries. While Ghana was not included in our analysis of Step 1 as a priority forest-risk country 
(since it had no net forest loss reported between 2010-2020), the country is a large exporter of cocoa shells. Moreover, it 
has considerable forest cover (7,986 thousand ha). 

https://www.nitidae.org/files/766babc9/sustainability_initiatives_in_ivorian_and_ghanaian_cocoa_supply_chains_benchmarking_and_analysis.pdf
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/uploaded/2021/04/Cocoa-Traceability-Study_Highres.pdf
https://insights.trase.earth/insights/chocolate-companies-face-deforestation-risks-from-unknown-cocoa-supplies/?utm_source=Trase&utm_campaign=1fff0dd70a-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2022_01_10_04_19&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_45ddd61bbd-1fff0dd70a-95110579
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• An estimated 22.8 percent of the world’s cocoa fields is certified under any of the cocoa-linked 
certification schemes (UTZ-Rainforest Alliance, Fairtrade, Organic). Many sustainability 
standards and schemes have traceability requirements. For instance, Rainforest Alliance (RA) 
collects socio-economic data on farmers and geolocates them. Disadvantages are that these 
schemes are still voluntary and that they often require mass balance only which refers to 
certified cocoa blended with untraceable, conventional cocoa at some point in the supply chain. 
An exception is the European Organic Standard which requires identity preserved procurement 
of cocoa, which means that the cocoa can be traced back to certified supply bases. 

• Full traceability from farm level to first purchase point is one of the commitments of the Cocoa 
& Forests Initiative (CFI) launched in November 2017, aiming to end deforestation and restore 
forest areas. The initiative is signed by the governments of Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana and 35 
leading cocoa and chocolate companies. Sprouting from the CFI, a Roadmap to Deforestation-
free Cocoa in Cameroon was agreed in 2021, which aims for the traceability of 100 percent of 
the cocoa supply from farm gate via warehouse to the port of exit by the end of 2025. 

• Three main cocoa producing countries with most cocoa exports to Europe, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, 
and Cameroon, are improving their national traceability systems. Most advanced in mapping 
origin plots of cocoa suppliers is Côte d’Ivoire, where the Coffee-Cocoa Board (‘Conseil du Café 
et du Cacao’ or CCC) initiated a national census of cocoa farmers in April 2019, including 
georeferencing of all cocoa farm plots. CCC’s aim is to set up an identification system of cocoa 
farmers, with a unique identification number for each farmer and full traceability from plot to 
port. This registration will be required for cocoa farmers to continue the sale of their produce. In 
April 2022, 3.2 million hectares, and an estimated 993,031 producers had been georeferenced. 
Estimates in Côte d’Ivoire point to between 800,000 and 1.3 million farming households involved 
in cocoa production with a projected 8 million people living off the crop. The first formal ‘ID 
cards’ with a unique identification number for each cocoa farmer (with QR code) have been 
handed over to cocoa farmers, and the government is currently piloting the system before 
nationwide roll out. Ghana’s Cocoa Board (COCOBOD) is currently developing a Cocoa 
Management System (CMS), that will provide origin transparency from farm level. One of the 
key features of the system is its ability to collect farm data in near real time with a spatial 
dimension (polygon mapping). Also in Cameroon, a system is envisioned that will enable a 
national farmer database with plot registration (geo-referencing).  

• Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana are jointly developing a regional sustainable cocoa standard, covering 
the entire volume of cocoa in the supply chains in these countries, that, in addition to quality 
criteria, will contain sustainability and traceability requirements. This is in response to the ISO 
34101 ‘sustainable and traceable cocoa standard’ that was initiated by the European Committee 
for Standardization in 2011 and that was published in 2019. Both countries have decided to not 
embrace the European ISO standard, and instead develop a West African ISO standard that 
better reflects the interests of the producing countries. 

• Finally, also almost all cocoa exporting companies have implemented their own traceability and 
certification programmes, often till the level of the cooperative. CFI members have reported 
that in Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire respectively 82 percent and 74 percent of direct cocoa sourcing 
(from cocoa farmer cooperatives) is traceable. But indirect sourcing, till the level of the 
individual smallholder cocoa farmers, remains a black box (see next gaps section). 

• Nevertheless, a ‘radius’ or ‘risk zone’ approach for the identification of indirect suppliers is 
possible. A cocoa consultant stated that the average distance a cocoa bean travels before it 
reaches a cooperative is in the range of 25-46 km, allowing for the creation of a potential 
deforestation ‘risk zone’ around a cocoa cooperative. See cocoa case study for more details.  

https://www.nitidae.org/files/766babc9/sustainability_initiatives_in_ivorian_and_ghanaian_cocoa_supply_chains_benchmarking_and_analysis.pdf
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/initiative/roadmap-cameroon/
http://www.conseilcafecacao.ci/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=1178:le-conseil-du-cafe-cacao-procede-a-la-distribution-de-la-carte-du-producteur-de-cafe-cacao&Itemid=18
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1470160X21005288
http://www.conseilcafecacao.ci/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=1178:le-conseil-du-cafe-cacao-procede-a-la-distribution-de-la-carte-du-producteur-de-cafe-cacao&Itemid=18
https://www.worldcocoafoundation.org/press-release/cocoa-forests-initiative-reports-progress-despite-challenging-year/
https://insights.trase.earth/insights/chocolate-companies-face-deforestation-risks-from-unknown-cocoa-supplies/?utm_source=Trase&utm_campaign=1fff0dd70a-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2022_01_10_04_19&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_45ddd61bbd-1fff0dd70a-95110579
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• According to the rapporteur on the EU deforestation draft law, the ‘setting up of a credible 
traceability system can empower smallholder farmers as it can avoid the non-payment of 
promised sustainability premiums, allow for electronic payments to producers by using the 
national traceability system thus combatting fraud and enable local authorities to collect 
knowledge on the number of producer plots and control the number of farmers’.’ 

 

Gaps in achieving full supply chain traceability (largely applies to Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana) 

Aidenvironment has used multiples sources to document the challenges in the implementation of a 
producer-level traceability system in Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana. The following Figure 1 from Nitidae 
and EFI provides a good summary: 

 

Figure 1. Challenges in achieving full supply chain traceability in Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana 

Source: Nitidae, in Nitidae and EFI, Traceability and transparency of cocoa supply chains in Côte d’Ivoire and 
Ghana, 2021. 

 

Farmer and cooperative level traceability issues 

• Cocoa farmers often have multiple plots. It is likely that farmers will circumvent traceability 
schemes by only reporting on (geolocated) farms/plots that have no deforestation but will 
continue to produce cocoa on other, recently deforested plots. This is possible since currently 
cocoa companies only map one cocoa plot per farmer. Many cocoa farmers have several plots 
(e.g., one third of the farmers in Côte d’Ivoire), with trees of different age. They can exaggerate 
production coming from oldest plots that are already long ago deforested. 

• Unclear land tenure arrangements or land-use rights make it challenging to link one plot to one 
single owner. In cocoa farms, sharecropping and sub-renting of land, for instance between 
landowner and farmer, are common. Many cocoa plots are not managed by the landowner but 
by a sharecropper, often a former migrant worker. Cocoa from a single plot can therefore be 
produced and sold by several people.  

• Identification and registration of farmers is tricky. Lack of identity documents, inconsistencies, 
or errors in existing identity documents of the same person, illiteracy, and the existence of 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/ENVI-PR-729953_EN.pdf
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932
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similar names (within villages or communities it is common for people to have the same names, 
e.g., linked to the day of birth) make it challenging to clearly identify and trace individuals. 
Moreover, it raises the question on how the national traceability systems will register farmers 
that have no (reliable) identity cards.  

• Post-harvest and downstream mixing. Cocoa beans are often mixed post-harvest and at the 
cooperative, local trader, wholesaler, exporter, or processor level. This often serves the goal of 
achieving a certain desired quality (mix). “Cleaning, sorting and/or re-bagging are steps during 
which bean mixing helps homogenise or improve quality, compensate weight losses, and 
segregate distinct qualities. Such mixing to provide a standardised product is central to the 
cocoa trade”. 

• Spatial distribution of cocoa farms requires high level of organisation. One major gap in 
traceability efforts is between cocoa farms and purchase clerks. It will be challenging and 
resource intensive for cocoa purchase clerks to collect, map, and digitalize (georeferenced) 
producer data due to the spatial distribution of cocoa farms in Ghana. Especially since lots of 
data is still recorded on paper in distributed books. “Digitising such large quantities of data, 
while changing people’s habits and ensuring that bureaucratic hurdles are overcome, is a 
daunting and time-consuming” task which deters many stakeholders from adopting digital 
traceability tools. 

• Also, economies of scale are lacking. Since cocoa smallholders only produce small quantities, 
“there are no cases where batches can be traced back to a single farmer, as very few could 
produce a big enough batch”. The current traceability schemes trace the batches back to a ‘list 
of farmers. 

• Long-term, loyal supplier-buyer relationships are often scarce. Living up contracts is challenging 
for poor smallholder farmers, often in need of immediate cash, with prices agreed long-time ago 
and many middlemen in the market that offer higher prices than those agreed in the contract. 
Suppliers may be unable to respect their contractual commitments due to “significant market-
price fluctuations between major and minor cocoa trading seasons, yield variability by region, 
quality issues, timing of delivery or funding.” This may force cocoa exporters to quickly engage 
with new (opportunistic) suppliers whose origin they have little or no information about. Often 
farmers deliver their produce to multiple buyers as they cannot deliver all produce at a 
premium price to one buyer (cooperative). Also, farmers wish to take advantage of premium 
payments and social services, so they tend to try to access these benefits through membership 
of multiple cooperatives. This results in many double registrations (e.g., similar plots are double 
counted in cocoa exporter registries through different cooperatives).  

 

Cocoa trader/exporter level traceability issues 

• There is no standardized traceability system. Producing countries are developing their own 
standards, as well as the EU, several certification schemes, and the private sector companies 
have their own sustainability programs including traceability. It is unclear how all these systems 
relate. Will private companies continue to use their own traceability systems once the national 
traceability systems become operational? Who will pay for it?  

• Company-led traceability systems focus only on their direct supply chain with limited attention 
paid to traceability in their indirect supply chain. As a result, the indirect supply chain remains a 
black box. Based on publicly available data, less than 44 percent of cocoa beans exported from 
Cote d’Ivoire can be traced back to a cooperative. Let alone tracing back till the level of the 
farmer. 

https://www.nitidae.org/files/766babc9/sustainability_initiatives_in_ivorian_and_ghanaian_cocoa_supply_chains_benchmarking_and_analysis.pdf
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/uploaded/2021/04/Cocoa-Traceability-Study_Highres.pdf
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932
https://insights.trase.earth/insights/chocolate-companies-face-deforestation-risks-from-unknown-cocoa-supplies/?utm_source=Trase&utm_campaign=1fff0dd70a-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2022_01_10_04_19&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_45ddd61bbd-1fff0dd70a-95110579
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• There is not one (national) cocoa supply chain. Even if one would simplify it into a ‘cooperative 
supply chain’ or an ‘independent trader supply chain,’ there are still many cross-linkages 
between both supply chains that happen to be interdependent (see Figure 2 below, 
representing Ivorian and Ghanaian cocoa supply chains).  

 

Figure 2. Schematic representation of Ivorian (on top) and Ghanaian (bottom) cocoa supply chains 

Côte d’Ivoire cocoa supply chain 

 

Ghana cocoa supply chain 

 

Source: Nitidae, in Nitidae and EFI, Traceability and transparency of cocoa supply chains in Côte d’Ivoire and 
Ghana, 2021. Notes: The Ivorian supply chain data has estimated shares of 2019/2020. The Ghanaian supply 
chain data is derived from Cocobod and LBC data.  

https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932
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• Diversity of clients and final consumers, not always interested in sustainably produced cocoa. 
Different clients and customers buying cocoa products have different preferences, for instance 
the cheapest product, the best quality, the best traceability/sustainability. In response, traders 
and chocolate manufacturers tend to diversify their offer, combining sustainability approaches 
with more “opportunistic/aggressive procurement approaches”. Cocoa companies perceived 
that many consumers are not interested in sustainability information and are unwilling to pay a 
higher price for more sustainable cocoa products.  

 

Traceability issues at the level of detection/monitoring 

• How can on be sure to accurately map cocoa farms? The current national land use map in Côte 
d’Ivoire for instance is based on the year 2019 (see Figure 3 below), and there are no concrete 
plans to have it updated in 2022. This will also trigger an attribution issue; how can one be sure 
that detected deforestation is linked to cocoa production and not to other commodities? There 
is also a political side to it, with governments saying that deforestation is for instance not cocoa-
related but linked to illegal gold digging.  

 

Figure 3. Land use map Côte d’Ivoire. In pink cocoa areas.  

Source: IMAGES Cocoa map of Vivid Economics and RSAC, accessed in April 2022. 

 

• Detection of deforestation in cocoa producing countries may be limited by accessibility, 
accuracy, frequency, and disruptions. While deforestation can be globally detected by using for 
instance Global Forest Watch (GFW) deforestation alerts (GLAD alerts), not all development 
countries also have national monitoring systems. In the cocoa sector, Côte d’Ivoire is the 
exception, where Vivid Economics and RSAC monitor deforestation through the IMAGES 
platform. However, IMAGES is only accessible upon request. Quality of the data is linked to the 

https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/uploaded/2021/04/Cocoa-Traceability-Study_Highres.pdf
https://images-cdi.vivid-earth.com/login
https://images-cdi.vivid-earth.com/login
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deforestation detection method and resolution. For IMAGES, the detection method is based on 
density and height of forest cover (like GFW), which is a less accurate detection method 
compared to notably Brazil’s national detection alert system (DETER). The latter is based on light 
reflection techniques (bands of light). Also, lower resolutions may increase the degree of errors 
in the identification of and distinction between deforestation or harvesting. Also, the frequency 
of updating of monitoring databases and having recent data (e.g., IMAGES uses land use map of 
2019) may vary per cocoa producing country, and monitoring platforms may be suddenly 
disrupted (e.g., when funds end).  

 

Potential implications for smallholder producers from the EU traceability requirement (mainly based 
on NGO concerns) 

• NGOs have expressed concerns that if the EU traceability requirements are implemented as 
formulated now, cocoa purchasers may only buy from large-scale producers that can comply 
with stringent traceability criteria (and therefore exclude smaller producers). Only a handful of 
large farms (over 10 ha) sell directly to the local cooperative or to a wholesaler. Otherwise, most 
cocoa farmers sell their beans to small local traders and cooperatives. But there is also a counter 
argument. Since smallholders with less than 2 ha cover 80 percent of the supply chain, cocoa 
purchasers are likely too dependent on the smallholders’ supply base to exclude them. 

• Moreover, stricter traceability criteria may encourage fraud. It will likely increase farmers’ and 
companies’ creativity to circumvent traceability schemes (e.g., farmers only reporting on 
deforestation-free plots).  

• With the implementation of the EU traceability requirement, it remains unclear what will 
happen to cocoa producers that currently have their farms in protected areas (around 25-30 
percent). The reality in Cote d’Ivoire is that of a large concentration of farmer plots in protected 
areas, which is particularly high in several classified forests that were (re)categorised as 
‘agroforests’ during the 2019 forest, but also in national parks. Earlier research of 
Aidenvironment, also pointed to declassification of forests in Côte d’Ivoire. The question is what 
will be the status of these producers that are already settled in protected areas? Cocoa 
production in the reserves remains illegal while the land is already deforested. Will these non-
compliant cocoa farmers therefore be blacklisted, and if yes, will they remain on the blacklist 
indefinitely? Will someone support them to relocate their farms outside the protected areas? 

• Is there going to be a threshold for deforestation? Will there be a threshold for cocoa-related 
deforestation that is going to be acceptable under the EU deforestation regulation? For instance, 
smallholder-linked deforestation for livelihood security (e.g., for cooking and heating, for selling 
timber products as an alternative source of income)? 

• The proliferation of different traceability systems and standards (private, certification schemes, 
national traceability efforts) has led to an increased burden of reporting for farmers and 
cooperatives. 

• NGOs also expressed concerns on who will bear the costs for the need of extra facilities to 
enable segregated produce (e.g., separate warehouses, distinct transportation means), with 
fears that the costs might be passed on to the producers’ side. Who will be in charge for putting 
in all required information into a traceability system? How will it be accurate? Will the costs of 
these additional measures required under the EU law be charged on farmers and their 
cooperatives?   

https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932/
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932/
https://www.euredd.efi.int/documents/15552/431687/Traceability+and+transparency+of+cocoa+supply+chains+in+Côte+d’Ivoire+and+Ghana/f291580b-0c30-ea52-939e-5000b025a932/
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/thematic-areas/wdpa?tab=WDPA
https://www.mightyearth.org/wp-content/uploads/Final_RR-Special-Report-on-Cocoa_English-Version_January-2020.pdf
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3. Traceability Gaps – Palm oil supply chain 

 

In this section, we analyse the gaps and challenges for the full traceability of palm oil products linked 
to the EU market and the role and impact of each stakeholders’ operations within this supply chain. 
It includes suggestions on feasible options to achieve full traceability and the changes required to 
implement these options, by whom, and the potential consequences, including potential negative 
impacts on smallholders.  

Aidenvironment conducted interviews with its own staff in Asia working on palm oil, as well as with 
the NGO Solidaridad (working mainly with smallholders), and an RSPO staff member. Moreover, 
desk research of numerous publications including an industry response of Coceral, Fediol, and Fefac; 
RSPO, WRI Indonesia, Chain Reaction Research, and a public statement of Indonesian CSOs informed 
this section on opportunities and gaps for achieving full palm oil supply chain traceability. 

 

Opportunities for traceability of palm oil (information largely applies to Indonesia and Malaysia)2: 

• Generally, the palm oil industry is farther ahead in implementing supply chain deforestation 
commitments, traceability, disclosure, and remediation standards, for instance compared to the 
soy and cattle sectors. The so called No Deforestation, No Peat, and No Exploitation (NDPE) 
commitments are endorsed by all key traders of palm oil to Europe (see Section 1 of this 
research on who these traders are). Estimations of 2020 point to 83 percent NDPE coverage by 
palm oil refineries. Most palm oil traders and Fast-Moving Consumer Good (FMCG) companies 
publicly publish on all their supplying pam oil mills (including parent name, address, and location 
coordinates), in other words, traceability to mill (TTM) level is possible and is already largely 
implemented. Also, under NDPE commitments, palm oil companies should immediately suspend 
supplying mills from their supply chains when they were found to be linked to deforestation or 
illegal fires.  

• An estimated 21 percent of the palm oil produced globally is certified by the RSPO as being 
produced under sustainability standards, including traceability requirements. With destination 
Europe, these percentages are higher. For instance, in 2019, IDH estimated that 86 percent of 
European palm oil imports are certified sustainable (mass balance and segregated imports), 
including physical certified palm oil flows as well as RSPO credits. Next to RSPO, Indonesia and 
Malaysia have also developed their own certification standards, ISPO and MSPO respectively. 
Mandatory RSPO documents (ACOP reports; example Wilmar 2020 report) give insight in the 
proportion of certified palm oil and palm kernel oil of each of the key palm oil companies (sold 
as conventional, mass balance, segregated, or identity preserved), the total area controlled by 
the company’s own plantations, the area under scheme smallholders, the locations of estates 
(till province level), as well as volumes sold to destination counties/regions. 

• Concession boundaries can be assessed for key companies. Aidenvironment uses several 
sources to identify oil palm plantation concession boundaries. For instance, RSPO member 
companies are required (Resolution 6g; 2013) to share their concession boundaries, on both 
RSPO certified and non-certified concessions in Malaysia and Indonesia. These concession 
polygons submitted by palm oil companies can be assessed (and downloaded) on GeoRSPO3. 

 
2 This also demonstrates one of the issues with the EU deforestation regulation and the need for sector and country 
specific guidance, since for instance traceability issues in palm oil are much better reported for Indonesia and Malaysia, but 
less in other palm oil producing countries. 
3 Maps published on GeoRSPO cover all RSPO concessions around the world including Brazil, Cambodia, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Ivory Coast, Liberia, Madagascar, 
Malaysia, Mexico, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Togo. 

https://www.fediol.eu/data/21ENV387%20Position%20on%20deforestation%20free%20supply%20chains%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/who-pays-price-europes-clean-conscience-ruben-brunsveld/?trackingId=QTdXTjzLTvmZnY1PP9iwgQ%3D%3D
https://wri-indonesia.org/en/blog/achieving-palm-oil-traceability-indonesia’s-complex-supply-chain
https://chainreactionresearch.com/
https://elsam.or.id/sikap-bersama-cso-indonesia-mengenai-proposal-regulasi-uji-tuntas-uni-eropa/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/report/ndpe-policies-cover-83-of-palm-oil-refineries-implementation-at-75/
https://rspo.org/about/goodbadpalmoil
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/uploaded/2020/09/Sustainable-Palm-Oil-for-Europe-in-2019-EPOA-IDH.pdf
https://rspo.org/rspo-credits
https://rspo.org/members/88
https://www.rspo.org/file/resolutions/GA10-Resolution6g.pdf
https://rspo.org/members/georspo
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Based on these maps, its seems that several key palm oil companies, especially in Indonesia and 
Malaysia, submit their concession boundaries. RSPO states that ‘the Malaysian and Indonesian 
governments have confirmed that there are no legal constraints preventing RSPO from 
publishing its members' concession maps’. While the Indonesian Government says to be 
unauthorised to share such information, ‘companies who provide consent, are free to share 
concession maps with other parties, for their own benefit.’ This latter statement is an important 
counter argument to the industry letter that states that in Indonesia and Malaysia it is expressly 
forbidden ‘for all parties’ to publish and share concession maps (p. 12). Other sources of 
concession boundaries are (reliability differs per platform): eLASIS (only for Sarawak), NPP public 
notifications, some palm oil companies disclose concessions maps on their website, MSPO 
summary reports often contain concession boundaries.  

• Palm oil companies can already fully monitor traceability on their own plantations (referred to 
as ‘Inti’) and on their plasma plantations (contracted smallholder farmers’ plantations). 
Moreover, palm oil companies can support plasma (also referred to as ‘scheme’) smallholders 
with implementing traceability requirements (in contrast to independent smallholders who lack 
contracts to a particular mill or company). The so-called plasma farms were made mandatory in 
2007 to ensure rural communities benefited from the large plantations near them, including 
through training, input supplies, guaranteed market, and eventual title to the land. RSPO 2022 
data points to the existence of 126,668 certified scheme smallholders and 21,990 certified 
independent smallholders. The total of 148,658 certified smallholders represents about 5.5 
percent out of the 2.67 million smallholders estimated to be producing palm oil in Indonesia.  

• Smallholder registration in progress. Indonesia already has a regulation (Minister of 
Agriculture’s Regulation No. 98/Permentan/OT.140/9/2013) for smallholder farmers to register 
their plantation through the Cultivation Registration Permit/ Surat Tanda Daftar Budi Daya (STD-
B). Since STD-B contains the identity of the farmers and the location of the plantation, it can be 
used to trace the origin of fresh fruit bunches (FFBs) of palm oil, provided that the actors record 
the data regularly. STD-B is already an ISPO requirement and is intended for smallholders with 
less than 25 ha of land. The processing is free of charge for smallholders.  

• Traceability to plantation (TTP) private initiatives are underway. Palm oil company Golden Agri-
Resources (GAR) is a frontrunner company working towards full traceability to the level of the 
plantation (next to traceability to mill). By the end of 2020, the company claims to have achieved 
90 percent full TTP for its palm supply chain. The company includes intermediaries and 
independent smallholders in this process. If GAR can achieve full supply chain traceability, 
industry claims that this is impossible may prove incorrect. Another example is Unilever who 
started piloting blockchain technology (GreenToken by SAP) to strengthen traceability of the 
‘first mile’ in the palm oil supply chain.4 Moreover, private initiatives exist that have started 
mapping of smallholders in Indonesia. One example is the Transform Platform. In March 2022 its 
initiator, EQ, had 7,314,335 hectares of smallholders’ land mapped with 4,587,791.49 hectares 
categorized as registered smallholders. EQ makes use of the availability of cadastre data. There 
are therefore possibilities to overlay oil palm area with cadastre data including land parcels. 
Combined with data on companies' palm oil concessions allows for the identification of 
smallholder oil palm plantations. There are also restrictions to this cadastre data, see gaps 
section below.  

• Linked to its limited shelf life, fresh palm fruits need to be transported to the mills within 24 
hours after collection (FFBs are picked every 10-12 days). This allows for a ‘radius monitoring 
approach’, since it is estimated by palm oil companies that mills can only source from 
plantations within a 50 km radius around the mills due to this perishability (though this may vary 

 
4 Aidenvironment contacted Unilever to learn more about this since it remains vague how these ‘tokens’ would work in 

practice; however, they have not responded.  

https://rspo.org/members/georspo
https://www.rspo.org/news-and-events/news/rspo-gets-green-light-to-publish-all-oil-palm-members-concession-maps
https://www.rspo.org/news-and-events/announcements/rspo-update-on-legality-of-emaps-publication-in-indonesia
https://www.fediol.eu/data/21ENV387%20Position%20on%20deforestation%20free%20supply%20chains%20FINAL.pdf
https://rspo.org/certification/new-planting-procedure/public-consultations
https://rspo.org/smallholders
https://wri-indonesia.org/en/blog/achieving-palm-oil-traceability-indonesia’s-complex-supply-chain
https://sposindonesia.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Information-Brief_-Datacollection-Mapping-and-STDB-Issuance.pdf
http://foksbi.id/en/news/read/05-30-2021-experiences-sharing-to-accelerate-std-b-issuance
https://www.goldenagri.com.sg/sustainability/responsible-sourcing/palm-supply-chain-traceability-and-transformation/
https://www.foodnavigator-usa.com/Article/2022/03/24/unilever-pilots-sap-blockchain-tech-for-deforestation-free-palm-oil-this-will-be-transformational-for-smallholder-inclusion?utm_source=newsletter_daily&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=25-Mar-2022&cid=DM998672&bid=1886834376
https://www.green-token.io/
https://transform-platform.org/smallholder
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depending on available infrastructure, such as road density and quality). This implies that 
satellite deforestation and fire monitoring in the area immediately surrounding a mill can reveal 
useful information about (smallholder) plantations that fall within its sourcing area. 

• While also providing a leakage risk (see in ‘gaps section’ below), the existence of a large 
Indonesian domestic biofuel market will likely provide independent smallholders with an 
alternative market if the EU import traceability requirements would eventually exclude them 
from the EU market. Indonesia’s government mandated that biodiesel sold in the country should 
be mixed with 30 percent of palm-based biodiesel (B30) to cut its energy imports, meet green 
energy targets, and increase the consumption of palm oil - the feedstock to the fuel. The 
Indonesian government is ultimately targeting a 100 percent biodiesel (B100) market. There is 
currently no domestic sustainability (or traceability) standard for biodiesel, providing a potential 
alternative market for smallholder producers who may not be eligible under new sustainability 
and traceability EU import requirements. For several Latin America countries exporting palm oil 
to the EU (e.g., Honduras, Guatemala) there may be less alternative (or leakage) palm oil supply 
markets.  

 

Gaps in achieving full supply chain traceability of palm oil 

Gaps at the level of palm oil industry commitments 

• Industry (voluntary) commitments are not enough to halt deforestation. Despite endorsement 
of NDPE commitments, it remains a voluntary commitment (as opposed to the legal EU 
regulation5). Not all oil palm growers have adopted NDPE policies (e.g., see list of top-10 
deforesters for oil palm in South East Asia); not all NDPE compliant oil palm growers publicly 
disclose their mill lists (e.g. Socfin). Because of weak implementation, effective NDPE coverage 
of palm oil refining capacity is estimated at 78 percent in 2020 (while on paper NDPE coverage 
was 83 percent in that year). Also, while in principle under NDPE commitments palm oil 
companies should immediately suspend non-compliant supplying mills, in practice this does not 
always happen. Suspension is really seen as a last resort. Moreover, reality is that there are 
several palm oil companies that continue to be linked to deforestation, despite NDPE 
commitments. Others have moved into ‘leakage markets’, such as Jhonlin Group who turned to 
the Indonesian domestic biofuel market. These points counterargue some of the points and 
assumptions made in the industry response, particularly on page 12 (‘all palm supply into Europe 
is already subject to such [NDPE] policy’; traceability to mill is already fully implemented’); page 
14 (‘operators publish all the mills….– already done’; ‘supplier engagement does more to achieve 
deforestation reduction than cutting of suppliers’). Also, while NDPE commitments largely cover 
the Indonesian and Malaysian palm oil industry, Latin America's rapid expansion of oil palm 
continues to be connected to a range of environmental and social sustainability issues (the 
industry response mainly seems to cover Indonesia and Malaysia). 

• Certification schemes are also insufficient to protect remaining forests. While palm oil is one of 
the commodities with the largest certified produce (19.3 percent of global palm oil production), 
the majority is not segregated. RSPO, ISPO, and MSPO are all voluntary certification schemes, 
that have only minority part of certified produce segregated. The MSPO and ISPO standards 
generally score low on sustainable and social requirements compared to the more 
internationally accepted RSPO standard. The majority of (exact data on numbers linked to 
importing regions/countries is difficult to find) certified oil is RSPO classified as "mass balance” 
(MB) and "book and claim” (BC). MB refers to certified palm oil blended with untraceable, 

 
5 Although legal, enforcement may be less effective since the EU law will likely only require from member states to check 
five percent of the operators and their produce annually (Article 14.9). The rapporteur’s amended text now points to 15 
percent as a standard check annually, and only 5 percent for low-risk countries (p.46). 

https://chainreactionresearch.com/2020s-top-deforesters-for-oil-palm-in-southeast-asia-a-lower-rate-of-deforestation-but-the-same-culprits/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/2020s-top-deforesters-for-oil-palm-in-southeast-asia-a-lower-rate-of-deforestation-but-the-same-culprits/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/report/ndpe-policies-cover-83-of-palm-oil-refineries-implementation-at-75/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/report/ndpe-policies-cover-83-of-palm-oil-refineries-implementation-at-75/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/2020s-top-deforesters-for-oil-palm-in-southeast-asia-a-lower-rate-of-deforestation-but-the-same-culprits/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/the-chain-jhonlin-group-to-serve-indonesias-domestic-market-with-new-biofuel-plant/
https://www.fediol.eu/data/21ENV387%20Position%20on%20deforestation%20free%20supply%20chains%20FINAL.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Latin-American-Palm-Oil-Linked-to-Social-Issues-Local-Deforestation-1.pdf
https://www.fediol.eu/data/21ENV387%20Position%20on%20deforestation%20free%20supply%20chains%20FINAL.pdf
https://rspo.org/impact
https://www.forestpeoples.org/sites/default/files/documents/Palm%20Oil%20Certification%20Standards_lowres_spreads.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/document/download/5f1b726e-d7c4-4c51-a75c-3f1ac41eb1f8_en?filename=COM_2021_706_1_EN_ACT_part1_v6.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/ENVI-PR-729953_EN.pdf
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conventional palm oil at some point in the supply chain. The BC classification refers to palm oil 
originating from unmonitored supply chains, but that product originates from producers that 
purchase RSPO-certified palm oil "volume credits" as a first step toward achieving certification. 
EU imports of RSPO certified palm oil are therefore largely mixed with uncertified (and thus 
unsustainable) palm oil volumes. Moreover, while RSPO certified companies need to submit 
concessions boundary maps, “in practice this does not happen” according to an on-the ground 
interviewee. Also, Aidenvironment noticed that particularly companies with the majority of 
scandals are not an RSPO member (e.g., Korindo) and/or do not make these concession maps 
public (e.g. Socfin). Finally, several linked palm oil companies, through shadowy ownership 
structures, remain outside the RSPO system (see case study on First Resources).  

• Leakage risks are real. The stricter EU import requirements may lead to “leakage” of 
unsustainable palm oil in Indonesia’s domestic biofuel market and/or to other countries with 
less strict environmental regulations, such as South Korea, India, Japan, and China. Moreover, 
unsustainable palm oil can still be processed through so called “leakage refiners”, those 
refineries sourcing palm oil without placing meaningful sustainability criteria on the suppliers 
they source from. And finally leakage occurs through so called “shadow companies”, companies 
that (often purposely) have complex and opaque ownership structures. Deforestation occurs at 
related parties that belong to the same ultimate owners as NDPE committed entities. For some 
palm oil mills, it remains unclear who is the ultimate owner.  

 

Farmer level traceability issues 

• Traceability to plantation and independent smallholders. While palm oil companies can 
monitor traceability to mill (TTM), monitoring traceability to plantation (TTP) level is less 
straightforward and enters the arena of independent palm oil smallholders. Typically, palm oil 
companies are supplied by two mechanisms: 1) they receive FFB from their own company 
plantations (Inti) or from contracted smallholders (plasma); 2) they receive FFB from third party 
suppliers that are obliged to sell under a delivery order (DO) contract. Especially traceability to 
this latter supplier group is complex and tricky, as typically three types of third party suppliers 
exist (Figure 4 below): 

a) DO holders who supply FFB from their own plantation(s). 

b) DO holders who collect FFB directly from independent smallholders (making them the first-
hand middleman or agent); and 

c) DO holders who collect FFB from other middlemen/agents. 

  

http://www.rspo.org/sites/default/files/RSPO-Supply%20Chain%20CertificationSystems%20-5Nov2009_0.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/South-Korean-Companies-Have-Outsized-Impact-on-Palm-Oil-Leakage-Market-4.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/African-Oil-Palm-Expansion-Slows-Reputation-Risks-Remain-for-FMCGs.pdf
https://www.forestpeoples.org/en/indonesia-investigation-oil-palm-shadow-companies
https://chainreactionresearch.com/report/palm-oil-biofuels-market-may-see-shake-up-in-2020-heightening-leakage-risks/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/South-Korean-Companies-Have-Outsized-Impact-on-Palm-Oil-Leakage-Market-4.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/report/leakage-risks-in-india-58-percent-of-palm-oil-imports-not-covered-by-ndpe-policies/
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/Japan-Major-Financier-and-Buyer-of-Leakage-Palm-Oil-and-Plywood.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/China-Second-Largest-Palm-Oil-Importer-Lags-in-NDPE-Commitments-and-Transparency-1-3.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Leakage-Refiners-CRR-020518-Final.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/report/shadow-companies-present-palm-oil-investor-risks-and-undermine-ndpe-efforts/
https://wri-indonesia.org/en/blog/achieving-palm-oil-traceability-indonesia’s-complex-supply-chain
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Figure 4. Third party FFB sourcing by Sei Tapung mill, case study by WRI. 

Source: WRI, 2018. Note: To supply palm oil to a mill, third party suppliers are obliged to sell under a delivery 
order (DO) contract. The mill in this case, Sei Tapung Mill, receives approximately 67 percent of its palm oil 
supply from its Inti and Plasma plantations, and 33 percent from third party suppliers through DO holders.  

 

• The role of the middlemen. While middlemen/agents play a significant role in the palm oil 
supply chain, the transactions between smallholder farmers and middlemen are unregulated (no 
control of business) and unrecorded. Moreover, before supplying the FFB to the mill, middlemen 
commonly mix FFB from various independent palm oil smallholders and sort the FFB based on 
quality. These factors make tracing to the ‘plot of land’ (independent smallholder plantation) 
challenging. Still unclear in the EU draft text is what the role of these middlemen will be.  

• Land rights issues. Under the current draft text of the EU deforestation regulation, a farmer 
needs to proof that the fresh fruit bunches of oil palm were produced in a specific locality, on a 
legally entitled property, and fully segregated. The reality is often that many land claims on one 
property exist. Smallholders often lack legal entitlements to land; one cannot really know who 
owns a certain plot. “In Indonesia, land ownership documents are the biggest limitation and the 
most prominent issue in its land system since many do not have legal documentation proving 
ownership of land” (Indonesian interviewee). Also, definitions on what a palm oil smallholder is, 
differ per country, and may have implications on what can be understood under land rights. This 
will also have consequences for the EU regulation. For instance, in Honduras, in contrast to 
Indonesia, many smallholders manage land held under a communal title. In this case, the 
number of hectares per member of the communal scheme is taken into consideration in the 
RSPO definition of smallholders. Note that the rapporteur on the EU deforestation regulation 
draft noted that the Commission ‘should also examine how land rights can be integrated into 
monitoring under the EU Observatory’ (p.11). 

• Strict information gathering and geo-localisation requirements (Article 9) are a huge logistical 
undertaking (RSPO perspective). Article 9 of the current EU draft implies that ‘companies must 
not only show exactly from which plot of land the oil comes from, but they are also required to 
get the full contact details of any business or person from whom they have been supplied. Palm 
oil companies can have thousands of suppliers with hundreds of farmers involved in a single 

https://wri-indonesia.org/en/blog/achieving-palm-oil-traceability-indonesia’s-complex-supply-chain
https://www.rspo.org/file/PDF/honduras/Smallholder_Proposal_Honduras_v1_2.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/ENVI-PR-729953_EN.pdf
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/who-pays-price-europes-clean-conscience-ruben-brunsveld/?trackingId=QTdXTjzLTvmZnY1PP9iwgQ%3D%3D
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shipment. To obtain, manage and store for five years this data from smallholder farmers, more 
than 3 million alone in Indonesia and Malaysia, is a huge undertaking’ (and who will pay for it?). 

• Geo-localisation can be technically restrained. Several interviewees pointed out that reality is 
that not every (poor) smallholder farmer has a mobile phone or a signal in remote areas, making 
geo-localisation technically difficult. 

• Geo-tagging of palm oil is problematic: how can one track which part of the oil palm fruits will 
enter in which (refined) palm oil barrel?  

 

National traceability issues (largely applies to Indonesia and Malaysia):  

• Existing national traceability systems of smallholders are still weak. There are still many ‘field 
challenges’ linked to the STD-B process, leading to delays in its implementation. Challenges 
include unclarity on who is responsible for its execution, different understandings of the process 
by national and subnational level government authorities (one understands it to be a data 
collection tool, while the other sees it as a licensing tool), limited progress of actual mapping of 
plantations, and lack of standardization of data collection. For instance, in 2016, in Central 
Kalimantan, only 130 SDT-B were issued in Kotawaringin Barat Regency, and 50 in Seruyan 
Regency, out of the thousands of independent smallholders operating in the regions.  

• Data availability 1 (concession maps / HGU data). The Indonesian agrarian ministry does not 
disclose palm oil plantation permits (so-called hak guna usaha/cultivation rights, or HGUs) 
information and concession maps (Figure 5 below), despite Supreme Court and local court 
rulings ordering that HGU must be accessible to the public. HGU cultivation rights and 
concessions maps are only required (and non-publicly accessible) for properties larger than five 
hectares. Smallholder concession maps for properties smaller than five ha will likely be non-
existent (Indonesian interviewee). 

 

Figure 5. Indonesian palm oil plantation permits data and concession maps publicly inaccessible 

Source: Screenshot of table in Indonesian Regulation 2018, no. 6 of the Coordinating Minister for Economic Affairs of the 
Republic of Indonesia regarding the Classification of Access Authority for Sharing Geospatial Data and Information through 
the National Geospatial Information Network. Notes: In the last column, accessibility status is provided (Mengunduh = 
available for download; Tertutup = closed/no access; Melihat = Available). From this table it becomes clear that HGU 
cultivations rights are not accessible to the public (Nomor Registrasi HGU = HGU registration number; Nama Pihak Pemegang 
Hak = Cultivation Rights Holder).  

 

• Data availability 2 (customary forest maps). Customary forest maps or social forestry maps on 
the other hand, seem to be publicly available here, as is indicated in the Indonesian Regulation 
2018, no. 6 of the Coordinating Minister for Economic Affairs of the Republic of Indonesia 

http://foksbi.id/en/news/read/05-30-2021-experiences-sharing-to-accelerate-std-b-issuance
http://foksbi.id/en/news/read/05-30-2021-experiences-sharing-to-accelerate-std-b-issuance
https://sposindonesia.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Information-Brief_-Datacollection-Mapping-and-STDB-Issuance.pdf
https://sposindonesia.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Information-Brief_-Datacollection-Mapping-and-STDB-Issuance.pdf
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1755-1315/423/1/012006/pdf
https://news.mongabay.com/2020/02/indonesia-papua-plantation-maps-palm-oil-transparency-hgu/
https://jdihn.go.id/files/900/Permenko%206%20Tahun%202018%20-%20Klasifikasi%20Kewenangan%20Akses%20IGT.pdf
https://geoportal.menlhk.go.id/webgis/index.php/en/map/piaps
https://jdihn.go.id/files/900/Permenko%206%20Tahun%202018%20-%20Klasifikasi%20Kewenangan%20Akses%20IGT.pdf
https://jdihn.go.id/files/900/Permenko%206%20Tahun%202018%20-%20Klasifikasi%20Kewenangan%20Akses%20IGT.pdf
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regarding the Classification of Access Authority for Sharing Geospatial Data and Information 
through the National Geospatial Information Network. However, the maps in the Ministry's 
website are only "indicative", meaning that the real situation can be different. An interviewee 
stated that “I don’t think the government has managed to map all of the customary forest in 
Indonesia.” There is however a coalition of civil society organisations that is publishing 
customary forest maps on its website (see under "Wilayah Adat" (customary area) and "Web 
GIS"). The Indonesian interviewee indicated that these maps are more reliable.  

• Data availability 3 (cadastre data). While cadastre data is available in for instance Indonesia, 
this is only accessible upon request and comes without digitalized maps. Therefore, based on 
coordinates, the land parcels first need to be digitalized and plotted into a geo-referenced 
mapping system (e.g., QGIS). The company EQ is currently doing this in its Transform Platform.  
Moreover, unlike for instance Brazil, a link to an owner name is not easily identifiable, as the 
cadastre data only provides a land/ID registration number. Also, publication of this cadastre data 
is irregular and not always accessible (e.g., only four months open after publication). Instead, for 
the smallholder mapping that EQ is currently doing, they are focusing on deforestation 
monitoring at the level of a small production unit, such as a small village community, combining 
the land parcels of a limited group of palm oil smallholders that have often only max 0.5 ha of 
land. This is very much in line with the proposed amendments of the rapporteur on the current 
EU draft text and solves part of the gaps described above (e.g., that smallholders often lack legal 
entitlements to land and that one cannot really know who owns a certain plot).  

 

Potential implications for smallholder producers from the EU traceability requirement (mainly based 
on NGO concerns) 

• NGOs have outlined the risk that, when the EU regulation will be implemented, European 
purchasers may only buy from large-scale plantations and scheme smallholders that can comply 
with stringent traceability criteria. It is furthermore unlikely that the upcoming regulation will 
encourage increased engagement with new plasma smallholders, since one of the interviewees 
stated that “companies will generally try to avoid the (mandatory) plasma partnerships with 
smallholders, as it entails a burden to them and higher costs”. 

• Some NGOs worry that the cost of compliance will be put on smallholders. An illustration that 
this might be a real concern is for instance that in plasma partnerships, the palm oil companies 
must take care of the legal ownership documentation. But they often put the burden (charge of 
fees) to the plasma holders (Indonesian interviewee). In addition, there are worries that 
developing this huge logistical operation needed for the upcoming EU law will divert funding 
from sustainable development at farm level.  

• Perceptions of smallholders on EU law. The current perception of smallholders is that the “EU 
traceability requirement will come in the form of certification” (source NGO Bogor). Certification 
will potentially exclude smallholders that are poor (<2 ha of land) and have no means to access 
certification. 

• The EU Law’s cut-off date of December 2020 may be challenging for independent palm oil 
smallholders. Smallholders will need to proof retroactively that their land has not been 
deforested after this date. Who will need to provide this evidence and how? With satellite 
imagery? Also, a public Indonesian CSOs statement reflected that with this cut-off date, ‘massive 
forest destruction in the period before the cut-off date will be whitewashed’. This could also 
undermine NDPE commitments, that generally take December 2015 as a cut-off date.  

 

 

https://www.brwa.or.id/
https://transform-platform.org/smallholder
https://elsam.or.id/sikap-bersama-cso-indonesia-mengenai-proposal-regulasi-uji-tuntas-uni-eropa/
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Figure 6. Summarising actions needed and challenges to overcome 

Actions Responsibility Existing 
initiatives/structures that 
can support 

Remaining challenges to 
overcome 

1. Achieve 
traceability to Mill 

Palm oil companies NDPE commitments (require 
public submission of mill 
lists) 

All palm oil companies need 
to submit mill lists 

2. Achieve 
traceability to 
plantation  

 

a. Mapping of 
independent palm 
oil smallholders 
and their 
plantations 

 

b. Land tenure 
security 

Palm oil companies 

 

Government 

Cultivation Registration 
Permit/ Surat Tanda Daftar 
Budi Daya (STD-B). STD-D 
contains the identity of 
farmers and location of 
plantations (Indonesia) 

 

Existing private initiatives 
and frontrunner companies, 
e.g., blockchain technology, 
smallholder mapping, GAR 

Additional financial and 
technical support needed for 
further 
mapping/implementation 

 

For land tenure security: 
simplify procedures, reduce 
costs  

 

Geo-localisation and geo-
tagging have technical and 
practical restraints 

Enforce regulation 
on record keeping 
in the palm supply 
chain by 
middlemen 

Government 
(enforcement) 

 

Middlemen (transaction 
record keeping and 
regularly feeding into 
registration system). 

 

Mills (e.g., only accept FFB 
that comes with a set of 
STD-B data) 

Cultivation Registration 
Permit/ Surat Tanda Daftar 
Budi Daya (STD-B). STD-D 
contains the identity of 
farmers and location of 
plantations (Indonesia) 

Additional financial and 
technical support needed for 
further implementation 

 

Incentives to better record, 
e.g., premium price, access 
to inputs and loans 

 

Disincentives for non-
compliance, e.g., revocation 
of licence to operate (mill) 
or exclusion from supply 
chain 

Source: Compiled by Aidenvironment, based on several sources, e.g. WRI, 2018.  

  

https://wri-indonesia.org/en/blog/achieving-palm-oil-traceability-indonesia’s-complex-supply-chain
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4. Traceability Gaps – Cattle, beef, and leather supply chains 

 

In this section, we present the analysis of the gaps and challenges for the full traceability of beef and 
leather linked to the EU market. It includes an analysis of feasible options to achieve the supply 
chain traceability and the potential consequences for the producers’ and companies’ operations. 
The analysis covers only the Brazilian cattle supply chain as this is a hotspot production country for 
beef and leather products linked to the EU market. 

Much of the insights are based on recent studies on the cattle supply chain by the Brazilian Climate, 
Forest and Agriculture Coalition, the Brazilian Working Group on Sustainable Cattle Production, and 
Proforest. To complement, Aidenvironment interviewed Imaflora, who coordinates the “Beef on 
Track” project in Brazil. The project aims to support the implementation of the sector’s agreements 
and commitments, strengthening and unifying its monitoring and audit tools. To identify 
opportunities and challenges in the cattle supply chain, we will first describe how the cattle supply 
chain is organised, including its links to beef and leather products.  

 

The connection between the cattle supply chain and beef and leather products in Brazil 

The beef and leather supply chains have the same structure from the animal birthplace to the 
slaughterhouses, including several direct and indirect cattle suppliers focused on breeding, rearing, 
or fattening stages of the animal life cycle (see Figure 7). From the slaughterhouses, different 
products are pre-processed or processed to supply other actors in the two different supply chains: 

• In the beef supply chain, the slaughterhouse can directly supply meat products to retailers 
or other meatpackers. 

• In the leather supply chain, the slaughterhouse supplies raw hides to tanneries. Tanneries in 
the supply chain process leather into three main products: tanned or wet-blue, crust or 
semi-finished and finished leather. Other specialized tanneries or leather manufacturers 
source pre-processed and processed leather products for further processing in footwear, 
fashion upholstery including automotive leather components, furniture, and other leather 
goods products.  

 

Figure 7. Cattle supply chain before the slaughterhouse (meatpackers) 

 

Source: Adapted from Visipec, 2020.  
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http://www.coalizaobr.com.br/boletins/pdf/A-rastreabilidade-da-cadeia-da-carne-bovina-no-Brasil-desafios-e-oportunidades_relatorio-final-e-recomendacoes.pdf
http://www.coalizaobr.com.br/boletins/pdf/A-rastreabilidade-da-cadeia-da-carne-bovina-no-Brasil-desafios-e-oportunidades_relatorio-final-e-recomendacoes.pdf
https://gtps.org.br/downloads/rastreabilidade/Rastreabilidade_Relatorio2021.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f4e580271ccf5263502e562/t/5fca2e589c93c058c48dca0a/1607085668542/BN02_BeefToolkit_Understanding+the+Supply+Chain.pdf
https://www.beefontrack.org/
https://www.beefontrack.org/
https://www.visipec.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Visipec_Executive-Summary_English.pdf
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Beef and leather products are both linked to deforestation occurring on cattle farms/ranches. The 
more supply chain linkages between slaughterhouses and direct and indirect suppliers (tier one and 
tier two suppliers) exist, the more challenging the traceability of the animals becomes.  

Brazilian beef and leather exports in volume: 

• Brazil exports around 24 percent of its beef production6 (of which 8.5 percent to the EU 
market, including the United Kingdom)7.  

• Brazil exports around 80 percent of its leather production2 (of which 28 percent to the EU 
market, excluding the United Kingdom)8.  

These figures put in perspective the consideration that, by export volume, the Brazilian leather 
exports have even higher exposure risks to the EU market from deforestation risks than the Brazilian 
beef exports. Also, in the leather supply chain, the role of other intermediate actors needs to be 
considered: China, the destination country of 40 percent of the Brazilian leather4, is a relevant 
supplier of leather manufactured products to the EU market. Consequently, the traceability of 
leather products of the cattle supply chain might be even more relevant to avoiding deforestation 
risks in the EU market compared to beef products.  

The beef and leather supply chains share opportunities and challenges on the cattle supply chain 
traceability from the animals’ birthplace (breeding farms) to the slaughterhouses. Further on in the 
beef and leather supply chains, traceability gaps involve different stakeholders and potential 
monitoring tools, systems, and gaps. Below, we start the analysis by focusing on the traceability 
challenges shared by both supply chains, from the animals’ birthplace to the slaughterhouses. Later, 
we discuss the specific traceability challenges of the leather and beef supply chains after the animal 
slaughtering. 

 

Challenges for an effective traceability within the cattle supply chain in Brazil 

Agreements for improving the monitoring of the Brazilian cattle supply chain 

In 2009, the Federal Prosecutor Officers (MPF, Portuguese acronym) public action against 
slaughterhouses for their links to illegal deforestation together with the Greenpeace report “Farra 
do Boi na Amazônia”, created national and international visibility of the illegal activities within the 
cattle supply chain in Brazil, increasing the reputational risks of the companies. Consequently, the 
largest meatpackers signed two agreements:  

• Conduct Adjustment Term (TAC, Portuguese acronym of Termo de Ajustamento de Conduta) 
– an agreement between slaughterhouses in Pará state and the MPF, requiring 
slaughterhouses for mandatory monitoring of irregularities within the cattle supply chain. 

• Public Cattle Commitment (CPP, Portuguese acronym of Compromisso Público da Pecuária), 
a voluntary-based commitment between Greenpeace and the three largest slaughterhouses, 
JBS, Marfrig, and Minerva, committed to monitoring their supply chains in Amazon (in 2017, 
Greenpeace left the commitment). 

Also, in 2009, the Sustainable Livestock Working Group (GTPS, Portuguese acronym) was 
established. GTPS is a roundtable that brings together civil society, the financial sector, producers, 
slaughterhouses, retailers, and research institutions to discuss strategies to address irregularities 
within the cattle supply chain. In 2013, the Brazilian Association of Retailers (ABRAS, Portuguese 

 
6 Based on data from https://www.zerodeforestationcattle.org/  
7 Based on 2017 data from https://supplychains.trase.earth/flows/data-view?selectedColumnsIds=0_16-1_24-2_11-
3_5&toolLayout=1&countries=27&commodities=46  
8 Based on 2019, 2020, and 2021 data from https://cicb.org.br/storage/files/repositories/phpnDXHrq-total-exp-dec21-

eng.pdf  

http://greenpeace.org.br/gado/farradoboinaamazonia.pdf
http://greenpeace.org.br/gado/farradoboinaamazonia.pdf
https://www.greenpeace.org/brasil/blog/apos-escandalos-greenpeace-suspende-participacao-no-compromisso-da-pecuaria/
https://gtps.org.br/en/who-we-are/
https://www.zerodeforestationcattle.org/
https://supplychains.trase.earth/flows/data-view?selectedColumnsIds=0_16-1_24-2_11-3_5&toolLayout=1&countries=27&commodities=46
https://supplychains.trase.earth/flows/data-view?selectedColumnsIds=0_16-1_24-2_11-3_5&toolLayout=1&countries=27&commodities=46
https://cicb.org.br/storage/files/repositories/phpnDXHrq-total-exp-dec21-eng.pdf
https://cicb.org.br/storage/files/repositories/phpnDXHrq-total-exp-dec21-eng.pdf
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acronym) signed a cooperation agreement with the MPF to improve the monitoring of the 
irregularities within their beef supply chains.   

After some years, four other states of the Legal Amazon (Mato Grosso, Amazonas, Rondônia, and 
Acre) adopted the TAC between the MPF and the slaughterhouses. Currently, the TAC has 32 active 
slaughterhouses with a Federal license to trade among Brazilian states and to the international 
market and 23 active slaughterhouses with a State license for trading within the state of origin as 
signatories. In 2020, the MPF approved a monitoring protocol for the cattle supply chain covering 
five states in the Amazon biome: Amazonas, Pará, Rondônia, Mato Grosso, and Acre. The protocol 
includes the list and descriptions of the available sources of information to monitor legal and illegal 
deforestation, overlapping with Indigenous territories and conservation areas, environmental 
embargoes, irregularities on the rural environmental certificate (CAR9) linked to the Brazilian Forest 
Code, and links to slavery labour. 

There are currently three audits linked to the TAC covering direct suppliers to the signatories’ 
slaughterhouses operations in Pará state in 2018, 2019, and 2020. According to the 2019 and 2020 
TAC third-party audits: 

• JBS, the largest slaughterhouse operating in Brazil, presented irregularities in 31.99 percent 
of its direct suppliers in Pará state. In 2019, JBS TAC audit found 8.3 percent of direct 
suppliers with problems.  

• Minerva operations in Pará state improved: in 2019, 0.26 percent of the direct suppliers 
presented irregularities, and in 2020 the audit did not find any problems within direct 
suppliers.  

• Marfrig, one of the three largest meatpackers in Brazil (together with JBS and Minerva), is 
not a TAC signatory. 

The MPF declared no legal consequences for the slaughterhouses with irregularities in their direct 
supply chains – the only measure was changing the next audit requests from a sample to an integral 
analysis of their direct suppliers. Even if the audits are only mandatory for the slaughterhouses that 
are signatories of the TAC and have operations in Pará, in 2021, the MPF approved an audit protocol 
for the five Amazon states Pará, Mato Grosso, Rondônia, Acre, and Amazonas. The MONITAC, a tool 
developed by O Eco and Imazon, monitors the status of the audits and developments from the TAC. 

The voluntary based CPP agreement also includes a yearly third-party audit of the operations of the 
three largest meatpackers in Brazil, JBS, Marfrig, and Minerva. The CPP audits are seen as less 
effective than the TAC audits because it includes the analysis of a sample of 10 percent of the direct 
suppliers in the Amazon biome. The 2020 CPP audits by JBS, Minerva, and Marfrig did not find any 
irregularities in the sample of direct suppliers to slaughterhouses sourcing cattle from the Amazon. 

Although the current cattle sector’s mandatory and voluntary agreements mention the need to 
monitor the indirect suppliers within the cattle supply chain, companies’ current monitoring and 
audit systems only cover the direct suppliers.  

During the last 12 years, the agreements also contributed to the development of new rules, 
regulations, and commitments within the cattle sector in Brazil. For achieving concrete 
improvements, the tools used for monitoring and traceability strategies within the supply chain need 
to be harmonized.  

 

 

 
9 CAR (Portuguese acronym for Cadastro Ambiental Rural), the rural environmental certificate, is a self-declaration that in 
most cases still need to be validated by the state or federal government as part of the implementation of the Brazilian 
Forest Code. 

https://reporterbrasil.org.br/2013/03/assinado-entre-mpf-e-abras-termo-de-cooperacao-pela-pecuaria-sustentavel/
https://monitac.oeco.org.br/wordpress/?ativo_inativo%5b0%5d=Ativo&possui_acordos%5b0%5d=Sim&tipo_frigorifico%5b0%5d=Federal
https://monitac.oeco.org.br/wordpress/?ativo_inativo%5b0%5d=Ativo&possui_acordos%5b0%5d=Sim&tipo_frigorifico%5b0%5d=Federal
https://monitac.oeco.org.br/wordpress/?ativo_inativo%5b0%5d=Ativo&possui_acordos%5b0%5d=Sim&tipo_frigorifico%5b0%5d=Estadual&p=2
https://ad20abe5-2cef-49d5-8468-1a72ea6054f0.filesusr.com/ugd/c73ac5_a7645334e7ae4d61be74ddd510e0786e.pdf
http://www.mpf.mp.br/pa/sala-de-imprensa/documentos/2021/apresentacao_auditorias_cadeia_pecuaria_pa_07-10-2021.pdf/
https://www.beefontrack.org/public/media/arquivos/1638993373-057_-_08.12.2021_-_protocolo_de_auditoria-_portugues_-_boi_na_linha_-_imaflora_-_060-8088_v2_-_alt4.pdf
https://monitac.oeco.org.br/wordpress/
https://jbs.com.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/-jbs-relatorio-compromisso-publico-da-pecuaria-2021.pdf
https://www.minervafoods.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Relatorio-Compromisso-Publico-da-Pecuaria-2020.pdf
https://sustentabilidade.marfrig.com.br/assets/Documentos/Site/controle_origem/greenpeace_EN.pdf
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The use of the Animal Transportation Guide (GTA) for traceability purposes in the cattle supply chain 

Recently the three largest slaughterhouses operating in the beef and leather supply chains included 
the use of the Animal Transportation Guide (GTA, Portuguese acronym) in their traceability strategy, 
as this is the only available tool for monitoring the entire supply chain despite its limitations (see the 
next sections). 

The cattle supply chain includes at least three types of cattle production properties before the 
animal slaughtering: breeding farms, rearing farms, and fattening farms (see Figure 7 above). The 
animal transit between cattle farms creates a relevant gap for traceability strategies. Currently, the 
only tool available in Brazil for tracing back the animals from slaughterhouses to breeding farms is 
the Animal Transportation Guide (GTA), issued for the sanitary control of the animals.  

The GTPS traceability working group (GTPS Rastreabilidade) defends a monitoring strategy that 
integrates the GTA for monitoring the animal transit between the cattle properties and the 
properties’ CAR declaration to monitor deforestation within the value chain. However, the working 
group raises some concerns about using GTAs for the traceability purpose: 

• Need to understand how effectively the GTA system covers the cattle supply chain and how 
to keep data quality along the different chains between producing properties. 

• The use of GTA for traceability strategies might expose the failures of the sanitary control 
system (its original use purpose).  

• Need to segregate from GTA only relevant info for traceability, protecting the privacy of 
individuals (according to the General Law for Privacy Data Protection), and business 
strategies.  

Due to the complex production arrangements within the cattle supply chains, the GTA system does 
not cover the entire supply chain. Cattle are raised in small-scale farms that integrated into other 
agricultural activities and in properties dedicated to large-scale and intensive cattle production. The 
different production arrangements within the cattle supply chain result in only part of the producers 
issuing a GTA to trade cattle between properties. And in most cases, animals were already previously 
moved between different properties when a GTA is issued for the first time within the supply chain. 
The different ways producers use GTAs within different stages of the supply chain can also 
contribute to “cattle laundering”, the moving of cattle from a property with deforestation to other 
properties without deforestation and starting to register the animal transit only then. Finally, there 
is still a potential leakage in the supply chain because not all the slaughterhouses are signatories of 
the sector’s agreements and continue to operate without or with limited monitoring systems (see 
Figure 8). 

Figure 8. Cattle “laundering” and leakage in the supply chain 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Aidenvironment, adapted from Imazon, 2015.  

https://gtps.org.br/downloads/rastreabilidade/Rastreabilidade_Relatorio2021.pdf
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2015-2018/2018/lei/l13709.htm
https://imazon.org.br/PDFimazon/Portugues/livros/TACPecuaria_WEB.pdf
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Despite the discussions and resistance of the slaughterhouses to use GTA for traceability purposes 
within the cattle supply over the last decade, the three largest slaughterhouses have already 
indicated in their most recent sustainability commitments that their strategies to monitor indirect 
suppliers will make use of GTA.  

• JBS’s Green Platform (Plataforma Verde, launched in September 2020): use GTA for 
monitoring indirect suppliers, initially only voluntarily (the direct suppliers to JBS need to 
share the GTA data of their suppliers, JBS’s indirect supplier tier 1). The implementation will 
first cover only the Mato Grosso state and, until 2025, the entire Amazon biome and 
become mandatory for all the direct suppliers to share GTA-information through a 
blockchain platform (Pecuária Transparente).  

• Marfrig’s Green Plan (Plano Verde+ launched in September 2020): sustainability strategy 
includes the Visipec system (more info below) to monitor indirect suppliers. Monitoring will 
cover cattle sourcing originating in Amazon and Cerrado biomes. The monitoring system will 
be fully implemented by 2025 in Amazon and by 2030 in Cerrado. 

• Minerva Sustainability (Sustainability Commitment, launched in May 2021): sustainability 
strategy includes the Visipec system (more info below) to expand their monitor system to 
cover indirect suppliers. The current system for monitoring the direct suppliers covers 
sourcing operations of animals originating in the Amazon, Cerrado, Pantanal, and Atlantic 
Forest biomes). They plan to implement the monitoring strategy covering indirect suppliers 
until 2030 for all their operations in South America.  

 

Tools for traceability within the cattle supply chain 

The most recently developed monitoring tools for the cattle supply chain in Brazil integrate GTA data 
for animal traceability between properties and CAR declarations for checking deforestation in cattle 
farms. The use of GTA for traceability purposes is limited as GTAs do not cover the animal transit 
between properties within the entire supply chain and can be part of cattle “laundering” strategies, 
as explained above. Also, the non-exclusively use of GTA for sanitary control, its original purpose, 
can expose not yet known problems within the supply chain. Finally, there are different 
understanding on how the use of GTA potentially harms privacy protection and business strategies. 

The use of CAR declarations for monitoring deforestation also has its limitations. The CAR of the 
properties is based on ‘self-declaration’, mandatory for the full implementation of the Brazilian 
Forest Code. In most cases, CAR declarations are still not officially verified and, in some cases, are 
used for “cleaning” deforested areas from properties. Investigations found that producers fractioned 
the CAR declaration of one property in more than one declaration to “exclude” recently deforested 
areas from part of the property. This mechanism allows the non-compliant producer to continue 
trading with companies that use CAR declarations to check deforestation in their suppliers’ 
properties. 

Animal tagging (earrings or chips) is currently one of the most efficient tools for animal traceability 
within the cattle supply chain, monitoring animal transit from the birthplace until the 
slaughterhouse. However, tagging animals can add significant costs to production and is highly 
dependent on producers' access to technology and implementation capacity. Only part of the cattle 
producers in Brazil has access to animal tagging technology due to high costs.  

Some recommendations for improving the traceability tools within the cattle supply chain in Brazil 
are: 

• Improve external and independent audits on monitoring systems. 

• Improve data transparency and accessibility covering the entire supply chain. 

https://jbs.com.br/juntospelaamazonia/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Apresentacao-Juntos-Pela-Amazonia.pdf
https://www.pecuariatransparente.org.br/
https://www.marfrig.com.br/static/pdf/sustentatbilidade/plano-marfrig-verde/Marfrig_Sustainability_BOA.pdf
https://www.minervafoods.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Compromisso-Minerva-Foods-com-a-Sustentabilidade.pdf
https://reporterbrasil.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/fil%C3%A9-no-supermercado-PT-14-02.pdf
https://reporterbrasil.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/fil%C3%A9-no-supermercado-PT-14-02.pdf
https://imazon.org.br/PDFimazon/Portugues/livros/TACPecuaria_WEB.pdf
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• Improve the consolidation of the CAR system for monitoring deforestation and the 
monitoring capacity of environmental agencies. 

• Improve and diversify animal monitoring tools (tagging animals and GTA). 

In recent years, two different tools to integrate indirect cattle suppliers into monitoring systems 
emerged in Brazil. Two of the three largest slaughterhouses, Marfrig and Minerva, use one of these 
tools to improve their supply chain monitoring strategies - the Visipec system, a non-publicly 
accessible system. The second tool is the Green Label system, a public system developed by the 
Environmental Agency of Pará state. This system is an example that the use of publicly available 
information is a feasible alternative for building publicly accessible traceability strategies.   

• Visipec is a system to “visualize cattle supply chains 
in Brazil to enhance traceability and strengthen 
deforestation monitoring” developed by the 
National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and the 
University of Wisconsin-Madison (UW). According to 
Visipec methods, monitoring systems that include 
only direct suppliers cover 41 percent of the 
deforestation happening in the cattle supply chain in Brazil. With the inclusion of tier 1 
indirect suppliers, overlapping GTAs, and CARs declarations, monitoring systems can cover 
an additional 48 percent of the deforestation happening in the cattle supply chain. And with 
the potential inclusion of tier 2 indirect suppliers, it is possible to monitor all the 
deforestation happening in the cattle supply chain in Brazil. Two of the largest 
slaughterhouses operating in Brazil included the use of Visipec in their supply chain 
monitoring commitments (see the previous section). Visipec is not publicly accessible. 

• Green Label (Selo Verde), launched in April 2021, is a publicly accessible system developed 
by the Environment Agency of Pará state in partnership with the Federal University of Minas 
Gerais (UFMG) and the Centre for Territorial Intelligence (CIT). The Green Label system 
processes CARs and GTAs in real-time. The platform classifies the property into four 
categories considering deforestation in direct and indirect cattle suppliers:  

               (1) Green – no deforestation detected in the value chain (in the 
property and direct and indirect suppliers' properties). 

(2) Yellow – less than 20% of the cattle sourced by the 
property come from areas with deforestation (direct and 
indirect suppliers).  

(3) Orange – more than 20% of the cattle sourced by the 
property come from areas with deforestation (direct and 

indirect suppliers).  

(4) Red – when there is deforestation in the cattle-producing 
property. 

The platform is publicly accessible and aims to increase the monitoring capacity of the 
Environmental Agency. The slaughterhouses reacted negatively to its public access, arguing 
that it can harm business strategies. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.visipec.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Frequently_Asked_Questions.pdf
https://www.semas.pa.gov.br/seloverde/
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Impacts of the EU draft regulation on the livestock sector 

EU draft regulation cut-off date 

The EU draft regulation considers that products should not be entering the EU market if linked to 
deforestation or forest degradation happened after December 2020. The current TAC agreement 
between the MPF and the slaughterhouses sourcing cattle from five states of the Amazon biome 
uses the legal concept of shared responsibility. Slaughterhouses can be held responsible for 
illegalities happening after July 2008 only in their direct suppliers. The Brazilian Forest Code defines 
deforestation after July 2008 not authorized by environmental agencies as illegal.    

The practical effect of the EU draft regulation proposed cut-off date would be a tolerance of all 
illegalities in indirect suppliers to slaughterhouses between July 2008 and December 2020, the 
period between the cut-off dates of the Brazilian Forest Code and the EU regulation'. Although this 
does not mean that the EU draft regulation oversees the national legal framework, companies might 
easily follow due diligence systems under the EU draft regulation. Some slaughterhouses, for 
instance, “would be able to ensure 90 percent of compliance in their indirect suppliers if the cut-off 
date is December 2020 and not July 2008” [quote from the interview]. 

Market segregation 

Market segregation might be a feasible strategy to supply deforestation-free products to the EU 
market. However, market segregation can also contribute to leakage in the supply chain and 
increase the pressure in areas with low deforestation risks. JBS states that its exports to the EU 
market originate from states with a lower risk of deforestation, such as São Paulo. Without a full 
traceability, it is not possible yet to check whether the products exported from São Paulo states have 
or not links to deforestation in other states. The state of Pará in the Amazon biome, for instance, 
exports only 0.2 percent of its beef production directly to the EU market (including the United 
Kingdom). However, slaughterhouses operating in Mato Grosso state, from where the EU market 
sources 22 percent of beef products imported from Brazil, might be sourcing cattle from Pará state.  

In the cattle supply chain, if the operator, who places the product in the EU market for the first time, 
must inform from where the product is coming from, the operators’ due diligence mechanisms are 
required to keep traceability data for each derived product. The segregation of the market is feasible 
if the traceability info allows for forming batches of products along the rest of the value chain.  

 

Traceability status and gaps of the beef and leather supply chains after the slaughterhouses   

After the slaughterhouses, different cattle-derived products follow specific supply chains. Below we 
analyse the traceability gaps of the beef and leather supply chains after the products are pre-
processed or processed in slaughterhouses in Brazil. 

 

Traceability of the beef supply chain after the slaughterhouses 

• Brazilian frozen beef products exported can be traced back to the slaughterhouses where 
they were processed and some cases, to the properties that directly supplied these 
slaughterhouses. This is possible because meat products have labels with the tax 
identification number of the slaughterhouse where they were processed10. Lately, retailers 
have declared the location of the slaughterhouses where the meat originates as a guarantee 
that the product is deforestation-free. The exposure risk to deforestation is higher if the 
slaughterhouse is in an area with high deforestation rates, such as the Amazon and Cerrado 

 
10 More can be seen in three Chain Reaction Research reports about meat and retailers’ operations in Brazil: Casino Group, 

Carrefour, and Cencosud. 

https://supplychains.trase.earth/flows?selectedColumnsIds=0_23-1_24-2_11-3_5&toolLayout=1&countries=27&commodities=46&selectedNodesIds%5B%5D=799&sources=799
https://supplychains.trase.earth/flows?selectedColumnsIds=0_23-1_24-2_11-3_5&toolLayout=1&countries=27&commodities=46&selectedNodesIds%5B%5D=787&destinations=787
https://reporterbrasil.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Monitor-12-EN.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/GPAs-Beef-Supply-Chain-Exposed-to-Deforestation-Risks-4.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Carrefour-May-Face-Financial-Risks-from-Deforestation-linked-Beef-2.pdf
https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Cencosud-35-Beef-Products-Link-Retailer-to-High-Risk-Amazon-Slaughterhouses-1.pdf
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biome in Brazil. However, even if the slaughterhouse operates in a low deforestation risk 
area, it is still not possible to eliminate the risks of its links to deforestation. A 
slaughterhouse operating in low-risk areas can still be linked to deforestation if it directly or 
indirectly sources cattle from high deforestation risk areas. Therefore, the beef supply chain 
shares the same traceability gaps as the cattle supply chain (see previous sections).  

• A recent study from Repórter Brasil shows that beef products sold in a Lidl supermarket in 
the Netherlands came from a Marfrig slaughterhouse in Tangará da Serra (Mato Grosso). 
This slaughterhouse indirectly sourced cattle from a farm that received an environmental 
fine for deforesting 230 hectares of native vegetation inside the Indigenous territory Manoki 
in Brasnorte (Mato Grosso).  

• Lately, retailers have pressured meatpackers for effective traceability in the value chain. 
After the publication of the Repórter Brasil study, a group of European retailers declared 
that they would stop selling Brazilian beef including Lidl (NL), Sainsbury (UK), and Alhold 
Delhaize operating retailers’ brands in seven countries within the EU market. However, only 
an effective traceability strategy within the Brazilian cattle supply chain can remove beef 
products with deforestation risk from the EU market. 

 

Figure 9. Brazilian deforestation-linked meat sold by Lidl in the Netherlands     

 
Source: reproduction of Repórter Brasil Monitor #12, from December 2021.  

https://reporterbrasil.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Monitor-12-EN.pdf
https://news.mongabay.com/2021/12/european-supermarkets-say-brazilian-beef-is-off-the-menu/
https://reporterbrasil.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Monitor-12-EN.pdf
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Traceability of the leather supply chain after the slaughterhouses 

Leather products originating in Brazil have additional traceability challenges when placed in the EU 
market besides the gaps within the cattle supply chain. Brazilian leather is not only entering the EU 
market for the first time in the form of pre-tanned, tanned, or finished hide but also as leather 
products manufactured in intermediate countries and markets.  

The EU market is one of the most relevant destinations of Brazilian leather exports – Italy alone is 
the destination of 29 percent of the Brazilian exports of wet blue (tanned) leather and 24 percent of 
the Brazilian exported finished leather, together with Germany. Footwear, garment, fashion, 
automotive, and upholstery sectors manufacturing leather originating in Brazil outside the EU also 
indirectly connect Brazilian leather to the EU market. China, for instance, is the destination of 47 
percent of the Brazilian exports of tanned (or wet blue) leather and a relevant supplier of 
manufactured leather products to the EU market.  

 

Figure 10. Simplified leather supply chain linking Brazilian leather to the EU market 

Source: Aidenvironment. 

 

The Leather Working Group (LWG) is a European leather certification body covering different 
stakeholders along the supply chain, from tanneries in countries of origin to manufacturers and 
brands in the EU markets and suppliers of chemicals and machinery to the leather industry. The LWG 
certification includes audits on tanneries’ traceability capacity to a slaughterhouse level. The LWG 
traceability audits cover facilities of the largest Brazilian leather exporting tanneries. Vancouros, 
Fuga Couros, and Durlicouros, among the top five Brazilian leather exporters to the EU market, have 
together six of their tanneries listed in the LWG audit system with traceability between 70 and 100 
percent of its leather origin to a slaughterhouse level.   

JBS, the largest Brazilian leather exporter to the EU market, has 15 tanneries listed in the LGW audit 
system, all with traceability of 100 percent to originating slaughterhouses. JBS tanneries source 
leather from their own slaughterhouses, and in some cases, both facilities are side by side. JBS also 
states that all its leather products can be traced back to the originating farms (direct suppliers to 
their slaughterhouses) through their own traceability system, the JBS 360. The system includes farm 
information on the Forest Code (no illegal deforestation after July 2008), embargoed areas, 
overlapping with Indigenous territories and conservation areas, and links to slavery labour practices. 
These criteria are the same used to monitor direct cattle suppliers within the TAC and the CPP 
agreements. 

  

https://d5i6is0eze552.cloudfront.net/documents/Publikasjoner/Andre-rapporter/Driving_Deforestation_16_June-compressed.pdf?mtime=20210617202546
https://www.globalcanopy.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Hidden-deforestation-in-the-Brazil-and-China-beef-and-leather-trade.pdf
https://www.leatherworkinggroup.com/leather-manufacturers-and-traders/leather-manufacturers/our-rated-members
https://jbs360.com.br/
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5. Traceability Gaps – Soy supply chain 

 

In this section, we present the analysis of the gaps and challenges for the full traceability of soy 
linked to the EU market. It includes an analysis of feasible options to achieve the supply chain 
traceability and the potential consequences for the producers’ and companies’ operations. The 
analysis covers only the Brazilian soy supply chain as this is a hotspot production country for soy 
products linked to the EU market. 

Much of the insights are based on recent studies on the soy supply chain by Global Canopy (Trase 
and Forest500) and Proforest, and the position letter from the Brazilian Climate Observatory 
(Observatório do Clima). We also considered the recent sector declarations listing the challenges for 
a traceability strategy in the soy supply from Coceral, Fediol, and Fefac sector organizations 
gathering the largest global soy traders and processors. To complement, Aidenvironment 
interviewed a group of specialists from WWF-Brasil, who lead the Cerrado Declaration and is 
involved in recent engagements with the soy sector in Brazil.  

 

Key factors of soy production in Brazil relevant for the EU draft regulation 

• The Amazon Soy Moratorium (ASM) significantly contributed to decreasing deforestation 
linked to soy expansion in the Amazon biome in the last 16 years. At the same time, soy 
production and deforestation risks in the Cerrado biome saw a significant increase, 
especially in the Matopiba region, comprised of municipalities in the states of Maranhão, 
Tocantins, Piauí, and Bahia. The soy deforestation risk has been increasing even when 
potential production volumes could be doubled in already opened areas in Brazil without 
opening any new native vegetation areas. 

• In Brazil, only 2 percent of the properties concentrate 62 percent of potential illegal 
deforestation linked to commodity production. Around 20 percent of soy exports from the 
Amazon and Cerrado biomes to the EU market might be linked to illegal deforestation.  

• According to Trase, more than half of the deforestation linked to soy in Brazil was 
concentrated in less than 1 percent of the 2,308 municipalities producing soy in 2018. The 
Matopiba region (an area covering 36 percent of the Cerrado biome) concentrated 88 
percent of deforestation risk linked to soy production in Brazil in 2018. If the EU draft 
regulation adopts the FAO forest definition, it will cover only 25 percent of the Cerrado 
biome. The suggested amend to the EU draft regulation proposes the inclusion of 
woodlands, which might cover other parts of the Cerrado biome. Expanding the EU draft 
regulation forest definition is crucial to protect critical ecosystems with the highest 
deforestation risk linked to soy. 

• Currently, the six largest soy traders (Cargill, Bunge, ADM, Cofco, Louis Dreyfus, and Viterra) 
report an average of 41 percent sourcing from the Cerrado biome considering the total 
volume of soy sourced in Brazil. Around 50 percent of the Brazilian soy imported by the EU 
market comes from the same biome. The Soft Commodity Forum lists 61 municipalities as 
deforestation risk areas for soy production in the Cerrado biome from where the same six 
soy traders sourced an average of 15 percent of soy in 2021. 

• In Brazil, the soy production system is based on large-scale producers with more than 1,000 
hectares of soy cultivation. Smallholder producers, with properties between 50 and 100 
hectares, account for only 15 percent of the soy production in Brazil. Smallholders are 
usually part of leasing production arrangements wherein larger producers lease their area 
and are responsible for the entire production cycle. The soy production arrangement in 

http://resources.trase.earth/documents/Trase_Yearbook_Executive_Summary_2_July_2020.pdf
https://forest500.org/sites/default/files/forest500_2021report.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5b48c2572487fdd7f1f29d1c/t/6107e38471685d416f2cd05d/1627906949303/ENG+BN2A_05July2021.pdf
https://www.oc.eco.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Posicionamento_OC_UE_Desmatamento_VF_11.3.22-final.pdf
https://fefac.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/22_PR_5.pdf
https://d3nehc6yl9qzo4.cloudfront.net/downloads/cerradomanifesto_september2017_atualizadooutubro.pdf
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aba6646
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aba6646
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aba6646
http://resources.trase.earth/documents/Trase_Yearbook_Executive_Summary_2_July_2020.pdf
http://resources.trase.earth/documents/Trase_Yearbook_Executive_Summary_2_July_2020.pdf
http://resources.trase.earth/documents/Trase_Yearbook_Executive_Summary_2_July_2020.pdf
https://www.oc.eco.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Posicionamento_OC_UE_Desmatamento_VF_11.3.22-final.pdf
https://wbcsdpublications.org/scf/pt/sumario-executivo/
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/uploaded/2021/06/2019-IDH-European-Soy-Monitor-report.pdf
https://wbcsdpublications.org/scf/pt/sumario-executivo/
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/sciadv.abn3132
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/sciadv.abn3132
https://www.tropenbos.org/file.php/2279/policy-brief-euactionplandeforestation-15042019-final.pdf
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Brazil includes direct contracts between the farms and the soy exporters, configuring direct 
suppliers, or through intermediaries’ groups or cooperatives that supply soy to the 
exporters, configuring the producers as indirect suppliers. 

 

Opportunities for traceability within the soy supply chain 

The Amazon Soy Moratorium (ASM) 

The Amazon Soy Moratorium demonstrates that the traceability of the product to its origin at farm 
level is feasible and effective in reducing deforestation. The key issues for the success of the ASM 
were: 

• The adoption of the monitoring mechanism by a significant part of the market share avoids 
market leakage mechanisms (ASM signatories cover around 90 percent of the traded volume 
in the included municipalities). 

• Implementation of a monitoring mechanism with transparency through a multistakeholder 
governance structure, the Soy Working Group (GTS Portuguese acronym for Grupo de 
Trabalho da Soja). GTS includes research institutions, civil society organizations, 
government, and the private sector, allowing the improvement of the monitoring tools and 
their implementation over the years. 

• Simple and cheap compliance requirements that are easy to monitor, such as using publicly 
available environmental declarations of the properties (CAR Portuguese acronym 
for Cadastro Ambiental Rural), deforestation data (Prodes, from the National Spatial 
Institute), and soy expansion maps produced, for instance, by Glad (University of Maryland). 

• Low implementation costs of the monitoring system that, after the transition period, 
became negligible compared to the volume of finance flow in the sector. 

The ASM effectively reduced the soy linked to deforestation in the Amazon – from 30 percent in 
2004 to less than 1 percent in 2014 after eight years of the ASM. At the same time, the soy 
production continued to increase with most of its expansion in the already opened area (before the 
initial 2006 cut-off date and later 2008), while deforestation rates significantly decreased in the 
biome. Despite the success of the ASM, there are still challenges to its expansion to other biomes: 
improving the data management system towards the development of a benchmark verification 
system; including strategies to avoid market leakage through indirect suppliers; improving the 
government capacity for processing problems found in the CAR declarations (overlapping and 
inconsistency with land ownership systems), and; include monitoring methodologies to cover 
specific technicalities of other geographies.    

 

The Cerrado Manifesto 

The Cerrado Manifesto, launched by a group of 60 civil society organizations in 2017, called for 
action on the increasing deforestation linked to soft-commodity production in the biome. A 
Statement of Support to the Cerrado Manifesto has more than 130 signatories, including food 
processors, retailers, financial actors, and consumer goods companies.   

The engagement that followed the Cerrado Manifesto resulted in the establishment of the Cerrado 
Working Group (GTC Portuguese Acronym for Grupo de Trabalho do Cerrado), inspired by the GTS 
linked to the ASM implementation. The GTC developed a draft for an agreement between civil 
society organizations, financial institutions, and soy traders that cover 80 percent of the Cerrado soy 
trading market share. The draft agreement, not successfully concluded so far, included a financial 

https://www.imaflora.org/public/media/biblioteca/IMF-10-years-of-soy-moratorium-WB.pdf
https://glad.umd.edu/
https://d3nehc6yl9qzo4.cloudfront.net/downloads/cerradomanifesto_september2017_atualizadooutubro.pdf
https://www.theconsumergoodsforum.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Statement-of-Support-for-the-Cerrado-Manifesto.pdf
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mechanism for a transition period of 5 years towards a commitment to deforestation-free soy by the 
traders operating in the Cerrado biome.  

However, the Brazilian Association of Vegetable Oil Industry - Abiove (Portuguese acronym for 
Associação Brasileira da Indústria de Óleos Vegetais) stated that an agreement similar as the ASM 
for the Cerrado biome will not solve the problem. Abiove defends that only a mechanism of financial 
compensation to producers that do not open native vegetation areas for soy cultivation in Cerrado 
would be feasible to address the increasing deforestation risk linked to soy expansion in the biome. 
In the same direction, Cargill rejected such an agreement covering the Cerrado biome and created a 
USD 30 million program to support sustainable soy in Cerrado.    

 

Soy sourcing from Cerrado – trader’s reports to the Soft Commodity Forum  

Although soy traders did not commit to decreasing deforestation linked to soy in the Cerrado biome 
through a sector agreement, six of the largest soy traders operating in Brazil improved their 
reporting on soy sourcing from Cerrado. Cargill, Bunge, ADM, Cofco, Louis Dreyfus, and Viterra 
(formerly Glencore) currently report their proportional soy sourcing from the Cerrado, and the 61 
priority municipalities defined by the Soft Commodity Forum (SCF)11. The same six commodity 
traders established the SCF as a development from the Cerrado Manifesto. The traders have 
submitted six reports to the SCF, the latest in December 2021 (see Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1. Six trader’s reporting of soy sourcing in the SCF 61 priority municipalities in the Cerrado 
biome in December 2021 

Source: based on data from the SCF Trader’s Progress Report December 2021. 

 
The traders’ reporting numbers regarding the sourcing volume from the 61 municipalities with a 
high risk of deforestation show that effort to decrease deforestation linked to soy relies on the 
challenge of monitoring, mainly, of its indirect suppliers. Traders' indirect soy sourcing from the 
priority municipalities can vary according to the harvesting results and market prices. Cargill, Bunge, 
and Viterra reported 12 percent of indirect sourcing in the priority municipalities, Cofco 17 percent, 
ADM 26 percent, and Louis Dreyfus 56 percent. Most traders can also trace 100 percent of their 
indirect suppliers to the first point of aggregation, usually a cooperative or an aggregator (silos 

 
11 The priority municipalities were defined based on a deforestation-risk index which aimed to list municipalities that have 

a significant soy planted area (more than 5,000 hectares), a high rate of conversion of native vegetation into soy 
plantation, and a relevant area of native vegetation that is at risk of conversion. A full list of these municipalities and the 
description of the methods can be found in the latest SCF traders’ report: 
https://wbcsdpublications.org/scf/methodologies-and-references/  

https://abiove.org.br/imprensa/abiove-reage-as-criticas-de-membros-do-sos-cerrado/
https://abiove.org.br/imprensa/abiove-reage-as-criticas-de-membros-do-sos-cerrado/
https://news.mongabay.com/2019/07/cargill-rejects-cerrado-soy-moratorium-pledges-30-million-search-for-ideas/
https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/download/13467/196583/1
https://wbcsdpublications.org/scf/methodologies-and-references/
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owners). Most traders have monitoring systems that allow for traceability to the farm level covering 
100 percent of their direct suppliers. 
 
Figure 2. Simplification of the soy supply chain 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: adapted from the Proforest soy tool kit. 

 

Challenges to implementing a traceability strategy in the Brazilian soy supply chain 

In the Brazilian context, the traceability of the soy supply chain is already part of sector agreements. 
The largest soy traders adopted the ASM in Amazon and the soy sourcing reporting to the SCF in 
Cerrado biome (see the previous section). The sector agreements in the soy supply chain have 
increased the monitoring and traceability capacity of the largest traders and their will to commit to 
deforestation-free supply chains. In this context, the availability of data and technology integrated 
into monitoring systems is not a current or a central issue. However, still, there are challenges linked 
to monitoring and business strategies, competitiveness, costs of implementation, and leakage 
markets. 

 

Due diligence requests and the current traceability and monitoring strategies 

• In the case of the ASM, the third part audit does not publicize the details and location of 
plots of blocked producers. However, these traceability and monitoring systems overlap 
with publicly available data, such as the property mandatory environmental declarations 
(CAR) and the national deforestation monitoring system (Prodes). The audits are 
implemented by third parties and assessed by the members of the GTS. The final reports do 
not detail the findings of illegal deforestation at a farm level. However, traders can trace 100 
percent of their direct suppliers to a farm level and in risk areas such as the Matopiba region 
in Cerrado, 100 percent of their indirect suppliers until the first point of aggregation (see 
Figure 1). 

• The current traceability strategy implemented in the Amazon and potential strategies to 
cover soy production in the Cerrado biomes use a suppliers’ blocking system. In Amazon, if 
deforestation happened after July 2008 in the soy-producing property, the producer is 
blocked, and none of the ASM signatories’ traders source soy from them. In Cerrado, as 
there is no sector agreement, traders’ traceability and monitoring strategies vary. Some 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5b48c2572487fdd7f1f29d1c/t/5d56912150140b000177385f/1565954339207/POR_BN02.A_SCTransparency_Web.pdf
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traders, for instance, consider the date of their policies or commitment as the cut-off date 
for zero-deforestation and allow legal deforestation after the Brazilian Forest Code 
deforestation cut-off date, July 2008. Because there is no sector agreement to monitor 
deforestation linked to the soy supply chain in the Cerrado biome, it is still not clear if the 
traders adopt the same blocking strategy at the farm level. 

• The challenge of traders’ traceability and monitoring strategies relates to business and 
competitiveness risks. Traders do not publicize their trading links with specific suppliers, as 
this might influence their business strategy and competitiveness within the sector. 
Monitoring strategies that are part of sector agreements, such as the ASM for instance, do 
preserve the identity of producers. Because of that, the current implemented traceability 
and monitoring strategies do not contravene the individual privacy national legislation 
(LGPD Portuguese acronym for Lei Geral de Proteção de Dados) while verifying links between 
soy production and deforestation. Due diligence processes proposed by the EU draft 
regulation on deforestation-free commodities requests traceability to the production 
location, and the recommended emend states that only non-commercially sensitive data 
should be accessible to the public [as opposed to all data]. In this sense, current traders or 
sector monitoring strategies that are already in place show positive results in monitoring 
deforestation links to the soy supply chain without exposing suppliers’ individual data or 
increasing business and competitiveness risks.  

• It is worth mentioning that all the six largest soy exporters operating in the Cerrado biome 
are committed to the full traceability of their soy supply chain in Brazil even if with 
considerable long implementation dates, the earliest completed implemented only in 2025 
(see Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3. Soy traders’ commitments to eliminate deforestation in their supply chain. 

Trader Eliminate deforestation by (*) 

Cargill 2030 
Bunge 2025 
ADM 2030 (full traceability by the end of 2022) 
Louis Dreyfus 2025 

Cofco 
n/a (traceability of direct suppliers by the end of 
2023)  

Viterra 2025 

(*) unless not specified, interpreted also as being the date for achieving full traceability, including 
direct and indirect suppliers. Source: companies’ no-deforestation policies and progress reports – 
Cargill, Bunge, ADM, Louis Dreyfus, Cofco, Viterra. 

 

The challenge of monitoring indirect suppliers 

Traders have started to set targets to eliminate deforestation from their supply chain, meaning 
achieving full traceability of their entire supply chain, including direct and indirect suppliers (see 
Figure 3). In Brazil, most traders have a significant share of soy sourcing from indirect suppliers 
(aggregators, cooperatives). However, in the 61 municipalities with high deforestation risk in the 
Cerrado biome (priority municipalities for the SCF), traders proportionally source a lower volume of 
soy from indirect suppliers (see Figure 4).  

 
  

https://www.cargill.com/doc/1432209011320/south-american-soy-sustainability-report-2021-portuguese.pdf
https://www.bunge.com.br/sustentabilidade/2020/eng/downloads/Bunge_RA20.pdf#page=26&zoom=100,0,0
https://www.adm.com/globalassets/sustainability/sustainability-reports/adm-h2-2021-soy-progress-report-compressed.pdf
https://www.ldc.com/wp-content/uploads/Soy-Sourcing-Transparency-Update.pdf
https://www.cofcointernational.com/media/1927/cil_sr_2020_digital.pdf
https://www.viterra.com/dam/jcr:34512130-7f0a-4272-83ce-d9cbc55654b3/Viterra_Soy_Sustainability_Policy.pdf
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Figure 4. Soy traders direct and indirect sourcing in Brazil and the  
61 priority municipalities in the Cerrado biome. 

Trader 

Soy direct and indirect suppliers 

Brazil 
Cerrado (61 SCF - 

PM)(*) 
Direct 

(%) 
Indirect (%) Direct (%) Indirect (%) 

Cargill 58 42 88 12 
Bunge 51 49 88 12 
ADM 64 36 74 26 
Louis Dreyfus 47 53 44 56 
Cofco n/a n/a 83 17 
Viterra n/a n/a 88 12 

(*)SCF - PM, 61 municipalities in the Matopiba region of the Cerrado biome with a high risk of deforestation 
linked to soy expansion according to the Soft Commodity Forum (SCF). Source: SCF Trader’s Progress Report 
December 20201 and companies’ no-deforestation policies and progress reports – Cargill, Bunge, ADM, Louis 
Dreyfus, Cofco, Viterra. 

 
ADM plans to achieve the full traceability of their direct and indirect suppliers by the end of 2022. 
Bunge, Louis Dreyfus, and Viterra committed to having the traceability of all their suppliers, direct 
and indirect, by the end of 2025. Bunge currently monitors 35 percent of its indirect suppliers, with 
targets of achieving 50 percent by 2022 and 100 percent by 2025. Cargill and ADM committed to 
eliminating deforestation, which includes traceability of their entire supply chain, by 2030. However,  

Bunge has publicly stated that they are already transferring their traceability and monitoring 
technology to indirect suppliers without cost, including mapping the farms' polygons and 
overlapping them with deforestation data. Five of the six traders that report soy sourcing from the 
Cerrado 61 priority municipalities to the SCF have achieved the traceability of 100 percent of their 
direct and indirect suppliers (to the first point of aggregation). Strategies to monitor indirect 
suppliers include technology transfer to the indirect suppliers, such as cooperatives and aggregators. 
With this, aggregators and cooperatives can share accurate data on traceability on a farm level with 
traders, including monitoring deforestation and other social and environmental conditions linked to 
soy production.  

 

Data availability 

Data availability is not a barrier for the traceability within the soy supply chain. Data on land use 
change and land tenure and ownership are increasingly being improved in quality, accessibility, and 
transparency. Publicly available data are largely the basis of traders’ monitoring systems, for 
instance. The two most relevant datasets that help traders to monitor their soy supply chain are: (1) 
the environmental declarations of the properties (CAR) and (2) deforestation data from the national 
spatial agency INPE (Portuguese acronym for Instituto Nacional de Pesquisas Espaciais).  

• The CAR declaration is a mandatory request from the Brazilian Forest Code. A CAR 
declaration is already one of the main requests from soy traders to producers, and it is 
publicly available in a federal government database. The CAR database allows the 
downloading of all the polygons of the declarant properties and the polygons of the 
mandatory preservation areas inside the properties in shapefile format.   

• CAR declaration cannot serve as a land tenure or ownership proof, and as a self-declared 
document, it is also vulnerable to a series of irregularities. CAR irregularities include the 
overlapping with other properties, conservation areas, and Indigenous territories, and a 
strategy to “remove” illegal deforestation from the property, known as CAR fractioning 

https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/download/13467/196583/1
https://www.cargill.com/doc/1432209011320/south-american-soy-sustainability-report-2021-portuguese.pdf
https://www.bunge.com.br/sustentabilidade/2020/eng/downloads/Bunge_RA20.pdf#page=26&zoom=100,0,0
https://www.adm.com/globalassets/sustainability/sustainability-reports/adm-h2-2021-soy-progress-report-compressed.pdf
https://www.ldc.com/wp-content/uploads/Soy-Sourcing-Transparency-Update.pdf
https://www.ldc.com/wp-content/uploads/Soy-Sourcing-Transparency-Update.pdf
https://www.cofcointernational.com/media/1927/cil_sr_2020_digital.pdf
https://www.viterra.com/dam/jcr:34512130-7f0a-4272-83ce-d9cbc55654b3/Viterra_Soy_Sustainability_Policy.pdf
https://www.brasilagro.com.br/conteudo/adm-atingira-em-2022-rastreabilidade-total-da-cadeia-de-soja-no-brasil.html
https://www.bunge.com/news/bunge-launches-unprecedented-program-monitor-soybean-crops-its-indirect-supply-chain-brazilian
https://www.car.gov.br/#/
https://www.car.gov.br/#/
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practice. Much has been improved in the CAR system in the last years, especially in Pará and 
Mato Grosso states, where most CAR declarations are validated. Through the CAR database 
of Pará and Mato Grosso, it is also possible to check the declarant name, and adjustments in 
the CAR declarations are only possible through an official request, avoiding the fractioning 
strategy used to “remove” deforestation from the property. 

• There are currently no barriers or problems with data availability, costs, and alternative 
sources regarding deforestation monitoring systems. Yearly, INPE processes the official 
deforestation data in the whole Brazilian territory confirmed through satellite imagery 
analysis of deforestation alerts (publicly available weekly covering Amazon and Cerrado 
biomes). Alternative sources are the platform Mapbiomas Alertas (with confirmed 
deforestation from at least three months ago covering the entire Brazilian territory) and the 
Imazon SAD monitoring system, which releases monthly satellite analyses on deforestation 
in the Amazon biome. A third source is the Glad alerts system from the Global Forest Watch 
that covers real-time deforestation alerts on all the tropical forests (less accurate for the 
Cerrado biome). The Mapbiomas Alertas and the Glad alert system are both publicly 
available platforms from which it is possible to download the polygons of the deforestation 
alerts in a shapefile format.  

• Five of the largest soy traders operating in Brazil (Cargill, Bunge, ADM, Louis Dreyfus, and 
Cofco) are partners of the Agroideal initiative together with the Brazilian Agriculture 
Research Institute (Embrapa), WWF, the Sustainability Trade Initiative (IDH), Abiove, and 
others. Agroideal is a free online system that aims to support stakeholders to “assess risks 
associated with the expansion of cropland areas, searching for regions of high economic 
benefit and productivity, coupled with a low socio-environmental impact.” The system 
aggregates spatial information such as land-use change, soy area expansion, conversation 
areas, and areas already opened and suitable for soy production. Finally, a piece of 
additional information that the Global Forest Watch recently turned publicly available is 
the soy planted area in South America, including the soy cultivation areas from 2001 to 
2021. The data of soy planted area is available for download directly from the Maryland 
University GLAD website in a shapefile format.   

• Traders’ monitoring systems to eliminate illegal deforestation within the supply chain need 
to distinguish legal from illegal deforestation, especially after July 2008 (the Brazilian Forest 
Code cut-off date). In this case, an additional step is checking if the cleared area has 
authorization for clearing native vegetation (ASV, Portuguese acronym for Autorização de 
Supressão de Vegetação). Mapbiomas recently launched a new system to monitor 
deforestation regarding its legality overlapping deforestation with authorization databases 
(from the Federal and State environmental agencies) (Monitor de Fiscalização ). Although 
environmental agencies’ ASV databases need to improve transparency and data quality, the 
Federal system and systems from six states are available online or through formal requests. 
However, a recent study concluded that despite the differences among states, 94 percent of 
the deforestation in Brazil does not have a publicly available ASV and, therefore, could be 
considered illegal. Within the EU draft regulation scope, there is no need to check if 
deforestation after December 2020 is legal or illegal as it considers a zero-deforestation 
approach after the indicated date. 

 

Costs of traceability strategies and market segregation 

• The costs of the current monitoring systems voluntarily adopted by soy traders are 
becoming gradually negligible considering the financial flow linked to global soy trading. In 
the last decade, the improvement in quality and accessibility of deforestation monitoring 
data, for instance, removed the costs of purchasing satellite images, one of the most 

https://www.climatepolicyinitiative.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Onde-estamos-na-implementacao-do-Codigo-Florestal-radiografia-do-CAR-e-do-PRA-nos-estados-brasileiros.pdf
http://terrabrasilis.dpi.inpe.br/en/home-page/
https://plataforma.alerta.mapbiomas.org/mapa?monthRange%5b0%5d=2018-11&monthRange%5b1%5d=2021-12&sources%5b0%5d=DeterbAmazonia&sources%5b1%5d=DeterCerrado&sources%5b2%5d=Glad&sources%5b3%5d=InemaBa&sources%5b4%5d=IefMg&sources%5b5%5d=Sad&sources%5b6%5d=SadCaatinga&sources%5b7%5d=SadMataAtlantica&sources%5b8%5d=SadPantanal&sources%5b9%5d=SipamSar&sources%5b10%5d=SiradX&territoryType=all&authorization=all&embargoed=all&locationType=alert_code&map=-12.318536%2C-48.647461%2C5
https://imazon.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/SAD-Marco-2022.pdf
https://www.globalforestwatch.org/map/
https://soja.agroideal.org/br/
https://www.embrapa.br/
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/
http://www.abiove.org.br/
https://data.globalforestwatch.org/datasets/gfw::soy-planted-area/about
https://glad.umd.edu/projects/commodity-crop-mapping-and-monitoring-south-america
https://plataforma.alerta.mapbiomas.org/monitor-da-fiscalizacao
https://www.icv.org.br/website/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/icv-relatorio-f.pdf
https://www.icv.org.br/website/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/icv-relatorio-f.pdf
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expensive parts of a monitoring system. As soy is a cultivated crop, monitoring links between 
recently deforested areas and soy is cheaper than other commodities such as cattle that 
need to consider the animal moving from one property to another.  

• The costs to implement traceability within the soy supply chain are temporary or 
negligible along the time because companies are already investing in monitoring systems, 
and it would not be additional to their current voluntary commitments. If the traders' 
traceability and monitoring systems can remove deforestation from the origin of the soy 
product, there are no additional costs for storage and logistic segregation. The EU draft 
regulation is a relevant opportunity for promoting deforestation-free soy in the entire 
sector. The traceability strategies and commitments to remove deforestation from the soy 
supply chain by the biggest traders (independent of the destination of the products) can 
leverage improvement in the entire sector and avoid a leakage market mechanism.  

• In the Brazilian context, the country with the current highest deforestation risks linked to 
soy expansion, the national environmental policy framework had a very positive impact on 
the recent improvements of commodities traceability strategies. Traders are increasingly 
integrating the analysis of CAR declarations into their monitoring systems. With the CAR 
registration number, traders can verify in the online systems provided by federal and state 
environmental agencies if the declaration is validated, suspended, or cancelled. Through the 
publicly available access to CAR declarations shapefiles, traders can also verify if 
deforestation falls in areas declared to be conservation areas of the property according to 
the Brazilian Forest Code. 

• The experiences from the soy certification schemes showed that a segregation strategy 
has a high implementation cost, and it is not efficient in scaling up traceability strategies. 
As the volume of certified soy compared to the total volume of soy trading is minimum (i.e., 
organic or Genetic Modified Organisms GMO-free products), a market segregation strategy 
was not feasible mainly due to high adaptation costs of storage facilities and logistics. 
Without a traceability strategy, certification schemes adopted the mass balance approach, 
certifying a volume of soy with a defined proportion of mixed origins from certified and non-
certified properties in the same bale. Because the mass balance approach allows non-
certified products in the same bale as certified products, it does not promote changes in the 
supply chain sustainability practices. Mass balance is a transitional approach to traceability 
strategies, which instead can effectively guarantee a deforestation-free supply chain.  

 


