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Background and
methodology of
the assessment



Employment in the aquaculture sector

Fish farming Post-harvest
>19 million AN >7 million
6‘" people of Qe people? of
N which 14% which 63%
\ women'! women3

Can private voluntary standards contribute to address social
and labour issues?

1 FAO 2018; 2 Phillips et al. 2016; 3 Kruijssen et al. 2018



Aim of the assessment

 Understand how BAP social
and labour standards are
applied and how they
Impact practices among
producers, and processors

« Generate learning on how
social change happens in
aquaculture

Photo: F. Kruijssen, 2011



Photo: F. Kruijssen, 2010

Methodology

Analysis of audit data 2017/2018,
and 2009/2010 (shrimp)

Qualitative, theory-based approach
based on a theory of change

Qualitative fieldwork in 3 selected
countries based on in-depth
interviews, focus groups (Chile,
Indonesia, Vietham)

For each facility 3 types of
respondents where applicable:
management, workers, communities

Interviews with auditors
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Patterns of compliance

across standards

FFC farms
Social & labour
standards:
Plants: 61 clauses
FFC: 39 clauses
Salmon: 38 clauses Salmon farms

Processing plants

Rate of non-compliance =
# of clauses with non-
compliance total # of clauses
audited

Rate of non-compliance 2017 & 2018 by set of

standards
0.047
0.05
0.03
0.03
0.023
0.025

Year [ 2017 [ 2018
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Source: Analysis of BAP audit data on social and

Icons are from
www.flaticon.com



http://www.flaticon.com/

Regional patterns
of compliance

FFC farms

Rate of non-compliance across
countries, size of bubbles reflects

total certified volume _
Seafood processing plants

Source: Analysis of BAP audit data on social and
labour standards 2017-2018.
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Clause_category o ) ®
Property Rights and Regulatory Compliance 5% 2%
Community Relations 1% 4%
Wages and benefits 1% 2% 1%
Working hours 2% 1% 1%
Staff facilities 2% 5%-
Protective clothing 4% 1% 3%

Medical care 3%

Forced labour 1% 1%
Child labour & young workers 1% 1% 1%
Worker health and safety | ew]  su| ey
Hiring & terms of employment 1% 2% 5%
Discrimination and abuse 1% 2%-
Freedom of association and collective barga 1% 1% 3%
Regulatory management 1% 1%-
Training 3% 5% 3%

Source: Analysis of BAP audit data on social and
labour standards 2017-2018.

Regional patterns

of compliance

Rate of non-
compliance by
country’ income
category for all
standards combined



Rate of non-compliance of shrimp farms
2009/2010 and 2017/2018 of compliance

2009-2010 2017-2018

Average rate of non-compliance 0.56 Average rate of non-compliance 0.05
Top 5 clauses NC Top 5 clauses NC
3.7: Meals provided are wholesome 3.18: Risk assessment to minimize
and commensurate with local eating 0.99 any workplace hazards. 0.17
customs
3.11: Protective gear provided to 3.27: All employees receive training
0.98 . 0.16
employees on health, hygiene and safety.
3.8: Basic medical care is provided 3.23: Employee housing meets local
0.97 . 0.16
and national standards.
3.4: Employee housing meets local 3.21: Equal opportunity w.r.t.
. 0.94 . . 0.15
and national standards recruitment, compensation, etc.
3.5: Safe drinking water is readily 3.15: Used labor services inform
. 0.94 . . 0.11
available to employees about worker rights and conditions.

Source: Analysis of BAP audit data on social and
labour standards 2017-2018.



Ease of compliance




Changes in
practices

Scoring of statements related to perceptions of the BAP social and labour
standards by management

_mm

Social and labour practices are . Fully disagree
o L RN T IV IS A Lo ] TG e BT s E T IS (e B 3. Neither agree nor disagree 4.0 3.8
in the company . Fully agree
.. : . ho changes
Initially, to meet the BAP social and e 56 2.5

labour standards the company made

. major changes

13 Source: Average scores of all firms interviewed during fieldwork, on a Likert scale.



LEGEND

Not enough
evidence to make
a judgement
about this
indicator

Indicator fully or
close to fully
achieved

Minor issues
associated with
this indicator

OPE2: increased
knowledge and use of
safety procedures

social standards

compliance

Communities Employees Firms (farms/ processors) Auditors
I0C1: improved .
interactiopns and IOF1: Practices IOA1: Auditors have
. . implemented for improved the way
conflict resolution . -
decent working hours they audit for labour
Inter- and social standards
mediate D 'IOF|2: Practcljc:ces
outcomes improved practices R EmiEleEs) e
improved health and :
safety IOF6: Practices
COMPLI- implemented for
ANCE IOF3: Practices freedom of
WITH implemented to association and
STAN- prevent collective bargaining
DARDS discrimination and
I h t
>exual harassmen IOF7: Practices
|OF4: Practices implemented to
implemented for fair preveltmt forced and
remuneration child labour
A T A T
Communities Employees Firms (farms/ processors) Auditors
OPE1: increased
OPC1: Have regular . ;
meetings with ?irms awareness of labour IPA1: have improved
g rights OPF1: Changed IPF2: Dedicated staff their understanding
OUTPUTS when needed attitudes towards in place to assure of labour and social

standards
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Outputs and intermediate outcomes




LEGEND

Long term
outcome

MICRO

Communities

LOC1: Positive and
productive relations

LOC2: No conflict
related to resource
use

Employees

LOE2: Improved
employment

LOE3: Improved
wellbeing

LOE4: No issues
"beyond the gate"

Firms (farms/ processors)

Not enough
evidence to make
a judgement
about this
indicator

LOF1: Improved
productivity

Indicator fully or
close to fully
achieved

LOF2: Lower staff
turnover

Minor issues
associated with
this indicator

LOF3: Improved
market access

= Outcomes - long term




Conclusions




Conclusions




Contact

KIT — Royal Tropical Institute
Mauritskade 64

1092 AD Amsterdam
https://www.kit.nl

Contact: Froukje Kruijssen
Email: f.kruijssen@kit.nl
Phone: +31611203797
Skype: froukjek
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