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Discussion Board Part II

Responses to Question Set 1. 

As you review the draft document, please consider:

  1) Are the themes identified the most appropriate? the most important? What themes (or their   components) are lacking?

  2) Any disagreements with the descriptions or analyses? If so, please suggest alternatives. 

  3) Do you have any practical illustrations to guide future policy and action?

  4) And, any other comments...
Response A. Comments submitted by Carol Kalafatic, International Indian Treaty Council (UN ECOSOC NGO since 1977)
I’m glad we all had more time to comment on Part II. Here are my comments; to make it easier to locate in the original text, I’ve indicated single word or phrase changes to the Draft in bold (Line additions are not in bold, but are indicated after “PLEASE ADD…”).  

PARA 5: (PLEASE ADD THE FOLLOWING to the end of the paragraph):

Indeed, a recently released UNEP Study warns that globalization destroys Indigenous Peoples’ cultures and the local, traditional agro-systems and land use knowledge they have developed and maintained for thousands of years, and thereby undermines SARD.

PARA 9: (Line 3 of this paragraph does not hold true for the rural areas in which Indigenous Peoples’ practice subsistence agriculture.  PLEASE ADD THE FOLLOWING after Line 3):

However, export competition and import liberalization has allowed the entry of cheap agricultural products into Indigenous Peoples’ communities, thereby compromising their sustainable agricultural practices, food security, health and cultures.  The imposed conversion of small-scale farming to cash crop plantations within their ancestral lands has further caused the dislocation of many community members from rural to urban areas. 

PARA 10: This paragraph seems too general about what kind of countries saw gains and benefits from decentralization and privatization; was it “DEVELOPED countries”? Are the gains measured in purely economic terms?  We would urge that both these points be clarified in this section.

PARA 11, Line 2:  PLEASE AMEND to reflect that privatization and structural adjustments bring both short- and long-term negative impacts to Indigenous Peoples in developing countries.  The negative impacts on SARD in our communities are decidedly long-term and usually irreversible, as in the privatization of water, which turns a sacred element essential to our SARD and agriculture-related spiritual practices, into a privately controlled commodity.  Structural reforms are, in a vast majority of cases, too heavy a burden for our communities to bear after centuries of imposed land appropriation and its resulting impoverishment, as well as accumulated damage to our ecosystems and to our rich but endangered agricultural practices and knowledge.

PARA 14, Line 2:  To better reflect a paradigm for resource use that is more in keeping with principles of the Earth Summit/CSD, PLEASE AMEND LINE TO READ “mode of sustainable use…” rather than “mode of exploitation…”

PARA 17, section iv: PLEASE ADD the following to the end of the paragraph, AND PLEASE INCLUDE THE ATTACHED LIST AS A FOOTNOTE TO THE REPORT:

International instruments and standards with a bearing on land use sustainability, land rights and related issues must also be included among the policy instruments to be implemented.*  

The standards would include: Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Articles 7 and 17; International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination, Article 5 (v); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Article 27; Human Rights Committee, General Comment 23 on Article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1994); International Labor Organization Convention 169, Articles 4,7 and 13-19; UNCED Report (A/CONF.151/26, vol. III); Agenda 21, Chapter 26; World Bank Operational Directive 4.20 (in the process of revision); UN Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples; Traditional Forms of Ownership and Cultural Survival: Rights to Land, Territories and Resources, Article 18.

PARA 18, Line 2:  PLEASE CHANGE THE LINE TO READ:

“… Latin America, the informed and active participation of small farmers, landless people and, in particular, Indigenous Peoples as stakeholders in the land reform process must be facilitated; …”  

As written in the current draft, the line implies that Indigenous Peoples are not legitimate stakeholders, and that their participation in the land reform process should be mediated by others. However, Agenda 21 formally recognizes Indigenous Peoples as a Major Group with a unique relationship to our lands; in particular, Agenda 21, Section 26.3 (a) calls for the active participation of Indigenous Peoples in national policy formulation relating to resource management and other processes that may affect them:  we are therefore legitimate stakeholders in land management.     

PARA 19, Section iii, Line 1:  PLEASE CHANGE “can play” to “plays.”

PARA 19, Section iii, Line 3: PLEASE CHANGE LINE TO READ:

“… countries, particularly as regards the access of small farmers, Indigenous Peoples and rural women to relevant and…”

PARA 21: PLEASE CHANGE LINE TO READ:

“… concerned, and of the prior and fully informed involvement and cooperation…”

PARA 23, Section iii, Line 1: PLEASE CHANGE LINE TO READ:

“…in mobilizing their own initiatives and resources.” 

PARA 25, Last Line: PLEASE CHANGE LINE TO READ:

“… agriculture: there are conflicting demands on water (addressed in another Task Manager’s report), and unresolved cases of water rights violations through diversion projects, large dams and imposed development;…” 

and

“…the genetic base of crop and animal production which had been narrowing for several decades is now being altered by the use of technologies, the economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts of which are far from being adequately addressed.”

PARA 26, Section i, Line 1:  PLEASE CHANGE LINE TO READ:

“… and with the private sector, NGOs and other stakeholders concerned in order to:…”

PARA 26, Section ii, Line 2: PLEASE CHANGE LINE TO READ:

“…for the major agricultural commodities and with the participation of farmers unions, Indigenous Peoples, industry and consumer associations.”

(We are usually left out of the decision making, and therefore our communities bear the brunt of industry-related pollution and contamination).

PARA 26, Section iii, First bullet point: PLEASE CHANGE TO READ:

“…as well as Habitat for Humanity International, and other stakeholders, should share their experiences and develop an international set of principles of sustainable land use planning and management which will serve as a basis to promote national action and international cooperation to improve land resources security”

PARA 26, Section iii, Closing section on protection of agroecosystems:  PLEASE CHANGE THIS TO READ:

“… maintenance of the biodiversity in existing sustainable production and consumption patterns of food and agriculture; in order to protect unique examples of sustainability in traditional, indigenous agroecosystems, and to conserve in situ the crop and farm animal and genetic resources and dissemination of indigenous land use technologies, Indigenous Peoples’ own sui generis systems of recording and protecting indigenous knowledge and related biodiversity should be strengthened; legal mechanisms should be established to secure the rights of Indigenous farmers, communities and plant breeders for the conservation and sustainable use of plant genetic resources for food and agriculture.  The experiences gained in these areas, along with others derived…”

(In WIPO roundtables with Indigenous Peoples, and during the CSD and many other international for a, this has been the position of Indigenous Peoples.  Please also see my colleague’s comments previously submitted for inclusion on Part I of Report about.)

Response B. IUF Comments (16.02.2001) on FAO Task Managers' joint report to CSD-10, Part II on the "Land and Agriculture" cluster for Chapters 10, 12 and 14 of Agenda 21
Reinforcing the comments made by the International Union of Food and Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco and Allied Workers' Associations (IUF) in respect of the Task Managers Report Part 1, IUF feels that more emphasis needs to be placed on the social dimension of Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development (SARD) in Part II. The social dimension is largely missing in this Report at the moment. Social issues which need highlighting include changes in the nature of agricultural employment, especially the growing percentage of waged agricultural workers and wage-dependent small-holders, and the casualisation and marginalisation of this waged workforce; the poor health and safety conditions it experiences; and the need for acceptance of core and agricultural international labour standards (see appendix).

IUF therefore proposes the following modifications/additions to the text:
a) Paragraph 6, page 2, Before the last sentence, add the following new sentences to read: "It has also stimulated a rise in the share of waged employment in agriculture, including the number of wage-dependent smallholders in agriculture, which is continuing to increase in virtually all regions, and it is now a central feature of employment and income in rural areas. Employment problems have increased as the impact of globalisation has led to less and less permanent labour and a more casualised and marginalised workforce". The last sentence then follows on1....In the meantime.........agribusiness.

b) Paragraph 13, amend the first sentence to read as follows: "In some cases..... the emergence/or growth of diverse social groups, farmers' unions, agricultural workers trade unions, local chambers of commerce.... The rest of the text then follows on as normal.

c) Paragraph 19 (iii), 7th line, after the word women add: "and waged agricultural workers"....to relevant and timely information.

d) Paragraph 23 (iv) last sentence. The term "Civil society organisations CSOs" which is also used in other parts of the text as well as interchangeably with NGOs. Is the term "CSO" well understood, or does it need clarification in terms of the range of organisations it refers to?

e) Paragraph 24 (ii), 3rd sentence. It would be instructive to give an example(s) of intergovernmental fora/interagency working groups which are active.

f) Paragraph 24 (iv) . IUF fully supports the statements on Multistakeholder networks in this sub-paragraph. It logically follows though that this sub-paragraph and Part II in general would be strengthened by direct reference to the outcome of the Multistakeholder Dialogue on SARD at CSD-8 and the recommendations in the Chairman's summary of this Dialogue. Perhaps the list of recommendations could be included as an annex to the Part II report?

g) Paragraph 26 (i) Include a new bullet point to read: "promote and strengthen the social dimensions of SARD, especially with regard to sustainable employment, improving health, safety and environmental standards, and acceptance of core and agricultural international labour standards".

h) Paragraph 26 (ii), 2nd sentence, last but one line: After farmers' unions add, "agricultural and food workers trade unions". The rest of the sentence then follows on. This reflects the fact that IUF and its affiliates are an integral part of the food chain.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Appendix: agricultural workers and international labour standards

International Labour Standards Covered in the Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (adopted by the International Labour Conference at its 86th session, Geneva 1998):

Convention Nr. 87: Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organise Convention, 1948

Convention Nr. 98: Right to Organise and Collective Bargaining, 1949

Convention Nr. 29: Forced Labour, 1930

Convention Nr. 105: Abolition of Forced Labour, 1957

Convention Nr. 100: Equal Remuneration, 1951

Convention Nr. 111: Discrimination (Employment and Occupation),1958

Convention Nr. 138: Minimum Age, 1973

Agriculture-specific Conventions

Freedom of association
Convention Nr. 11: Right of Association (Agriculture), 1921

Convention Nr. 141: Rural Workers’ Organisations, 1975

Labour administration
Convention Nr. 129: Labour Inspection (Agriculture), 1969 

Conditions of work
Convention Nr. 99: Minimum Wage Fixing Machinery (Agriculture), 1951 
Convention Nr. 101: Holidays with Pay (Agriculture), 1952 

Social security
Convention Nr. 25: Sickness Insurance (Agriculture), 1927 

Convention Nr. 36: Old-Age Insurance (Agriculture), 1933 

Convention Nr. 38: Invalidity Insurance (Agriculture), 1933 

Convention Nr. 40: Survivors’ Insurance (Agriculture), 1933 

Convention Nr. 12: Workmen’s Compensation (Agriculture), 1921 

Employment of children
Convention Nr. 10: Minimum Age (Agriculture), 1921 

Plantations
Convention Nr. 110: Plantations, 1958 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

For further information please contact:

Peter Hurst

Health, Safety and Environment Coordinator

International Union of Food and Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco and Allied Workers’ Associations (IUF)

Rampe du Pont Rouge 8, CH-1213 Geneva (Petit Lancy), Switzerland.

Tel: + 41 22 879 0514 (direct)

Tel: + 41 22 793 2233

Fax: + 41 22 793 2238

E-mail: peter.hurst@iuf.org

Web site: www.iuf.org

The International Union of Food and Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco and Allied Workers’ Associations (IUF) is an international trade union federation composed of 337 affiliated organisations in 118 countries representing a combined membership of 2.5 million employed in agriculture, the preparation and manufacture of food and beverages, hotels, restaurants and catering services, and all stages of tobacco processing. The IUF secretariat is in Geneva, Switzerland.

Response C. Comments on Part II of FAO draft task manager's report

Kristen SUKALAC , Agribusiness Major Group
Please note that these comments could not be included on the discussion board because they exceed 4000 characters.

Kristen E. Sukalac, IFA, acting as the focal point for the agribusiness major group.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this draft document.  It is overall very balanced and presents sound analyses of the state of affairs and of some necessary future steps.

"Review of the strategies adopted in the land and agriculture cluster of Agenda 21"

Para. 2, sentence 2: "required" should read "require".

It is a positive development that references to sustainability are couched in the wide sense of the term that includes the livelihoods of agricultural producers, rather than only referring to environmental considerations.  This trend continues throughout the report and shows a greater sophistication in our appreciation of the challenge that lays before us.

This review of strategies in no way mentions what was not done or what was undone: the regrettable decline in public research and extension funds which are key if sustainable agriculture solutions are to be adopted for local conditions and actually implemented.  This was a negative development in recent years.

It is positive that FAO has removed an attempt to define various approaches as these are often ill-defined even by practitioners and have been outlined at length in many other documents.  The removal allows the reader the focus on the meat of the review.

Para. 3, 1st sentence: Replace the phrase "adoption of modern technologies more or less adapted..." by adoption of a combination of proven traditional methods and modern techniques adapted to..." 

"Critical factors and components of strategies"

Para. 6, last sentence, should begin, "At the same time, "

Para. 7, ii.  The marker "ii" is misplaced in the middle of  the sentence.

"The impact of national structural and institutional reforms"

It should be clear where you discuss the positive effects: at my first reading I only noticed your reference to "negative effects" (para. 11) which made the section seem unbalanced.  In fact, you begin by looking at positive developments, but do not signpost this fact in the same way.  A little editing to create a parallel structure would solve this.  At the moment you alternate, and if you do so, you need to indicate for the reader where you change, especially as many people will be non-native speakers.

Para. 11, part II (unnumbered para.): It would be useful to clearly differentiate between the highly sophisticated agricultural sector and small-scale farming.  IFPRI has made specific recommendations on the need to improve small-scale farming to ensure improved food security and increased productivity.

"The role of land policies, land tenure reform and land administration"

Bravo for having the courage to mention the lack of coordination and cooperation both among ministries but also between governments and stakeholders that too often impede progress towards sustainable agriculture. I support this point fully.

"Information, monitoring, early warning and regulatory control systems"

I absolutely agree with the need to better streamline existing information practices.  Open dialogue and sharing will great help this as too often one group is not aware of the excellent initiatives undertaken by others. 

"Major requirements for course corrections ad further action"

Para. 19, first sentence.  Insert "to carry out risk assessment" after "to develop capacities to interpret data" and before "to diagnose cause/effect relationships". 

Para. 19, last sentence.  Again, the struggle against food insecurity, rural poverty, land degradation and harmful practices should be a priority.  This requires focusing on the desired outcome and the local conditions and not on clinging to any one production method as a cure-all for all situations.

Para. 20.  The lack of resources is a real problem.  Governments must dedicate adequate resources, but in useful ways: R&D, extension, infrastructures, and other aspects that are parts of both short-term and long-term solutions.  Too often, the money spent on agriculture is dedicate to stopgap measures that ease the pain of a given symptom (like direct price supports), but do not treat the basic illness.

It would perhaps be more accurate to end the last sentence by saying "Land degradation and the wide range of human activities that contribute to this problem".

"Mobilizing additional means for the land and agriculture cluster and related capacity building efforts"

Para. 23.  It is folly to believe that private sector investment can compensate for diminished resources of ministries and international financing institutions.  These resources fund complementary, but different roles.  Both are necessary in the long-term.  Further in the para. it is positive to recognize the role that the private sector plays in providing agricultural technology and the training that enables its proper use.

However, the term "private sector" overlooks the many agricultural businesses that are, in fact, state-owned.  Perhaps agricultural industries is a better term?

Para. 23.iii:  it would be useful to list other examples of guidance to broaden the list beyond field schools on IPM.

Para. 24.iii: In referring to the positive development of ongoing multistakeholder networks, it is unclear if in this instance you are using CSO to include industry.  Companies and their associations are clearly involved in this network are evidenced by the CSD-8 dialogue and the ongoing contacts between this and the other Major Groups.  I would definitely say that the initiative launched by CSD-8 has brought all the stakeholders closer together, and the timbre of conversations has shifted in an extremely positive way.  It would be regrettable to lose this impetus through a lack of institutional or government support.  In general, I support the inclusion of industry in the term CSOs, but FAO usually specifies industry separately. This usage needs to be consistent.

The following sentence does not seem to flow with the rest of the text.  I would suggest deleting it or replacing the text by the suggested paragraph. "As part of the same trend, several NGOs are calling for further efforts  to amend the International Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides  and  the  levels  of  pesticide residues allowed under the Codex Alimentarius to provide maximum protection to both farmers and consumers.

SUGGESTED REPLACEMENT TEXT:

"In an effort to improve the management of crop protection products, FAO is currently revising the "FAO International Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides".  Countries, farmers and other end-users are also improving the judicious use of crop protection products through IPM and other risk reduction measures, which will contribute to lower residue levels.  Any such development at national level will likely be reflected at international level upon the establishment of residue levels under the Codex Alimentarius procedure.

I can only second the call in 26.i for greater cooperation within the UN system and with outside stakeholders to develop the appropriate solutions. However, it is an unfortunate oversight that farmers are not included; they should be added.

FAO should be commended for striving to eliminate the various acronyms which reduce the readability and transparency of such a document, especially for non-native speakers.  However, there are still a number them which exist, and with the exception of well-known institutional names, like FAO, I would suggest reducing them as much as possible, if not eliminating them altogether.

Response D. Comments from Oliver Oliveros, GFAR
Oliver Oliveros

Date sent 16/2/2001

INPUTS ON TASK MANAGERS’ REPORT TO CSD 10 

On para 2. We share with the views expressed by Kristen E. Sukalac re: decline in public research and extension funds. It should be noted that over the years, in most developing countries, public agricultural R&D expenditures has declined to the level much much below the recommended 1% of agricultural GVA. Further, the weak nexus between R&D and extension needs to be addressed, particularly in cases where national governments devolve agricultural extension to local governments where, in many cases, agriculture is viewed as something backward. 

On para 19. While further information still needs to be filled in most areas, geographically or thematically, since it provides basis for further steps to address the issue of continued soil and land degradation, interim measures will have to be undertaken without necessarily waiting for the compeletion of these data, wherenever possible. 

On para 23 (iv). The sentence recognises the need for capacity building in the processes of decentralization, privatization and people’s participation. However, effort should be undertaken on the development of the human resources capacities not only of CSOs to work with different categories of stakeholders and interact with diverse echelons of administration but also with governments/bureaucracies. National and local governments’ capacities such as in dealing with CSOs. 

On para 24 (iv). The paper recognise that the most significant development in terms of coordination and cooperation during this decade is the establishment of an informal multilevel and multistakeholder network of CSOs concerned with food, agriculture and rural development. It should also ne recognized that this is despite the very meager budget of these CSOs. If government and donor organisations see merit in the networking activities being undertaken by CSOs, then these activities should be supported by channeling resources to CSO networking activities that facilitates multistakeholder dialogues on critical issues. Further, CSO activities supportive of local innovations, participatory research with farmers and other forms of farmer experiementation should also be encouraged.

 On para 26 (i). It is suggested to add another bullet to read as “Encouraging and enhancing rural institutions like farmers organisations and cooperatives by providing trainings on organisational management, among others.” -------------------------- 

Oliver L. Oliveros

Global Forum on Agricultural Research Secretariat 

Responses to Question Set 2.

We need to prioritise and focus to make these events as effective as possible, so please guide us to a few areas that are the most critical for debate during the E-Conference and Forum.

1) Building on the CSD 10 Report and Discussion Board, what should be the main focus for the E-Conference to start February 26th?

2)What should be the main themes to address during the Forum on SARD at the end of March 2001?

3) Can you make suggestions for the most effective organization of the Forum based on experience at CSD 8 or elsehwere? And now, over to each of you...
Response A. Comments from: CSD8 Major Group Focal Points for Sustainable Agriculture and Land

RE:
Comments and Suggestions from the Major Groups on How to Progress the Multi-stakeholder Dialogue on Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development and Land 

From the understanding of the Major Groups at CSD8, what happened in the multistakeholder dialogues on SARD at this international meeting was a watershed event.  For perhaps the first time, several (not all) sectors were brought together in direct debate, over the difficult issues in agriculture and food security that confront the world today, east and west, north and south. Serving as an audience were all CSD member government delegates and several United Nations representatives, some of whom also made comments on the process and substance of the discussions. 

The legacy of the CSD8 major group dialogues on SARD provides a model for a more direct and engaging debate on the real issues dividing different sectors on matters of production systems, knowledge and education, food security and consumer choice, trade and investment patterns and the best practices towards sustainability in land and agriculture.  Continuation of this dialogue on the content of the papers, the best practices to achieve SARD, and on the recommendations in the Chairman’s summary of the Multistakeholder Dialogue at CSD, as mandated by CSD8, in conjunction with major group responses to the papers prepared by FAO for Rio+10, can be achieved  in the proposed SARD Forum at COAG on March 29, 2001. The decision to do so needs to be jointly made by civil society organizations, business and industry, and FAO. We wish to pose the following comments and suggestions in preparation for the COAG/SARD Forum and the continuing process towards WSF+5 and the World Summit on Sustainable Development (Rio+10).

1. More time and more visibility for our discussions in all forms are essential so that the inputs of all participants are easier to find and relate to other interventions. The current format has been difficult to build any discussion or shared vision of how best to achieve our goals for the SARD Forum. Several suggestions have already been made and could be reviewed during the next couple of weeks. The format for input/organization needed for bringing about a solid SARD Forum will require added meeting space beyond the electronic SARD conference to follow the discussion boards.

2. We wish to restate the suggestion made in our January 12 conference call of the representatives of business and farmers major groups: to use the CSD8 background papers as the framework for the SARD Forum that will be concurrent with COAG meetings. (Sources of these documents should be disseminated to governments at least by email very soon.) This can be done in conjunction with comments on the Task Manager’s Report prepared for the Secretary-General as the content of the CSD8 papers overlap with the substance of the Report. 

3. The consensus of the CSD8 major groups at the end of CSD8 was to focus (as directed by the CSD) on best practices for sustainable agriculture. The differences among major groups are on what should be included in the definitions of best practice, and therefore on best policy to support those practices.

4. To make best use of time and resources, the CSD8 submissions of both FAO and the Major Groups should be considered valuable background resources of informing the outcome of discussions in the SARD Forum. 

5. CSO major groups and networks have been invited by the CSD (as part of the Road to Rio+10) to submit their own reports on the same Part I and Part II outline as FAO, with the same deadlines.

6. Many of the same groups and networks are also working on parallel national and regional reports on food security for the WFS+5, which are also available for the SARD and Food Security dialogue processes ahead.

7. Together, these products of the established reporting process provide all the necessary content for a robust debate.

8. The issues of who will chair and how the reports/outcome of the SARD Forum will be treated by FAO are also of great importance and will influence whether Major Group representatives will feel  the effort to participate is worthwhile to them.  It is difficult to secure their participation and resources to support this if the effort is not felt to be substantive and meaningful , with concrete results that can be built upon.

9. Background  notes for those new to the CSD8 process which mandated continuation of the SARD dialogue are  included below.* 

We are grateful that we have had the good offices of the FAO Agriculture Department and the FAO Committee on Agriculture to assist with this new and largely uncharted territory at FAO. They have very openly brought the CSD major group focal points and other CSO representatives invited to the Discussion Board into the customary review of FAO position papers, as we have recently been asked to do. Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We feel this has been a useful start in facilitating new relationships and partnerships, and look forward to further collaboration.

CSD8 Major Group Focal Points for Sustainable Agriculture and Land Dialogue Sessions

Linda Elswick and Gordon Bispham,

Sustainable Agriculture/Food Systems (SAFS) Caucus

Co-Coordinators, NGO Steering Committee to the

United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD)

Peter Hurst

Health, Safety and Environment Coordinator

International Union of Food and Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco and Allied Workers' Associations (IUF)

Trade Union Focal Point

Carol Kalafatic

International Indian Treaty Council

Indigenous Peoples Focal Point for CSD SAFS Caucus

And Co-Coordinator, Indigenous Peoples Major Group Caucus

Nettie Wiebe

Farmer Focal Point, Via Campesina

David King

Farmer Focal Point, International Federation of Agricultural Producers (IFAP)

Kristen E. Sukalac

International Fertilizer Industry Association (IFA), 

Focal point for the Agri-Business Major Group

* Background  notes on the SARD process at the UN Commission on Sustainable Development

The following notes on the history of the process that led to the CSD 8 SARD and Land outcomes may be helpful to those who have not been involved in the efforts of Major Groups at CSD to monitor and implement Agenda 21:

1. FAO was task manager for issue papers on SARD for the focus in CSD8 on land and agriculture chapters in Agenda 21 (a role FAO has fulfilled since UNCED). The four background papers prepared for CSD8 and the multistakeholder papers listed below (No. 2) are found at:

http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/csd8/csd8_docs.htm
2. The CSD Secretariat (DESA) also requested and made available to governments in all UN languages (for the first time) background  papers for the dialogue session from invited major groups

from Civil Society and the Private Sector on four specific topics negotiated with representatives of major groups. These issues were:

· Production, Consumption and Safety

· Globalization, Trade Liberalization and Investment

· Best Practices in Land Resources Management

· Knowledge for a Sustainable Food System

3. Major groups drafted separate papers for many months and submitted them to the CSD Secretariat for translation and distribution months before the dialogues in April, 2000. The

papers were from  Industry and Business, Farmers, Trade Unions, NGOs and Indigenous Peoples.

4. Four hours of debate on the four topics above, with limits on interventions, were chaired by Juan Mayr Maldonado , Chairman of CSD8. Many CSD government delegations participated in the dialogue and reported favorably on the event, which contributed broad input from a variety of perspectives and assisted them in their discussions and decision-making responsibilities.

5. A Chairman’s Report and Presentation with Major Group representatives given at high ministerial meeting prior to drafting the final text :

http://www.un.org/documents/ecosoc/docs/2000/e2000-29.htm#Chapter II
Specific recommendations made by Major Groups under each of the four issue areas discussed, as noted in the Chair’s Summary Report, were:

I. Choices in agricultural production techniques, consumption patterns and safety regulations: potentials and threats to sustainable agriculture

(a) Further attention directed to the holistic nature of agriculture and  food security including the social, cultural, health and environmental dimensions of agricultural production;

(b) Support for mechanisms to ensure land tenure, in particular national and international legal mechanisms to protect indigenous peoples, land and territory rights;

(c) Recognition of core labour standards including the rights of workers to organize and bargain collectively;

(d) Placing of a moratorium on GMOs until adequate research on their impacts was complete;

(e) Establishing regulatory frameworks for biotechnology and deepening public understanding through multi-stakeholder participation;

(f) Increased clarity over liability issues for farmers using GMO technology;

(g) Increased financial resources for research and development of organic agriculture;

(h) Increased government support and resources to develop environmental and socio-economic indicators for sustainable agriculture;

(i) Support for a need-driven participatory approach to appropriate innovation;

(j) Support for participation of indigenous people as a distinct major group in the Commission process;

(k) Promotion of a world sustainable food system;

(l) Further consideration of the question who benefits and directs innovations in agricultural technology.

II. Best practices in land resource management to achieve sustainable food cycles

(a) Adopting an agro-ecology and organic approach to research and development and balancing investments in conventional agriculture research with research on alternative agricultural techniques;

(b) Training for scientists, farmers, workers and consumers on identifying best practices and creating participatory approaches to implement the identified best practices;

(c) Establishment of a multi-stakeholder mechanism to enable ongoing dialogue on land management and land access as well as on criteria and indicators for best practices;

(d) Development of national and international mechanisms to achieve secure and equitable land tenure;

(e) Promotion and support of partnerships among all stakeholders in the agriculture sector;

(f) Adoption of food security as a primary challenge in sustainable agriculture;

(g) Promotion of policies and measures to stop unsustainable agricultural practices;

(h) Setting joint workplace target-setting, monitoring and reporting efforts by workers, trade unions and employers.

III. Knowledge for a sustainable food system: identifying and providing for education, training, knowledge-sharing and information needs

(a) The importance of education as a capacity-building tool;

(b) Full and effective participation by all stakeholders;

(c) New partnerships to create new local knowledge systems that enhanced production systems;

(d) The importance of relying on indigenous peoples’ systems for protecting their knowledge;

(e) The importance of ratifying and implementing national and international legal mechanisms to protect indigenous peoples’ rights to lands and territories;

(f) Strengthened flows of information;

(g) Compensation to communities for use of genetic resources;

(h) Increased agricultural extension services;

(i) Open and sustainable IPR processes with full participation of indigenous people;

(j) Greater use of Internet resources.

IV. Globalization, trade liberalization and investment patterns: economic incentives and framework conditions to promote sustainable agriculture

(a) Multi-stakeholder meetings or processes to assess impacts of trade liberalization measures on sustainable development based on the SARD indicators adopted by the Commission at its third session; 

(b) Clearer definition of sustainability through a set of science-based indicators and criteria for success against which progress could be measured;

(c) Fair and open trade to achieve sound and sustainable agriculture;

(d) Policies to reduce agricultural trade barriers that worked against sustainable development;

(e) Investment in small-scale organic and other ecological systems of agriculture;

(f) Reform of the World Trade Organization Agreement on Agriculture and other related agreements, and institutional reform of the World Trade Organization through cooperation, collaboration and participation;

(g) Allocation of better lands to small farmers for the practice of sustainable agriculture for domestic consumption and food security;

(h) Commission support for international rules that incorporated core labour standards as contained in the relevant ILO instruments.

6. The continuation of the dialogues became a decision of the final text (paragraph 46 of the CSD8 Decision on Agriculture).  The text reads as follows:

46. As part of the ongoing review of progress towards SARD and within existing structures and resources, FAO and the Commission secretariat, in consultation with Governments, relevant international organizations and all major groups, are invited to continue the stakeholder dialogue on SARD, including facilitating the adequate and meaningful participation of stakeholders from developing countries. In preparing for the tenth session of the Commission and the 10-year review of the outcome of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, this dialogue should emphasize the identification of specific examples and the development of case studies that illustrate or support the principles of SARD.

http://www.un.org/documents/ecosoc/docs/2000/e2000-29.htm#Decision 8/4
7. CSD major group representatives have therefore an expectation of continued dynamic and robust engagements between all parties as the policies of SARD are reviewed by governments by Rio+10.

8. In addition, the FAO broadened its approach to Civil Society and the Private Sector earlier in 2000 and has developed new capacity for including CSO and Private Sector representation in its processes.

9. The upcoming Committee on Agriculture meeting will provide the first opportunity for FAO, CSD8 major group representatives, additional thematic and regional representatives, and NGOs and private sector representatives in consultation with FAO to come together since the encounters at CSD8.

10. These first small steps on the road to more active inclusion of Civil Society and the Private Sector in SARD, land management and food security dialogues and debates on the road to WFS+5 and Rio+10 will require continued coordination and close collaboration between the UN CSD, FAO and groups coming together to participate in FAO COAG meetings every two years, the annual FAO Committee on Food Security, and regional and international events planned for both the World Food Summit + 5 in November 2001 and the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002.

Response B. Comments from Kristen E. Sukalac, Agribusiness Major Group
Kristen E. Sukalac, IFA, acting as the focal point for the agribusiness major group: 

1) With all due respect, I am not sure if an e-conference is really an appropriate method to encourage dialogue on sustainable agriculture. Rather than encouraging joint problem-solving, I fear that it pushes different groups to put forth and defend defensive positions rather than talking together to find a common solution to problems. My feelings on this are compounded by the fact that my comments were rejected as being too long! To avoid this, I think any themes should be broad in the sense of not trying to solve local problems, but narrow in the sense of focusing on very specific challenges to be faced. For example, what capacity needs to be built to enable multistakeholder problem-solving at local level? How can developing country participating in international discussion forums be better assuring in on ongoing basis. And so on. 

1-2) Agribusiness is very keen to continue and intensify all dialogue with other stakeholders on the best ways to achieve sustainable agriculture. The main focus for the e-conference and the Forum should be looking at ways to put in place processes to enable local sustainable development and to build the basic capacity needed for the developing countries to fully participate. In many cases, this will require a great commitment on the parts of governments to support research and extension. It would be futile at any institutional level to discuss the relative benefits of different production methods as this is a question that can only be answered locally, according tot he specificities of a given location. 

3) The CSD method of multistakeholder dialogue where the stakeholders are at the centre, and governments are listening and absorbing is an excellent model. However, by putting the Forum after the main COAG meeting, the value of such an exercise would be greatly diminished. The outcome of the multistakeholder dialogue at CSD-8 was clearly reflected in the final document in many ways, not the least being the mandate given to the FAO to carry forward this dialogue. The governments clearly recognized that such a dialogue is an effective tool that helps them come to grips with the very complicated issues at hand. In the absence of a dialogue at the start of COAG, it would be extremely useful if each of the Major Groups were permitted to make a brief statement (five minutes) putting forth what each feels is the priority for discussion. One key topic in my opinion, is continuing to break down the walls between the various stakeholders and enabling cooperative problem-solving. I was disappointed to see that the SARD Forum had been reduced to a footnote on the COAG agenda, with absolutely no reference to the presence of the stakeholders to create interest. Given this development, I would be surprised to see any government delegates in the room.

