SUSTAIN’ SRESPONSE TO ‘Sustainable Food and Farming— Working Together’
THE CONSUL TATION DOCUMENT FROM
THE DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Introductory remarks

Asalarge dliance' representing the whole range of stakeholders concerned with food and farming,
we welcome the chance to comment on the proposd's by DEFRA for taking forward the
recommendations of the Policy Commission on the Future of Farming and Food. We believe that
the existence of such an dliance should indicate to DEFRA how serioudy non-governmental
organisations are taking the idea of an integrated gpproach to food and farming.

In this response we have provided comment only where the dliance or its membership dready have
an agreed position and where acomment from such a broad grouping would add vaue to comments
likely to be sent by individud members

We have dso been asked by our membership to comment on the issue of internationd trade and
competitiveness, which is not a specific question in the consultation document.  Arguments about
trade are often characterised as being “pro” or “anti” which, in Sustan’s view, misses the point.
The key question is whether trade contributes to or detracts from the “qudlity of life’, key aspects of
which, vis a vis the farming and food sector, we describe below as sustainahility, hedlth and
livdlihoods. Itislikely that some trade, under Some circumstances will enhance these aspects, and
this should be encouraged. The “fair trade’” movement is an example of this. Some trade will
undermine the achievement of these god's and should be ether abandoned or modified. In practice,
dl tradeis currently regarded as “agood thing” and encouraged irrespective of its pogtive or
negative effects. Thisisabsurd.

It is generdly acknowledged that a*“leve playing fidd’ between trading nations would enhance the
possibilities of trade having a postive effect on the qudity of life. In redity, countries have widdy
differing legd standards (with widdy differing Sandards of enforcement) for sustainability, hedth
and employment. Higher sandards normally raise costs, thereby putting producers in those
countries a a competitive disadvantage. Sustain recommends that government face these difficult
issues head on, rather than continue with the fiction thet it is possible both to raise Sandards
domestically and compete successfully in an imperfect globa market.

What we can provide

Sudtain is keen to contribute to the process of developing afarming and food strategy for England.
We have been disappointed to see that Sugtain has not been invited to most discussions on the
Policy Commission report & Departmenta and Cabinet level. This has been amissed opportunity
for government to benefit from the long experience and broad understanding we have developed in
finding solutions to the problems of the current UK food and farming system. Asthe Sustaingble
Development Commission pointed out, Sustain was one of only two submissonsto the Palicy
Commission conaultation that adequately covered the issues and we recommend that you read our
origind submissionin full 2 However, we reproduce here the fundamental principles on which both
this submission, and our response to the Policy Commission are based, to illustraie our “joined up”
goproach:

! Sustain: The alliance for better food and farming advocates food and agriculture policies and practices that enhance
the hedlth and welfare of people and animals, improve the living and working environment, enrich society and culture
and promote equity. We represent around 100 nationd public interest organisations working at internationd, national,
regiond and locd leve.

2|t is available on our website on http:/Awww.sustainweb.org/pdf/curry.pdf



Food, as avitd human reguirement, must be provided by afarming and food sector thet is
reslient — diverse and flexible enough to respond quickly to current and future shocks. Al the
sgns are that the current system isrigid, with atendency to monopoly and uniformity, leaving it
dangeroudy vulnerable to ecologica, economic and socid disturbances. A reslient farming and
food sector should provide:

s Sudanability, by which we mean, in Brundtland's definition®, the capacity to provide for the
needs of the current generation without compromising the ahility to provide adequately for
future generations. This holigtic gpproach encompasses socid and economic gods (see below)
adongsde environmenta imperatives.

<% Hedlth, by which we mean, using the World Hedlth Organisation’s definitior{, physica and
mental well-being, not merdy the absence of disease.

% Livdihoods by which we meen, jobs thet provide aliving wage, with good working conditions,
rights to protection and opportunities for development.

In providing thisfor UK ditizens, the sector should, a worg, not undermine the provison of the
samefor other countries and, a best, contribute to achieving these gods for other countries,
particularly for the poorest.

Elements of these three key requirements, which are inter-related, include:

% Sudainahility:

- dean ar and water to support human, animd and plant life;

- rich naturd habitats (both land and water-based) that will support abundant and diverse wildlife;

- naturd genetic diveraty in farmed plants and animals, to reduce vulnerahility to diseases,
preserve our heritage and enrich our diets;

- high animd wdfare gandards, to preserve their, and our dignity and improve animas
resistance to diseases, some of which are zoonatic;

- careful husbandry of non-renewable naturd resources, including the soil, to reduce waste and
pollution, and dlow time to switch to renewable dternatives.

% Hedth:

- food uncontaminated by microbiologica poisons or toxic residues,

- food that does not compromise our resistance to infection or, by encouraging anti-biotic
resstance, render ineffective medicd trestments;

- afood supply that is nutrient-dense, fibre-rich and provides essentia fats to reduce the risks of
developing cardiovascular diseases, some cancers and other diet-related illnesses”. (Thislargely
comprises a variety of whole-grain cered's and other starchy staples, plentiful and varied
vegetables and fruit, diverse nuts, seeds and pulses, some dairy produce and, for non
vegetarians, occasond fish and meet);

- accessto the best qudity food (as outlined above) for the most vulnerable in society,
particularly low income groups and, especidly, babies and children, dderly people, and those
who aeill.

3World Commission on Environment and Devel opment, Our Common Future 1987. Oxford University Press. This
concept, and its application to the farming and food sector, isexplored in more detail in Sustain’ sresponseto DEFRA’s
consultation document, A new department— a new agenda. 2001. Unpublished,

* Health21 — Health for All inthe 21% Century, 1999, World Hedth Organisation Regiond Office for Europe

®Why health isthe key to farming and food. Centre for Food Policy et al. 2002. Available on www.foodpolicy.co.uk




% Livdihoods

- jobsinthefarming and food sector, whether private or public, thet provide aliving wage;

- working conditions that do not endanger hedith or well -being;

- onandor off-the-job training that offers opportunities for persond development and acquiring
flexible ills.

Underpinning whet ditizens expect are the following rights and respongilities

- toreceve adequate food knowledge and skills from the education system, and to use these to
meake choices that will optimise sugtainahility, hedth and livelihoods;

- to be thoroughly protected from information about farming and food which is dishones, illegd
and untrue;

- tohave achoice of waysto obtain food, and to use these choices to retain diversty;

- to have democratic control over decisons thet will affect the farming and food sector, and to
take the opportunities offered to participate in these decisons.

At the end of the document isalist of those among Sugtain’s membership who wish, explicitly, to
endorse these principles.

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

Farming and the Food Chain

4.7  Anew Agricultural Development Scheme (ADS) could target co-operation among primary
producers, assurance schemes, benchmarking and spread of best practice and improve
marketing. Arethesetheright targets?

We bdieve such targets for the ADS are gppropriate but would ing st thet criteriafor digibility for
any grants should be based on environmentd, nutrition, rurdl development and animd welfare
objectives (as gopropriate). Asaminimum, dl projects should be able to identify godsfor
improvements in these areas as aresult of the projects for which they are applying.

4.8  What practical steps can the food and farming industry, working with regional partners,
take to increase the levels of collaboration and co-operation?

Robust co-operation between smdl operators in the farming and food system isvitd, to redressthe
serious imbaance between digparate, smdl suppliers, and very large firmsin other parts of the
sysem. Practica steps to increase collaboration and co-operation should indude: aleve of cross
fertilisation between different playersin the food chain through secondments and Site vidts, and
regiona workshops (with some seed funding from regiond or national government). These could
befadilitated by arange of community-based initiatives such as regiond and locd food links
groups, NFU branches or regiona food groups.

4.9  Which aspects of the food chain should the Food Chain Centre target in order to have the
most impact in increasing efficiency?

We bdieve that the emphasis of the food chain should not be to increase efficiency per se but to
optimise efficiency in terms of use of the available locd capita, which indludes naturd capitdl,
labour, and knowledge. It would be entirely wrong for the Food Chain Centre to concentrate its
efforts a improving narrowly defined economic efficiency within the food chain, while DEFRA
and others such as the non-governmenta sector, research indtitutes and parts of industry work to



improve the sustainability of the farming and food system. One priority must be to darify the
Stuation for each sector, so that we know the externd and internd costsinvolved in eech part of the
food chain and whether these are being adequatdly addressed to ensure a sustainable food supply.
Thiswork should dso highlight how the problem of food miles within the UK can be addressed
through shorter food chains and more regional and local marketing patterns®

4.10 What more should be done by business and Government to expand the range and mar ket
share of value added, niche, regional, local or specialist products?

We consder afocuson “niche’ productsis limiting and mideading. For the reasons explained
throughout this submission, if the farming and food system isto become sustainable, products
produced by such syssems must become mainstream. Asthisisacrucid areawe would suggest thet
DEFRA and the Food Chain Centre makes every effort to look at exidting initiatives which are
adding vaue but which dso base their work on sustainable development objectives. Sudan,

through its Sugtainable Food Chains project and the Food Poverty Network would be happy to
provide contacts and facilitate exchanges.

Sgnificant support is urgently required for the fledgling local food sector whch needs assistance,
advice, incentives (including tax breskg'rate rdief) and nationa and local government backing in
order to overcome the problems resullting from being rdaively smdl, new and often community
(and therefore voluntarily based) initiatives. The objectives of such enterprises dso generdly go
beyond the purely commercia but embrace socid, hedlth and sustainability goals”

One priority areafor action must be improving the availability of local or regiond processng
fadilities, such as abattoirs, cutting plants, and part-processing facilities, for producers so thet they
can supply locd or regiond markets.

On locd marketing systems, dthough the Policy Commission report Sates “the time has come for
locality food marketing...” it unfortunately did not recommend any direct or additiond support for
specidid retail outletsfor loca food such as farm shops and farmers: markets. The Farmers
Market movement has proved to be one of the few agriculturd success ories of the past four years.
Since 1997 the number of markets hasincreased from oneto around 350. They are now supporting
between 5,000 and 10,000 smdl and medium sized producers who wish to cut out the middieman
and | direct to the public. Only asmal amount of government support would be required to set

up more markets or help producers to diversify into other forms of direct sdes such as box schemes
and farm shops. However, the Nationd Association of Farmers Markets, which has respongbility
for the protection, support and promotion of genuine Farmers Markets would not exist without the
support of the Countryside Agency. The financid support of the CA is diminishing rether than
increasing as it was based on estimations made for the sector in 1998. The current Saff of two is
responsible for over 220 markets and the demands from food producers, government bodies and the
public are increasing draméticaly. Clearly, additiond assstance is needed.

We ds0 ask government to provide financid and other support far initiatives- nationd and locd -
to make public procurement of food contribute to sustainable food sysems. The development of
local food digtribution networks can be encouraged by the “criticdl mass of purchasing thet public
bodies like schools and hospitds can ddiver. Crucidly, and contrary to widespread belief, such
purchasing objectives can work within the current Best Vaue requirements. We urge the

® Eating Qil: Food Qupply in a changing dimate, Sustain 2001
7 see reports of the Soil Association, and see Eating Qil: food supply in a changing dlimate, Sustain, 2001



Government to put food high on the agenda of the interdepartmenta Sustainable Procurement
Graup. We have developed a series of briefings on these issues, which you may find helpful in
highlighting the benefits of sugtainable food chains, the legdl agpects of procurement and best
practice examples and guiddlines®

Findly, if the Countrysde Agency is to disengage with the Eat The View initiative, as
recommended by the Policy Commisson, we would strongly urge the government to teke it into
DEFRA in order to rediseits origind ams and maintain the vitd funding of many of the initiaives
which it supports, particularly those working with communities and businesses promoting locd, as
opposed to locdity, food. Government needsto set a clear remit for Regiond Development
Agencies (RDAS) in devisng aregiona food economy srategy that encompasses environmentd,
sodid, hedth and fair trade gods, as wdl as economic development, and we would fully support
such amove. RDAs should consider how to overcome problems of distribution and availability of
food processing capecity within their regional economic strategies and seek to encourage the
networking and planning that are necessary for the development of these initiatives.

Improving the performance of Farmersand Land Managers

4.21 What can farmers and others do to reduce the number of deaths and seriousinjuries due to
accidents on farms?

Given the growing body of evidence on the chronic effects of chemicas used on farm, particularly
organophosphates, we would add chronic diseases to the list of problems to be addressed.

It could be argued that one of the underlying causes for farmer and worker problemsin thisareais
the increasing pressure to reduce variable cogts, particularly labour, in reponse to lower primary
produce prices. Until farmers are able to gain a sufficient return for their efforts both to produce
food and other goods nat rewarded by the market, such hedth and safety problems will continue.
More immediate measures, such as on farm ingpections, must be implemented immediatdy to
tackle the high levds of farm based injury and fatdlities.

4.25 How should an agricultural research Priorities Board be constituted, led and supported?
What range of research programmes should such a Board address?

Congderable funding is put into basic research supporting conventiond production, particularly
livestock and arable farming. A smdl part of thiswill be useful for farmers practicing more
sustainable techniques such as organic farmers. However the baance is currently wrong. For
example, research into GM food (which atracts no discernible consumer demand, but consderable
commercid support) absorbed some £27 million of government funding last year. Reseaerch into
orgagjlg systems (where there is chronic under-supply for the current demand) received amere £2
millior’.

We believe that rew criteriafor publicly funded research (which indludes LINK projects) should be
based on efficiency in rdation to environmentd, public and worker hedlth, nutrition, animd welfare
and sustainable devel opment. We have long since passed the point where we need to push yields
any higher in the UK. So re-emphasis of public research on more sugtainable production so thet it
delivers these efficiencies must be the priority. To ensure this occurs, citizen groups with expertise

8 These are available on our website at http://Mmww.sustainweb.org/chain_index.shtm
® Answer by Ms Quinn (4 February 2000) to question by Joan Ruddock, MP



in hedth, environmenta sugtainability and animal welfare should be represented on the Priorities
Board.

Resour ce Protection

4.34 Can a clear and measurable description of good farming practice be established to enable
farmersto understand and meet environmental objectives?

A desription of good agriculturd practice (GAP) can and must be established and developed. As
new research gives insght into best practice and interreaionships between the different functions
on the farm, the GAP guiddines should develop and evolve. Moreover, suitably adapted good
practice guiddines should be extended to cover the whole food indusiry (including the food service
sectors, processing, retaling, trangport, and R& D). Thereis no judtification for requiring farmers
to reach higher sandards of environmenta sustainability than other parts of the food chain.

4.35 What additional measures (e.g. advice and guidance, incentive mechanisms, regulation,
economic instruments) are needed to improve resource protection in agriculture? How
should these instruments be used together to achieve the scale of improvement to the
environment needed, both in the short and long term?

We would advocate the maximum effort be put into testing new gpproaches to farm support for
natura resource protection through a ‘broad and shdlow’ scheme, for example: additional measures
for sengtive areas such as flood plains, advice which istalored to both farmers and workers
needs, and assistance for transport costs to training and demondration Stes. We have dways been
in favour of gpproaches which are both ‘whole farm’ and which alow consderation of the whole
catchment area through coordination of farmer exchanges, partnership applications for capita
grants, and so forth. For naturd resource protection thisis clearly vitaland a number of initigtives
exists which we can draw on for best practice guidance®

To combat climate change, a planned and rapid reduction in the farming and food sector’s
dependence on oil should begin with the re introduction of the fud tax escaaior and the opening of
negatiations with other states on the urgent introduction of asmilar tax regime for aviation fud (the
most environmentally damaging form of food trangport™). This should reduce il consumption

(and associated environmental damage) and increase incentives to locate food production as near as
possible to consumers'?, thereby increasing employment in local farming and food industries'®,

4.36 ThePolicy Commission put particular weight on the case for new “ broad and shallow”
agri-environmental scheme. What contribution might this be expected to play in reducing
the negative environmental effects of farming?

See above. We advocate the concept of a system of basic, area based payments for dl land based
food production, which are decoupled from specific cropsbreeds and conditiona on environmentd,
public hedth and anima wefare criteria. There may be aneed to consider assstance to farmerson
initiad gpplication to the scheme and for differentid levels of payment related to sectors such as
organic (recognising the considerable benefits provided by the organic sysem), horticultura or

9 Rural partnerships, SAFE Alliance 1996, also contact the Countryside Agency about the integrated Land
Management Initiatives http://www.countryside.gov.uk/farming/farming_04.htm

™ Jones, A, Eating Oil: Food supply in a changing climate 2001. Sustain: London

12 A sustainable food supply chain. Report 4966. 1999. Swedish Environmental Protection Agency: Stockholm.
18 Plugging the leaks. 2001. New Economics Foundation: London



some livestock sectors, which are based on small areas. Such a scheme has the potentid to
contribute to natura resource protection aslong asit is adequately funded, monitored and enforced.
Safeguards need to be in place to ensure smdl and medium szed farm businesses do not find
themselves without adequiate support during the trangition phase.

4.37 What contribution can food consumers and retailers make to encourage resource
protection, for example through labelling? How far are incentives needed to promote a
stronger focus on the environment by consumers? How can assurance best play arolein
thisarea?

We hope that the government will include al sectars of the food chain, including food processors,
supply companies and the food service (catering) sectors, in the resource protection Srategy as
these actors exert consderable influence up and down stream of their operations and control a
sgnificant part of the food system itself. There should be coherence between the DEFRA standards
and those being deve oped by the industry and encouragement for the whole industry to develop
assurance schemes.

On incentives, our proposds esawhere in this submisson to use fiscal messures to interndise costs
which are currently externd to the farming and food system (e.g. fue taxes) should have the effect
of increasing the prices of unsustainably produced food products relative to sustainable equivaents.
If the fiscal system were designed such that prices accuratdly reflected environmenta costs,
sustainably produced food would be chegper, thereby providing an incentive for people to act on the

environmentd preferences they repeetedly express.
Please see our answer to question 4.80 for proposds on food labdling.
Reform of the CAP and targeting subsidies to promote sustainability.

4.42 What steps should be taken to ensure significant reform of the CAP (particularly shifting
funding from the CAP’ sfirst to second pillars) in the 2002/3 mid-term reviews?

The following measures should be taken quickly a UK levd, to indicate awillingness to embrace
sugtainable agriculture objectives. Other, more long term changes will require EU wide consensus
and adesireto see world trade rules work for sustainable development, poverty eradication and
food security rather than trade per se. To begin the trangition from Fillar | (production supports) to
Fillar 1l (rurd development and agri-environment) the UK Government should:
Increase modulation of production supports up to the dlowable 20%, as soon as possble, but
taper this so that the costs are borne by those who can most afford it;
Match the funds released in this way to support afar wider programme of agri-environment and
rurd development schemes S0 that dl farmers, for ingtance, have access to sewardship
payments,
Press for structured modulation to become compulsory for al member statesin Europe at the
2003 CAP review and for more flexibility in the rules governing use of Rural Development
funds and matched funds;
Work with other European Member States to urge mgjor CAP reform before 2006 and prior to
enlargement, S0 that environmentd and rura development support can help manage the process
of agriculture/rurd development in the accession dates,
Ensure the rgpid phase out of al export subsdies (mogt urgently those for live exports) in
tandem with new measures under Rillar 11.



Undertake hedlth impact assessments of key commodity regimes (i.e. beef, dairy, cereals, fruit
and vegetables and sugar) with the aim of redesigning the regimes to improve public hedth.

4.43 Other than CAP reform and modulation, what other mechanisms could you suggest to
deliver the land management benefits that society expects?

Government should address the need for fairer terms of trade for al food suppliers through
reviewing and strengthening the DTI’ s retaller Code of Practice, and by making it compulsory. We
would argue that the competition policy rules which govern the process of draning up such codes
be amended s0 thet &l stakeholders who have an interest in the code should be involved in its
development. The operation of the Code of Practice should be reviewed in detall after ayear, by an
independent anay, to ascertain what impact, if any, it has made on the way in which the mgor
retailers treat suppliers. To fadilitate this, an immediate review of current practices should be carried
out in order to have a basdline with which to compare current and changing practices.

Government should consider gppointing an independent watchdog, to monitor the impact of the
code and to arbitrate in cases of digpute between supermarkets and suppliers. There should adso be
condderation of a permanent regulaor of the multiples to address the many issues highlighted by
both the Competition Commisson and those public interest groups concerned with consumer and
environmenta protection and local economies.

4.44 \What negative effects do you consider might result from increasing the rate of modulationto
10% from 2004 and how could they be mitigated?

We are not able to provide detailed modeling data on the impact of 10% modulation by 2004 but

we certainly believe such modeling should be undertaken and that DEFRA should consider how to
structure the modulaion — i.e. not aflat rate payment- so that the worgt effects of thisinterim
measure can be mitigated. The socid justice case for targeting such measures at those who are éble
to afford it is very strong. Government areedy treets different farming sectors differently (e.g. pig,
poultry and horticulture sectors receive no direct support) so a precedent dready exigs.

4.45 Which types of measure should it be possible to fund from money raised by modulation?

After consultation with dl stakeholders, DEFRA should recommend for funding al meesures
identified asimportant for sustainable development in England. For example, the current England
Rurd Deveopment Programme measures should be supplemented by schemes to support new
entrants. In Ireland, for example, the Early Retirement scheme runsin conjunction with an
ingalation aid scheme for new entrants. Funds could aso be used to increase the use of traditiona
and dud breeds (such as dairy longhorns), asthey do in Spain, and varieties with advantageous
environmenta and/or hedith traits.



England Rural Development Programme and Diver sification

452 What changes, if any, should we make to the objectives of the current agri-environment
schemes?

Sustain ams to produce a response to the consultation on thisin due course. Animd welfare, loca
food, enhanding farming livelihoods™ and achieving nutritional aswell as environmenta gods & a
regiond level will al be features of a better ERDP.

4.54  Should the Countryside Sewardship Scheme and Environmentally Sensitive Areas Schemes
be merged?

The current schemes should be merged to form atotal package of measures, reflecting nationd and
local priorities, ahigher level of flexibility and with reduced adminidretive cods.

456 How could the current schemes be simplified while also being made more flexible and more
effective in delivering their objectives? If additional funding is limited following the
Government’ s spending review, how should it be targeted?

We strongly urge an increase in the budgetsfor the Processng and Marketing Grants and the Rura
Enterprise Scheme. These are essentid to ensure that emerging locd initiatives which can shorten
the food chain (the ‘local’ as opposed to ‘locdity’ foods agenda) can obtain funds for capitd cods,
marketing and training.

Regulatory Framework including whole farm plansaudits

4.65 Would a whole farm plan be a useful tool for land managers and regulators? How should it
be funded? How should it tieinto a system of whole farm certification to ensure that
farmers can seek a market reward for good practice?

Sugtain has long advocated the use of whole farm plans as ameans to ddiver both farm business
and environmentd benefits. We designed amethod of Whole Farm Management Agreementsin
1994 (with Newceastle University) and are pleased to see such gpproaches now being discussed
serioudy. Funding for the whole farm audit could come through the *broad and shdlow” scheme.
There could be alink to the work being pursued on whole farm audits within the commercid farm
assurance schemes, but we would caution againgt any reliance on commercid and voluntary
schemes as a means to enforce or monitor compliance for satutory schemes.

Healthy Eating

477 How can the supply of healthier produce and product lines be i ncreased, to drive changesin
consumer demand?

We need more domedtic fruit and vegetable production, which is more diverse and less specidised
and with arapidly growing proportion of organic production. An Action Plan as part of awider
nationd srategy on food to achieve these objectives would be a highly welcome outcome of the
DEFRA conaultation. This should ensure that mgjor and sustained investment is made in the home

14 Hird, V. Double Yield: jobs and sustainable food production. 1987. SAFE Alliance. Available from Sustain: London



production of fruit and vegetables for domestic consumption. Experience in Finlard™ indicates that
this could create jobs aswell asimprove hedth. For environmenta reasons (and to reduce hedth
risks to farm workers — from gpplying biocides- and to consumers — from eating “ cocktails’ of
residues), targets should be set for existing growers to convert to Integrated Crop Management
(ICM) or organic methods, and new entrants should consider being organic from the Sart.
Cosmetic slandards for fresh produce, set either by the European Commission or retailers, should be
abandoned in favour of afocus on nutritiond quaity and biodiversity.

Although consumption of fruit and vegetablesislow, overdl, it islowest among low income

groups. According to the Government’s own statistics™®, 14 million people live in poverty. Lack of
money is the most Sgnificant reason why people on low income cannot obtain hedlthier food.
Budget slandards, which are used successfully in countries such as Audtrdia and Sweden, should be
introduced when setting benefit and tax credit levels to ensure that people on low income can afford
hedithier food. "

Our work!® aso highlights the problem of food deserts® and we are enthusiastic about |ocal-food
buying co-operatives, which, as the many members of Sustain’s Food Poverty Network™
demondirate, can be extremdly effective. However, community food projects, such asfood buying
co-opsonly reach avery smdl percentage of any community. In the light of this we support the
Policy Commisson’s recommendation to encourage RDAS to expand and provide long-term
finencid support for such schemes, eg. for retailers to supply food co-ops a low cogt. The
Commission aso encourages city councils to provide sites for food markets (though sadly not
specificdly farmer’s markets in such areas). Again, we would support thisrecommendation but
hope that the Government would give high priority to initigtives that vigoroudy promote hedthy
and sustainably produced foods.

Furthermore, we would like to see the recommendations of Government’s Policy Action Team 13
Report, which reviewed problems of food access and which have hitherto largely been ignored by
centra government, implemented in anationd co-ordinated Strategy. In particular, the report
proposed providing support for and strengthening and improving smdl businessesin disadvantaged
aress. Wewould dso welcome nationd implementation of the Rete Relief Scheme as outlined in
the recent Rurd White Paper.*

Findly, without a gnificant improvement in public transport, eg. making it affordable, rdigble
and accessible, and providing financid support for community trangport schemes, low income
consumers will continue to find it hard to obtain hedthy produce.

' Nutritionin Finland. 2000. National Public Health Ingtitute: Helsinki. www.helsinki fi

1® Department for Work and Pensions, Households Below Average Income 2002

" Family Budget Unit, Low Cost but Acceptable: A minimumincome standard for the UK: Familieswith young
children. 1998. The Policy Press: Brigtal. Cited in Watson, A, Food Poverty: Palicy options for the new Millennium,
2001, Sustain: London

8 Food Poverty: Optionsfor the new Millennium Sustain, 2001

"9 Food deserts can be defined as an urban or rural neighbourhood in which there are few, if any, local food shops
sdling arange of hedthier produce

»The Food Poverty Network links project workers, researchers, campaigning groups and community food projects
including cooperatives, community cafes, cook and taste sessions, voucher schemes and many more. It hasa
membership of over 500 groups and a database of projectsis available ontline a www.food.poverty.hea-online.org.uk.
2L Our countryside: thefuture, A fair deal for rural England, 2001, The Stationery Office



4,78 How can the food and farming industries support improvements in health, through the
promotion of healthier diets, including greater consumption on fruit and vegetables?

The main factor limiting the promotion of fruit and vegetables continues to be lack of money. The
fresh produce sector, in particular, is fragmented and largely unable to generate the profits from
vaue-adding that are available to the manufacturing sector, thet would fund promotiond activities.
However, parts of the horticulture industry were able to fund experimenta work with children that
shows that they can be persuiaded to eat significantly more fruit and veg?®. The approach is
expengve, and it works. It uses techniques smilar to those used by the “junk” food industry in thet
fruit and veg is made fredy and frequently available and is vigoroudy and imaginatively promoted
usng methods — such as role modes and rewards- designed specificaly to attract and keep
children’s atention.

A complementary gpproach is being developed by Sugtain’s Grab 5! Project, funded by the
Community Fund to promoate fruit and veg to children in low income areas. Grab 5! engages the
private, public and voluntary sectors in awide range of adtivities” focused on primary schools,
which integrates promoting fruit and veg into both curricular and extra-curricular activities,
incdluding food provided in schools. Thisintegrated “whole school” approach, ensures that fruit and
veg are seen as dtractive, as wel aswiddy available and affordable, and that any practices that
undermine this gpproach (e.g. lack of hedlthy choices a med times, and using tuck shopsand
vending meachines sdling “junk” food to raise school revenue) are phased out as rapidly as possible.

Government should support these types of promotiond and educationd initiatives by making
changes to the Department of Hedlth’'s Nationa School Fruit Scheme. Currently, the scheme
gpecifies only four fruit— gpples, bananas, pears and satsumas — and buying is centraised, with no
criteriafor produce from domestic suppliers, for produce free from pesticide residues (such as
organic), or for producefrom fair trade suppliers. Vegetables are currently excluded from the main
scheme, effectively further undermining domestic producers, since the UK currently imports around
50% of vegetables but 95% of fruit consumed. Nor isthere any requirement for schools in receipt
of freefruit to inditute an integrated gpproach to the theory and practice of eating a hedthy diet
(athough many, of course, will do so voluntarily). I these shortcomings were addressed, arevised
Nationd Fruit and Veg Scheme could contribute Sgnificantly to sustainable devel opment.

4.79 How can healthy eating messages be most effectively communicated to consumers, in
particular by industry?

One of theways in which hedthy eating messages are undermined is through the unhealthy eding
messages that dominate the media (particularly mediaamed a children), promoting foods thet
contribute to an unhedthy diet. These include confectionery, crigps, savoury snacks, soft drinks and
other processed products containing high levels of fat, sugar or sat, excessive consumption of
which is known to be detrimental to children's hedth.?* Currently, more than 70 nationdl
organisations support Sustain’s cal for government to protect children from “junk” food
advertisng®. The UK Government should follow Sweden'slead? and introduce legidation to
protect children from advertisng and promotions, targeted directly at children.

Horne, P. Jet al. 1998. Theway to hedlthy eating for children. The British Food Journal 100/3 133-140.
% See the project’ s website www.grab5.com

4TV Dinners. what' s being served up by the advertisers?, Sustain 2001
5 www.sustainweb.org/labell_protect.shtm
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Almost 10 years®’ of didogue, caling on industry voluntarily to restrain their efforts to sell “junk”
food to children, hes had no discernible impact on their marketing techniques. We are therefore not
convinced that the processed food industry is capable of playing aresponsblerolein thisarea.

However, as outlined above in 4.78, if aNationd School Fruit and Veg Scheme were deve oped,
the UK’ sfruit and veg industry (including frozen, canned, dried and juiced, aswdl asfresh) could
make a ggnificant contribution.

4.80 What information does the public want in relation to production methods and country of
origin?

The UK Government should continue to take the lead in the EU, and in negotiations with relevant
internationd indtitutions (particularly the World Trade Organisation and Codex Alimentarius
Commission), to ingst on ditizens right to compulsory, comprehensive ard comprehensible food
labdling. Thisindudes not only ingredients, nutrition and food sefety information, and origins
(which could dso usefully incorporate details about the environmenta impact of transport
methods®®), but also processing and production methods. For example, the public wants full and
accurate labdling on food produced using genetic modification (GM) techniques, evenif thefind
product contains no GM materid. Supplementary, detalled information through advice linesand
web-based systems may aso be helpful, but should not be regarded as a subdtitute for on-label
informetion.

Thislabdling information must be accompanied by adequate enforcement measures. Currently
there is inadequate funding and numbers of gaff for food law enforcement, including laboratory
andysis services on which enforcement depends. A recruitment crisisis currently exacerbating an
dready serious problem, alowing food standards legidation?® (and, incidentally, hygiene lavs™) to
be flouted routindly. To tackle these problems the Food Standards Agency should provide financid
and legd support for improved food law enforcement. Current proposds indlude a“fighting fund”
for legal test cases, introducing improvement/prohibition notices for food labelling offerces®, and
higher fines for those found guilty of food law infringements. Additiond funding will be required
to recruit, train and retain additiond food law enforcement officer to take on the additiond work
entailed in more vigorous food law enforcement, and to implement any licenang system introduced
for farming and food businesses (see 4.90 in this submission).

Animal Health and Wdfare

4.87 What do you want to seein a* comprehensive animal health strategy” ? What would be
different from current practice? What should be itsaim?

We would welcome a comprehensive and integrated hedth and welfare strategy for farm animals.
Long distance transport of live animals should be prohibited. * This dlonewould be amgor step

% Dibb, S A spoonful of sugar - Television advertising aimed at children: Aninternational comparative study. 1996.
Consumers Internationa: London

%" Children: Advertisers dream, nutrition ni ghtmare? was published by Sustain (then the National Food Alliance) in
1993.

%8 Jones, A, Eating Oil: Food supply in a changing climate 2001. Sustain: London

#The Food Magazine. | ssue 55, Oct/Dec 2001 and passim. The Food Commission: London

%0 S Environmental Health News, passim Chartered Ingtitute of Environmental Health: London

#! Enforcement Optionsin Food Standards Enforcement. 2001. Unpublished submission to the Food Standards Agency
by the Loca Authority Co-ordinating body on food and Trading Standards (LACOTS): London

32 See submission to the Commission by Compassion in World Farming, 2001



towards improving animd wefare. Investment in infrastructure such as abattoirs, coupled with
disncentives for oil-based trangport (see above) should further encourage alocaised food chain
where mest is consumed as close as possible to where animas were reared. Reduced stocking
dengties, opportunities to digolay netural behaviour, and less mixing between animads from
different groups (as in organic sysems) should further improve anima wefare, reduce the risk of
diseases, and limit the soread of those diseases (including zoonoses) when they occur. Additiond
invesment, including research, into traditional and rare breeds of animas may reved beneficid
traits such as disease resistance and nutritional benefits for humans®. Reintroducing such breeds
should further reduce the spreed of disease through geneticaly smilar (or identical) stock.

The use of antibiotics as growth promoters in animd production should be prohibited immediately
and routine prophylactic use should be phased out as soon as possible.  Experience from Sweden
shows thet thisis entirely feasible. Antibicticsto treat Sck animas should be used under veterinary
supervison only. Thiswould reduce the incidence of antibiotic resstance in humans and dlow
food poisoning cases to be more effectively treated. It would aso require muchrimproved animd
wdfare dandards, as an dternative method of preventing ilinessin livestock. It is possible (though
not inevitable) that these proposals would increase the cost of meeat and dairy production to the
point where the existing declining trends in demand for anima products accderates.  However, if
this occurs, any jobslogt in this sector should be aosorbed by new employment opportunitiesin
horticulture (see above), and by adding vaue a the farm end of the food chain.

Thereis a strong human health case for reducing consumption of meet and livestock products, of
which the following is merdly abrief summary, and lists of references are available:

Cancer
In 1997 a Department of Heslth report™ concluded, inter alia, that:
“lower consumption of red and processed meat would probably reduce the risk of colorecta
cancer...” andthat “...individuds consumption ...should not rise...from around 90g/day
cooked weight...”
Another report, published a the same time by the World Cancer Research Fund (a hedlth research
charity)® recommended that:
“If esten a dl, limit intake of red mest to lessthan 80g dally...”

The publication of both reports was highly controversd, and there were public accusations thet
government hed bowed to meet industry pressure to increase the daily upper limit for mest
consumption from 80 to 90 grams. A number of reports before and since have linked meet
consumption to awide range of cancer Sites, including breadt, pancreas and prostate, but the link to
colorectd cancer remains the strongest.

Cardiovascular diseases

Thelink between meat and anima product consumption and cardiovascular diseases (CVDs) -
coronary heart disease and stroke- isless direct than for colorecta and other cancers. Whilethere
isagood ded of evidence that vegetarians are lesslikdly to die from CVD, it is not clear whether
thisismainly dueto their lower saturated fat intake (meet and dairy products are mgjor sourcesin
the UK diet), or their higher fruit and vegetable intake (and, thereby, higher intakes of protective

% Crawford, M A, Fat animals — fat people. July-August 1991. World Health.

* Nutritional Aspects of the Development of Cancer . Report of the Working Group on diet and cancer of the
Committee on Medical Aspects of Food and Nutrition Policy. Department of Health Report on Health and Socia
Subjects, 48. Stationery Office, 1998.

35 Food, Nutrition and the Prevention of Cancer: a global perspective. World Cancer Research Fund: London. 1997



anti-oxidant vitamins and minerads). CVDs remain the main cause of premature degth in most
wedthy, (post) industridised countries, including the UK, but higher rates of these diseases are
found among the poorest groups in these societies.

Ogeopoross

Given the ageing population, diseases linked to ageing - such as osteoporos's - are likely to
increase. Severd studies have found thet vegetarians are at lower risk of suffering from this
condition, and that some countries — and groups within countries— consuming adiet high in animd
protein show higher rates of hip fractures (associated with osteoporos's).

Other diseases

Other dietrdated conditions showing an association with meat and/or dairy consumption indude:
diabetes, gdlstones, kidney disease, rheumatoid arthritis, diverticular disease, gopendicitis, and
obesity.

It isimportant to note that despite iron from plant foods being less easily absorbed than that from
mest, evidence shows that vegetarians are no more likely to suffer from iron deficiency anaemia
than mest eaters.

Food poisoning

Despite the difficultiesinherent in measuring this phenomenon, it iswidely agreed thet rates of food
poisoning have been increasing over anumber of years. Indeed, one of the main ams of the Food
Sandards Agency isto reduce this problem. Food poisoning hits hardest at those with dready
weekened immune systems, such as the very young, the elderly and theiill. One estimate suggests
animd products may cause as much as 95% of food poisoning cases.

The stuation is further compounded by the continuing development of antibictic resstance, which
makes food poisoning cases, among others, more difficult to treat. While thisis acomplex issue,
involving incorrect usage in medical Stuations, use of antibicticsin livestock systems has dso been
implicated. Internationa inditutions, including the World Hedlth Organisation, have expressed
serious concern and severa countries have aready stopped, or are phasing out using antibioticsin
farming as a precautionary measure.

Demand and the nature of the livestock industry

Increasing demand for meat and animd products has, historicaly, been one of the factors driving
the enlarging scde, intensve nature and higher volume of trading in the livestock industry.

However, due to human hedth and anima wefare concerns outlined above, demand for meat and
anima products in the UK has been fdling for adecade or 0. In response, the UK livestock sector
has been engaged in a“race to the bottom”, facing increasing pressures to continue to improve
productivity and reduce costs in an atempt to compete with chegper, oversess producers for a
dedining market.

Ingteed, a favourable government palicy framework (which included encouraging, for hedth
reasons, the downward trend for consumption of anima products) could offer the livestock sector
the opportunity to get off the treedmill and focus on asmaler volume of higher qudlity, higher
priced produce for domestic consumption.
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4.88 Who arethe key stakeholders, apart from livestock farmers? How should we involve them?

The key stakeholders should include animad wefare groups, environmentd experts, consumers,
research inditutes, relevant professionds (many of these groups are represented in Sustain’s
membership), and the food indudtry itsdlf.  These stakeholders should be represented on any group
established to oversee the deve opment and implementation of a comprehensive animd hedlth

srategy.

4.89 How should the cost of disease control measures, and of outbreaks when they happen, best
be met? Would an insurance or levy-based system be effective? If such productsare
devel oped, what should they cover?

In thewake of BSE and FMD, it isnot a al clear that the farming industry, particularly in the
current perilous economic gate, could afford the high premiums that would be necessary to cover
the cogts of future disease outbresks. However if, in future, we developed a different livestock
sector (as described above) there would be asmdler number of livestock, kept to higher welfare
standards, with little or no long distance transport and greetly reduced trade. Thiswould reduce
susceptibility to awide range of endemic and exatic diseases, ease the complexity of survellance
and monitoring, and reduce the spread and costs of any diseases that do occur. Under such a
systemn, an insurance or levy-basad system might become financidly viable.

490 How can we best persuade farmersto improve their own disease awareness, biosecurity, use
of animal medicines, and standards of animal welfare? What role can be played by
assurance schemes? What about those who do not wish to join?

All farm and food premises, and the key food handlers who work in them, should be licensed before
they can operate, and regularly checked thereafter®®. This could be linked to “wholefarm plans”,
funded through the new “broad and shdlow” scheme, and should ensure that farm and food workers
are adequatdly trained in the principles of Hazard Andlysis and Critica Control Points (the
internationaly acoepted gpproach to improving food safety). In this way, wdl-trained peopleand
high quaity premises will be suitable for arange of food production and preparation activities,

which would hep underpin any divergficaion into on-farm processng. Moreover, animd wefare
should improve and the incidence of disease and of microbiologica contaminetion of food should
dedine. However, it is vitdly important, particularly for smal and specidist businesses thet the
process of becoming and staying a licensed operator should avoid burdensome paperwork.

Thereisaso addicae baance to be struck between ensuring food is safe (which is desirable) and
producing food which is gerile (whichis not desirable). Evidence is accumulating thet diseases of
the immune system, such as asthma, may be increasing because of the failure to expose oursalves
(from food and other sources) to non-lethal doses of bacteria®”. Much more research needs to be
undertaken into how people acquire and maintain robust immune systems.

In Conclusion
We havetried, wherever possible, to substantiate our arguments with reference to published

documents. However, it is evident thet the food and farming sysemsisimmensely complex and
datais often difficult to obtain. In particular, the scale and nature of public funding for some parts

®Thisisthe policy of Consumers Association, the Chartered Ingtitute for Environmenta Headlth and the Local
Authorities Co-ordinating body on Food and Trading Standards.
3" How bogus hygiene regulations are killing real food. June 2001. The Ecologist Report: London
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of thefood chain is not as easly accessble asit might be. 1t has been suggested to us that DEFRA
might congder publishing an annud “ State of Food and Farming” report, which might help not only
to gtrip away some layers of complexity but dso provide away of measuring progress towards a
sugtainable system. We would be mogt interested in your reaction to this proposa.

In the meartime, we conclude by reminding you that Sugtain has a highly effective and efficient
member communication srategy that DEFRA could use to reach NGOs working in this areaand we
would be more than happy to organise contact with the membership. We look forward to working
with DEFRA and Government as awhole on the development of awholly new gpproach to food
and farming which will result in aresilient system, capable of ddivering environmental

sudtanability, public hedlth and decent livelihoods

18 June 2002

In supporting this document, each of the following organisationsisindicating its formal agreement
only in those areas where it has specific competence. At the same time, each acknowl edges the
expertise and authority of the other organisationsintheir respective fields. In addition, collectively
the following organisations endorse the principles set out at the beginning of this submission.

Allergy Alliance World Cancer Research Fund
Arid Lands Initiative World-wide Workers on Organic Farms
Baby Milk Action VEGA Research
Biodynamic Agriculturd Association Women's Environmental Network
British Heart Foundation Health Promotion

Research Group List correct as of 18 June 2002
Campaign for Red Ale

Centre for Food Policy

Chartered Indtitute of Environmenta Hedlth

Children’s Society

Community Nutrition Group

Compassion in World Farming

Ecologicd Foundation

Elm Farm Research Centre

Faculty of Public Hedth Medicine of the Royd
College of Physicians

Food Additives Campaign Team

Food Commission

Foundation for Loca Food Initiatives

Friends of the Earth

Gaia Foundation

Guild of Food Writers

Hedth Education Trust

Henry Doubleday Research Association

HUSH: The UK E. Cali Support Group

Hyperactive Children’s Support Group

Land Heritage

Nationd Consumer Federation

Nationa Council of Women

Nationd Federation of Women's Indtitutes

Nationad Heart Forum

New Economics Foundation

Pesticides Action Network, UK

Unison
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