APEC Policy Partnership on Food Security Meeting
29 May 2013, Kazan, Russia

Summary Record

The Chair, Mr Sergey Aleksashenko, opened the meeting and welcomed delegates to Kazan.
Deputy Minister of Agriculture Aldoshin of Russia noted voiced his expectation the PPFS would provide fuller and better integration of APEC economies and business into joint efforts to ensure food security in the region. The long-term goal set by the Partnership is to succeed in setting up a food system structure by 2020 sufficient to provide lasting food security to the economies of the region. This strategic goal deserved decisive and continuous support from governments.  Russia was hopeful that this new APEC entity in the long run would become the main APEC forum to elaborate efficient and feasible policies and mechanisms to ensure food security in the APEC region. 
Russia within its Presidency in APEC in 2012 put food security issues among the first line priorities. Aspiring to develop the work initiated in Niigata in 2010 they proposed to partner economies to focus on the following issues: 

· increasing agricultural production and productivity; 
· facilitating trade, investments and  food markets development; 

· enhancing food safety; 

· improving access to food for  vulnerable groups of population; 

· ensuring the sustainable management of marine ecosystems, and combating illegal fishing and associated trade. 

Food security issues continue to be a focus of attention of various international foras and organizations including the G-8 and G-20. The key task for the APEC PPFS should be to add value to the global food security through close interaction between the public and private sectors.
The Chair noted the growing population in our region and the challenge that the many obstacles, particularly trade barriers, pose to food supply.  He noted that all economies were now very integrated so that a bad harvest in one can affect all.  Leaders’ have asked that the PPFS be driven by business and it was necessary to make suggestions to leaders’ that demonstrate that relying on business was the right idea.
Vice Chair Mr Bradley Fenwick, noted that idea for dealing with this complex challenge was to use government and business expertise.  The task now was to set a plan within this group to deliver reliable food supply.
Vice Chair Dr. Achmad Suryana hoped that the PPFS meeting could produce fruitful discussion and reinforced the important partnership between governments, private sectors, and other stakeholders for achieving sustainable food security. 
Meeting Proceedings
The APEC Secretariat Policy Support Unit made a presentation of the preliminary findings of their study into food policies in APEC.  This study captured what is currently being done in APEC economies to protect and improve food security.  It also highlighted the areas that APEC economies were not currently looking at in much detail: food waste, fisheries and aquaculture, biosecurity and crisis response.
Discussion following the presentation picked up on the issue of food wastage and the question of what business needs to do to address it.  The need to focus on pre-farm gate issues, such as food quality assurance, technology development and capacity building to raise agricultural yield and productivity were also highlighted.  The benefit that could arise from collaboration in this context was noted.  Through reducing wastage and increasing yield a large step toward food security could be taken.  It was noted that the policy response to food security was not moving as fast as the supply chain was changing.  There was a need for trade liberalization to allow markets to do their work, promote investment and infrastructure development.
The Chair noted Russia’s intention to develop a Far East Grain Corridor that would provide for the transport of 10 million tons of grain by 2020.  Russia made a presentation on improving access to world markets for Russian grain.  Russia aims to improve infrastructure in order to lower the cost of transporting grain; create additional grain transport corridors and facilitate greater access for Russian grain to the world market.  
The Philippines emphasized the importance for business of government making investment policies clear.  Japan commented that both farmers and consumers need fair prices.  There needed to be appropriate legislation to help farmers and regulate anti-competitive behavior by supermarkets.   The United States noted that many business aims are well aligned with APEC aims and tangible benefits can be achieved through cooperation.
“The private sector in Japan was appreciative of international support during relief operations after the 311 disaster and noted PPFS should focus on the importance of cooperation rather than regulation.”
Peru noted the need for a wide approach when considering food security.  This included helping producers, improving market access, reducing wastage and increasing production.  Food security needs to be part of all of APECs work.  New Zealand emphasized that food security will come from opening markets.  Singapore noted the importance of government’s role in assuring public confidence by making adequate food supplies available in crisis situations. 
The United States noted the lack of coordination within economies and between economies.  A possible next step was to survey industry to get a sense of how government policy effects affects business decision making regarding cross border food trade.  Australia highlighted trade as the best way of lifting farmer income and noted the importance of turning perishables into products that can be more easily traded.  New Zealand emphasized the importance of seeing the WTO Doha Round advanced.
Following a presentation on Regional Economic Integration and Regional Food Markets the Chair noted the importance for APEC to not replicate work already taking place in other fora, such as the G8.
The United States provided an update on the recent G8 meeting.  G8 leaders had announced a new alliance on food security in an effort to place it at the center of the global agenda.  There would be an initial focus on Africa.  Governments would work to align regulation to promote investment and business in turn would be expected to undertake more investment.  This approach fits with APEC’s aims of aligning public and private investment and promoting partnership between the public and private sectors.
A presentation on farming in Japan provided the forum with a personal perspective on the difficulties and opportunities faced by farmers.
A presentation from Hong Kong, China on global standards in supply chains emphasized the importance of supply chains that are reliable and trustworthy to achieving food security.  This presentation highlighted the importance of global standards and data accuracy in ensuring safety and efficiency in cross border trade flow.  New Zealand noted the importance of global standards in supply chain to increasing efficiency.  Japan suggested that the PPFS should also focus on food safety standards.
Russia made a presentation on initiatives in food security that highlighted the importance of increasing agricultural production, facilitating trade and investment and improving access to food for vulnerable groups.  Many mechanisms exist in APEC and other organizations that can be used and much can be achieved through collaboration.  Within APEC the HLDPAB and ATCWG could hold joint meetings and the Finance Ministers Process could examine the transparency of agricultural financial markets.
Chinese Taipei gave a presentation explaining their proposed Food Emergency Response Mechanism.  The Chair commented that there did not appear to be a role for the private sector in the plan and noted the problem that Russian grain exporters faced with different standards around the world.  Discussion noted the important role logistics plays in the aftermath of a disaster.  There is often food available but no way to distribute it to the area in need.  This highlighted the need for government-to-government protocols.  The importance of taking steps that coordinate rather than compete with existing food programs, including those undertaken by the World Food Program, was highlighted.
China gave a presentation on facilities development in grain import and export.  It was recommended that: a joint research projects be held to develop strategic frameworks for facilities development, a workshop be held to share best practice, individual economies be assisted to assess deficits in infrastructure and PPP initiatives be developed to address gaps.
Japan made a presentation providing information on world food supply and demand projections and establishing more effective information networks.
Thailand briefed a meeting on the APEC International Conference on Natural Resources and Infrastructure Management organized during August 6 to 8 this year in Bangkok and invited participants from public and private sectors.
Discussion of Next Steps
The United States made three suggestions on how to take the PPFS work forward:
1) that there be PPFS member input in the agenda for meetings; that all materials arrive well beforehand so members can review them and be prepared to respond to them; that time be spent on discussion rather than hearing briefings; that there be screening of suggested agenda items for suitability.
2) that a committee of PPFS be formed to write a first draft version of the “business” plan to get APEC to food security by 2020 (the prime purpose of PPFS).  Once down on paper PPFS members can react, add, subtract and modify and drive the plan forward and provide the basis for the agenda of the next meeting.
3) as the PPFS Terms of Reference give PPFS the responsibility to oversee APEC's work on food security, therefore form a committee of PPFS to task the lead shepherd of each APEC forum involved with food security, and the point person for each of the 62 items under the Niigata food security action plan, to send a report to PPFS on 1) what the forum has done, 2) what it plans to do and 3) where the private sector can be helpful.  This PPFS committee would also liaise with the G20, G8, UN, World Economic Forum, FAO, etc. to get information on what is going on in other entities on food security.  All the collected and collated info from these sources would be sent to the committee working on the 2020 plan.
ABAC voiced agreement with the approach suggested by the United States.  They also suggested that the Chair of the PPFS write to ABAC asking it to consider a food security response as part of any work it is doing.
Chile highlighted the importance of economies sharing experience.  Australia commented that the strategy being developed was sound but how would it be achieved.  Steps needed to be developed that dealt with the low hanging fruit first.
New Zealand suggested that a project dealing with post-harvest loss would be a good next step. 
New Zealand also proposed the following areas to be on the further specific PPFS’ focus:
· Enhancing supply chain connectivity for food products;

· Ensuring effective global standards for food including in the area of quality assurance standards;

· Promoting effective, science-based approaches to food safety;

· Trade liberalisation and open markets for food;

· Promoting sustainable approaches to fisheries management.

Hong Kong noted the lack of adequate data available about post-harvest loss and the desirability of improving practice in that area.

ABAC suggested that work on sharing data in a timely way as another option for work in the near future.  The United States noted the need to work with others, such as the OECD, who were also looking at this area.  They highlighted the great cost involved in collecting data and possible intellectual property rights questions involved in sharing private data.  The process being put in place is good, providing a concrete agenda for the future.  A stock take of food security work being undertaken in the APEC area was a good idea.  While a consensus appeared to be forming around working on post-harvest loss dealing with data collection problems may be difficult to commit to at the present time.
Thailand proposed that PPFS should include post-harvest management to be an agenda for future discussions.
Singapore supported the ideas around how a coherent agenda should be developed in future.  They supported taking forward work on post-harvest loss and the suggestion that ABAC be asked to continue to consider food security response in its work.  
Peru stated that importance of developing both short and long term goals for PPFS work.  Care was also needed to ensure the timeline proposed did not cause confusion with the review of the Bogor Goals.
Canada welcomed the process being suggested of working on the agenda early, reviewing papers ahead of meetings and developing a work plan.  
Australia suggested that two groups may need to be formed.  One would focus on coarse grains where post-harvest loss was the main problem.  The other would look at protein where processing and market access were the main problems.
Chinese Taipei noted the importance of improving data collection and transparency to improving food security.  There should also be attention paid to animal and plant disease prevention.  New Zealand suggested that PPFS needed to forma view on food safety through its work.  Infrastructure development also should be part of the work ahead.
Japan suggested that farmers needed to be more involved in future meetings, suggesting that the World Farmers Organization could be invited to the next meeting.  It was also necessary to hear more from consumers.
The Philippines suggested that immediate gains could be made to food security by working on preventing post-harvest loss and this should be the focus of a small group.
The World Bank briefed the PPFS on their Global Food Safety Partnership.

Concluding Comments by Chair and Vice Chairs
Indonesia suggested that moving some work into small groups was a good idea.  The best areas for future work appeared to be:
· Post-harvest loss sustainable growth in production;

· Natural disaster preparedness and resilience (para. 6 & 12 of Kazan Dec.) 
· Information sharing (para. 15 of Kazan Dec.)Food quality and safety; and

· Food waste.

Dr. Achmad Suryana supported the idea of moving some work into small groups and proposed some preliminary thoughts on areas to be further discussed, namely: 
· Ensuring trade and market (food chain) to maintain sustainable growth of food production, food quality, and improve small farmers’ welfare

· Monitoring the progress of implementation of APEC Food Security Policies (Niigata and Kazan) and related activities.

· Overview/stock-taking policies, programs and implementations of national food reserve to reduce food insecurity and price volatility.

· Reducing food losses at production level and food waste at consumer level related to: (i) Private investment; (ii) Government policies; (iii) Transfer of technology; and (iv) Change in mind set and food eating habits

He invited PPFS members to attend the next PPFS meeting that will be held during SOM 2 or SOM 3 in Indonesia in 2013 (date and place will be confirmed later). 
During its work PPFS would need to ensure the situation for small farmers as well as women was considered and adequate monitoring of the work must be in place. (para. 6 of Kazan Dec.)
Mr Fenwick believed that the PPFS offered a chance to do business differently to other APEC fora. The private sector should be asked what barriers could be removed that would allow them to make new progress.
The Chair suggested that the process from here would be:
· Reflect on the record of the PPFS meeting and provide suggestions;

· The Management Council would draft an action plan, containing short and long term goals;
· Consultation with PPFS members ahead of finalizing the action plan; and

· Members can then identify which activities they would like to participate in.

