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Question 1
There were several initiatives introduced by the South African (SA) State which were supportive but also flawed:
A Covid Social Relief of Distress (SRD) Grant of R350 was available to SA citizens who were without access to other state grants (August 2021 – March 2024).  The SRD grant became redeemable at supermarkets, alleviating problems with access but further consolidating the power of corporate retailers.  Existing grants were increased from May - October 2020. Social relief grants provide a lifeline for many, however the SRD of R350 affords little; in April 2023 one can only buy 7% of a basic four-person food basket[endnoteRef:1]. [1:  See data by The Pietermaritzburg Economic Justice and Dignity Group: https://pmbejd.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/April-2023-Household-Affordability-Index-PMBEJD_28042023.pdf] 

The SA Social Security Agency provided food parcels to persons in dire need and national government provided R150 million to kickstart a national Solidarity Fund calling for private sector donations towards food aid, PPE and business support.[footnoteRef:1] The government parcel delivery process failed to meet targets and was hampered by corruption.[endnoteRef:2] Some NGOs lobbied to replace food parcel delivery with digital cell phone vouchers to be used in local area ‘spaza’ (informal) shops, circumventing parcel distribution challenges and stimulating the local economy. Trial projects targeting pregnant mothers and migrants showed improved food security and mental health.[endnoteRef:3]  [1:  https://www.sanews.gov.za/south-africa/solidarity-fund-assist-vulnerable]  [2:  “National government has paid for and distributed only 73,000 food parcels through SASSA and co-financed another 55,000 food parcels distributed through the Solidarity Fund. Most of the food parcels for poor people under the lockdown have been financed and distributed by civil society.”]  [3:  See https://www.growgreat.co.za/study-reveals-power-of-income-support-in-fighting-maternal-hunger-poor-mental-health/ and https://dgmt.co.za/food-vouchers/ ] 

The National School Nutrition Programme (NSNP) feeding 9 million children daily[footnoteRef:2] was and remain one of the most important forms of social relief. This paused with lockdown school closures between March - 1 June 2020.  The NSNP provides opportunities for supporting smallholders and agroecological transitions, but these are currently not realised.  [2:  https://www.gov.za/faq/education/what-national-school-nutrition-programme-nsnp?gclid=Cj0KCQjw8fr7BRDSARIsAK0Qqr5oNQ3AwLlP8i94oc-PRB_eA3mjz6rwDHSe0d3C2PE-sdNv9TqAx70aAscpEALw_wcB] 

The role of small farmers in realising local food security was recognised and proactively supported during the pandemic through two forms of State funding. R1,2 billion was made available in April 2020 to support farmers, but the requirement of annual turnover between R20,000 - R1 million and the onerous application process excluded most smallholders. In December 2020, a Presidential Employment Stimulus Initiative (PESI) was introduced targeting subsistence producers to address unemployment challenges and sustain self-employment[endnoteRef:4]. Such support should continue but not in its current form. The grants (R1,000 – R12,000) were issued as vouchers which are redeemable at agri-business dealers confining farmers to the seeds, inputs and implements sold for industrial agriculture. In future subsidies should support agroecological production with locally sourced farmer seed, organic composts and bioinputs, appropriate and off-grid technology for small-scale processing, renewable energy and water pumping technology; and support for rainwater storage and capture. [4:  Through this 51,559 subsistence producers were supported in phase one roll-out in 2021.  Another 36,692 subsistence producers received Solidarity Fund support. PESI was targeting 50,000 farmers in 2022 and in 2023 a third phase is targeting 250,000 farmers.] 


Question 2
We would like government to support the agroecological transition of the food system in South Africa, as per questions 3 & 4.
In addition, we want stronger policy measures to hold corporations accountable:
· Revision of law and regulations related to the importation, use and handling of pesticides to prevent importation of Highly Hazardous (HH) banned pesticides, acute poisoning of agricultural workers and communities, and systemic poisoning of land and water resources.
· Improved food labelling on ingredients of concern including preservatives, colourants and genetically modified ingredients. We support the current review of labelling regulations in SA to include warnings for high sugar and fat content.
We appreciate the work of the Competition Commission in SA investigating food price collusion and barriers to market access for small producers.

Question 3
There is little government support for localised food systems in South Africa. Agricultural training, extension and subsidy programmes largely focus on aggregating small producers to supply national and global commodity value chains in the industrialised food system.
Small diverse agroecological production must be given preferential support including:
· Supporting self-organised local initiatives.
· Establishing rural/peri-urban to urban solidarity markets through providing facilitation, approval for use of space for local markets with amenities for hygiene, reduced red tape and costs and establishing viable low-cost transport options for producers. 
· Providing funding and support to catalyse locally owned manufacturing and maintenance of appropriate (small-scale, off-grid and renewable, locally repairable, labour-saving) technology and equipment for localised food production, processing and distribution.
· Introducing minimum quotas for supply from agroecological small producers in government institutional food buying for schools and clinics, and prioritising local producers.

Question 4
· Re-skilling agricultural extension and curriculum change at tertiary training institutions in favour of agroecology.
· Support for production and consumption of indigenous and traditional crops, to move away from less nutritious imported grains and to improve crop diversity and nutrition. This should also be connected to wider biodiversity conservation in terms of the contribution of wild foods to rural diets.
· Stimulate dietary change to move away from industrial, ultra-processed diets and to increase demand for indigenous, nutritious and climate-friendly foods through lowering tax on nutritious essential food items.
· Invest in infrastructure that supports localised food system development. This also requires ways to make finance available on fair terms to small farmers and other operators in localised food systems, through public financial mechanisms specifically designed to support these.
· Introduce decisive measures to limit corporate concentration and expansion in the food system. 
· Government should actively support farmer seed systems including through  protecting the a priori right for farmers to save, plant, exchange and sell farm saved seed; bulking and distributing farmer seed in areas where this has been lost through displacement by corporate seed or disasters; and programmes to support farmers in restoring seed saving and processing knowledge; repatriation and revival of marginalised and underutilised species; and local and decentralised seed banks and networks.
· Refocus national public research on food and agriculture to involve and support the priorities of small producers and agroecological transition.

Question 5
Recognising that the food crisis not only results from the impact of COVID, but also systemic issues relating to the dominance of corporations in a profit-motivated approach to food systems globally, with power inequalities, and consequent conflicts and displacement of people, climate change and biodiversity collapse a response should:
· Link and work towards resolving intersecting systemic issues through an accountable, multilateral platform at the international level. Currently the CFS is the most appropriate structure to address this as it directly includes the views of food workers, producers and local communities. The CFS could more directly critique the global industrialised food system’s impact on indigenous communities, climate and ecological systems, and synergise with UN treaties providing legally binding instruments for needed change. The CFS must be strongly defended from direct and indirect corporate influence. 
· Shift to agroecological food systems within local cultural, knowledge and resource management and decision-making to support greater local area, national and regional food sovereignty and reduced dependence on imported foods and inputs. 
· Focus more strongly on addressing inequalities and marginalisation (including of women, indigenous communities, farm and food system workers etc).  
· Review trade agreements that prevent countries from blocking imports that undercut the production costs of local products, resulting in the collapse of local production.

