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Série de documentos e cartas relacionados ao diálogo entre o Grupo de Trabalho de Florestas do Fórum Brasileiro de ONGs e Movimentos Sociais para o Desenvolvimento Sustentável – FBOMS e o IFC – braço de investimentos do Banco Mundial, em torno dos critérios e salvaguardas para o financiamento de atividades agropecuárias na região amazônica.

Há também outros documentos e matérias sobre a atuação do Banco Mundial no Brasil na área ambiental.



PRESS RELEASE

Immediate release: Thursday 23rd December


WORLD BANK GROUP RESPONDS TO NGO BOYCOTT

AMSTERDAM (NETHERLANDS), December 23, 2004- After months of civil society protest, the International Finance Corporation (IFC) is reported to significantly revise its consultation process on new social and environmental standards. According to a reliable source, various demands made by non-governmental organizations on the timeline and available information will be complied with. The decision comes after a three month civil society boycott of IFC’s process.

The IFC, the private sector arm of the World Bank Group, is reviewing all of its social and environmental policies as well as its technical pollution standards and information disclosure requirements. Groups from around the world decided not to participate in IFC’s review in light of a lack of time, transparency and relevant background documents. IFC 
consultations in Brazil, Manila, London, Nairobi and Istanbul were boycotted. The absence of civil society at the consultations raised many concerns about the credibility of IFC’s review. Even commercial banks and transnational corporations questioned the adequacy of the process.

A reliable source informed Friends of the Earth International that the IFC has now decided to release guidance notes and supporting materials to the public and extend the consultation process until the end of April.

“These developments are a welcome signal that the IFC took note of our concerns. The institution agrees now that policies that took years to develop cannot be discussed through a rushed process where relevant information is not available. It is curious however that these issues could only be resolved after a boycott” said Janneke Bruil. “We welcome the revision of the process. However, various concerns remain. Invitations for the consultations took place in a secretive manner and it remains unclear how any input will be processed. We hope IFC will look at these issues as well. If not, it will continue to be difficult for us to spend our time on this review.”

The policies under discussion include guidelines on pollution, indigenous peoples, resettlement, cultural heritage and health. IFC’s current proposal maintains that new standards should be voluntary rather than mandatory and turns away from obligations under international law.

“The new IFC proposals are unacceptable. How can an international public institution shy away from international laws? It is crucially important that the IFC substantially improve the quality and implementation of its standards and start to protect people instead of profits” said Longgena Ginting. “This is all the more relevant since the outcome of the review will set standards for other development banks as well as commercial banks and export credit agencies.”

For more information:

IFC page on Safeguard Policy Review: http://www.ifc.org/policyreview
World wide civil society about the Safeguard Policy Review: 
http://www.grrr-now.org
Friends of the Earth International on the Safeguard Policy Review: 
http://www.foei.org/ifi/ifc.html


[ da edição de hoje do newsletter e-meio circulante, do projeto eco-finanças de amigos da terra ]

220 instituições, representando mais de mil ONGs e movimentos sociais de 53 países, divulgam hoje mundialmente um documento dirigido à International Finance Corporation (IFC), braço do Banco Mundial para o setor privado, manifestando as fortes preocupações da sociedade civil pelo processo, em andamento, de revisão de suas salvaguardas sociais e ambientais. Entre os firmatários aparecem as principais redes de entidades brasileiras. Ao mesmo tempo, as instituições da sociedade civil africana se retiraram essa semana da consulta regional convocada pela IFC em Nairobi (Quênia) e o mesmo deve acontecer na reunião marcada para amanhã em Paris. 

Confira documento (em inglês):


http://www.amazonia.org.br/ef/guia3/detalhes.cfm?id=137015&tipo=6&cat_id=154&subcat_id=1
Platform for ‘Rights, Rules and Responsibilities’ for IFC’s Safeguard Policy Review 

The International Finance Corporation (IFC) has provided more than $40 billion directly to private companies, many of them multinational corporations operating in developing countries, in the name of sustainable development and poverty reduction.  The IFC is Also involved in the lending of billions of additional dollars through its financial catalyst role.  This money often goes to projects that lead to environmental pollution and degradation, poverty creation and more social inequities.

The IFC argues that it brings environmental and social expertise and improves high-risk projects and that without its involvement, projects would be much worse.  However, internal studies and independent evaluations carried out by affected communities and civil society organizations demonstrate serious and systemic problems with implementation of the institution’s environmental and social safeguard policies.  It is also doubtful whether the best use of public funds for development and poverty alleviation is to mitigate the negative consequences of these high-risk projects rather than invest in projects that have clearer development benefits.

This past experience demonstrates the need for clear and enforceable rules for IFC lending and significant institutional reforms to guarantee due diligence, ensure effective implementation and improve accountability to affected communities and citizens.  The proposed policies do not address these concerns, but instead opt for more flexibility and subjectivity.  We oppose this approach and call upon the IFC to upgrade and strengthen its social and environmental policies and ensure that multinational corporations respect fundamental international human rights, labor rights and environmental law as conditions for access to IFC loans.

Global public institutions must operate for the public good.  We call for the IFC to abide by clear, mandatory Rules, Rights and Responsibilities (RRR) to promote the public good through its lending.

The IFC’s Safeguard Review Process must address current problems of implementation of the safeguard policies, guarantee that there is no backsliding or weakening of existing policies as well as lead to the strengthening and improvement of environmental and social policies.  The undersigned civil society and Socially Responsible Investors call on the IFC and its Board of Directors to adopt the following points.

* ********

1. Adopt Policy and Performance Standards that establish clear, binding rules and meet the highest social and environmental standards for IFC and its borrowers, which would allow the IFC to claim leadership in international standard-setting and demonstrate its commitment to respect international human rights and environmental laws.

2. Commit and hold itself accountable to deliver on poverty reduction and sustainable development.  One of IFC’s core responsibilities must include evaluating each and every project it considers for financing to determine how and whether poverty reduction is likely to occur, stating specifically how poverty will be reduced -- including at the local level -- and tracking and reporting regularly and publicly on each project’s outcomes, development impacts, and any necessary mitigation efforts in order to ensure a basic level of accountability.

3. Establish clear mechanisms for making the policies more enforceable and accountable and reject self-monitoring by corporations as proposed throughout the proposed Performance Standards.  IFC must take responsibility for meaningful supervision and project monitoring in a publicly transparent and accountable manner, which would include, at a minimum, the public release of all Action Plans.

4. Ensure that information is disclosed in appropriate languages in a timely and predictable way throughout the project cycle.  This includes defining clear rules for the early release of all action plans, social and environmental assessments, monitoring and evaluation reports, as well as procedural guarantee that reflect a genuine commitment to the presumption of disclosure.  The IFC must also require the public disclosure of all host government agreements and similar contracts, as well as increase the transparency of revenues from IFC-supported investments.

5. Screen all companies for their past performance on environmental, social and human rights issues.  The IFC should only lend to clients who are fully committed to sustainable development and safeguarding the environment and internationally agreed human rights of local communities, workers and vulnerable groups.  We emphasize one of the main conclusions of the CAO’s internal review of the IFC’s safeguard policies, which stated that the private sector client’s commitment to environment and social protections is the main determinant of whether or not the company will comply with IFC’s policies.

6. Uphold and ensure compliance with international human rights, labor and environmental laws, conventions, and norms.  The Performance Standards should make reference to relevant international laws and standards and ensure that projects are designed and implemented in accordance with the client’s and host countries’ applicable international commitments.  IFC has an obligation to ensure that its clients abide by relevant international laws and norms and therefore, as recommended by the CAO, must “systematically consider risks to human rights at the project level, take appropriate [and effective] steps to mitigate them and provide clearer guidance to clients on both these aspects.  [T]hese aspects should be reported on at the project level.” Such assessments and reports must be undertaken by reputable and independent third parties and not by the client itself and be a pre-condition of IFC support for the project.  Project affected persons, communities and indigenous peoples have the right to participate in project assessments, reporting and human rights audits.

7. Ensure respect for indigenous peoples’ internationally guaranteed rights, including their rights of ownership over lands and resources traditionally owned or otherwise occupied and used, and only support projects that have the free, prior and informed consent of indigenous peoples arrived at through their customary decision-making processes and institutions subsequent to meaningful and good faith consultation and their informed and effective participation commencing at the earliest stages of project design, and agreement on benefits.  These customary decision-making processes constitute culturally appropriate and collective decision-making, which enhances indigenous peoples’ self-development.  All agreements between relevant parties will be reflected in the loan covenants and be made publicly available.  We strongly reject the cynical manipulation of free, prior and informed consent as ‘free, prior and informed consultation leading to broad community support’ and insist that the IFC and others not use this language.

8. Ensure that conditions are in place for meaningful and respectful engagement with affected communities (free, prior informed consent).  In addition, the IFC should ensure a process whereby, after having access to all relevant information in an appropriate language and form, local communities identify their development priorities and the benefits and results that they want to achieve, rather than allowing the company or others to determine the benefits they will provide.  One of the IFC's core responsibilities must be to evaluate community acceptance, negotiated settlements, and meaningful participation and not leave this to the private sector clients.  This requires ongoing supervision and monitoring to ensure that any agreements entered into between communities and the client are respected over time.  All projects that involve the displacement of local people must be subject to their consent, and must result in an improvement of their standards of living and quality of life and include full restoration of their livelihoods and resource base.

9. Include a self-selected community-based monitoring approach for projects with significant social and environmental impacts to improve oversight and accountability of these projects.  One key component will be strengthening the community’s capacity to monitor projects by ensuring that project funds are made available for this purpose and are independent of company or government influence.  Furthermore, the community should have influence regarding the terms of reference of the monitoring methodology used.  All community monitors should be informed of the requirements of the IFC policies and Performance Standards, and should be informed about the processes of accountability at the IFC in a language and manner that is appropriate for them, so that they have a full understanding of their rights and potential remedies.  Outcomes and recommendations of monitoring should be made public and affect the future direction of the project.

10. Commit to measuring, disclosing and reducing the harmful impacts of climate change in the developing world by requiring a reduction in overall emissions from IFC investments at the project level.  Work with companies to reduce emissions and operate more efficiently and report fully on the direct and indirect emissions that result from IFC portfolio investments, including financial intermediaries.  Furthermore, the IFC should more aggressively shift its portfolio towards renewable energy lending.

11. Define IFC’s ‘no-go circumstances’ in the overall policy by including the current Exclusion List and expanding it to include, at a minimum,

IUCN I-IV protected areas and World Heritage sites for all industrial activities and other areas that are deemed to be of high conservation value, as defined through a multi-stakeholder process for all Category A projects; Certain practices that are particularly destructive, such as riverine and submarine tailings disposal of mine waste; Clarifying social, cultural and environmental ‘no-go circumstances’ and the criteria used.



Carta de declaração de “saída “ do processo de negociação junto ao IFC – assina o Fórum Brasileiro de ONGs

Ladies and Gentlemen,

the Brazilian Forum of NGOs and Social Movements for Environment and Development - with over 500 member organizations and representing over 1,200 national and local organizations all across Brazil - made today a decision that its member organizations should withdraw from this consultation. Therefore, as the director of an organization member of the Forum, I am going to leave this meeting and am just going to use a couple of minutes of your time to explain why.

Last Friday, we learnt that that the IFC Board approved a loan for soybean expansion in the Amazon region without going through the A category appraisal established by its procedures for this kind of investment. Less than 48 hours earlier, in a videoconference transmitted in four continents, President James Wolfensohn had assured our network that a meaningful response would eventually be given to repeated letters from Brazilian NGOs. The President also informed that had read NGO letters - sent to him since June, 2004 - just hours before the videoconference and therefore he had no time to make an analysis of the complex issues involved.

This decision on the part of IFC broke a relation of minimal confidence and trust. Based on this, our member organizations, after careful analysis of the current scenario, evaluated that our presence in this meeting would be useless and likely to be used to allege that IFC keeps a dialogue with the civil society. The recent experience proved this is not true.

Also, last week's facts contribute to our understanding that existing safeguards are no longer taken seriously. If expansion of large-scale agribusiness in the heart of the most vulnerable Amazon ecosystem - with resettlement of small farmers and direct impacts on Indigenous land - does not deserve a full social and environmental evaluation, with independent experts, it is legitimate to ask if there is any investment on Earth that would qualify for this. In the absence of minimum implementation of existing safeguards, it is difficult to see a point in discussing its review and reform.

Finally, we would like to observe that - while this decision is related merely to the reasons I described - this consultation process itself lacks involvement of relevant constituencies. I personally find this meeting interesting, but a consultation process is a rather different thing.

So far, it is not clear how, for instance, Indigenous peoples will be asked to give their opinion about the fact that new proposed policies would not treat them any longer as Indigenous peoples, and rather as vulnerable, or natural resource dependent communities. Setting a double standard for public and private investment is a radical change that would require a much more substantial consultation. All of World Bank investments are made with public financial resources, are subject to public scrutiny and should be consistent with the same mission.

Brazilian NGOs have made all possible attempts, over the recent months, to engage in dialogue. We were not successful in this attempt. We understand that the recent facts might undermine the relations between IFC and NGOs on a world-wide scale. I am available for further explanation. Thank you for your attention.



AMAZÔNIA

ONGs pedem ao Banco Mundial que evite abrir precedente para financiar atividades de alto impacto ambiental

Chefe do Bird se diz preocupado com soja
DA REDAÇÃO - Folha -Ciência

O presidente do Bird (Banco Mundial), James Wolfensohn, disse ontem a ambientalistas brasileiros estar "preocupado com a introdução da soja" na Amazônia e disse que irá analisar pedido feito por eles de exigir avaliação ambiental rigorosa de um projeto do banco para financiar a expansão da lavoura em Mato Grosso.


Durante uma teleconferência com representantes do Fórum das ONGs brasileiras, que reúne 19 entidades, Wolfensohn afirmou que se sentaria com colegas do banco e do IFC (braço do Bird que cuida de financiamento à iniciativa privada) para "discutir a classificação desse projeto".


A Folha adiantou no último domingo que as ONGs tentam convencer o Banco Mundial a classificar de forma diferente um pedido de financiamento de US$ 30 milhões do Grupo André Maggi -de propriedade da família do governador do Estado, Blairo Maggi- para expandir em 250 mil toneladas anuais a produção de soja no leste de Mato Grosso.


A categoria proposta pelos ambientalistas é a A (alto risco ambiental). O pedido feito pela empresa ao IFC propõe que o projeto seja posto na categoria B (menor risco). A proposta deve ser votada amanhã pelo Conselho do IFC. Nos últimos dois meses, as ONGs escreveram a Wolfensohn duas vezes pedindo que o banco reavaliasse o projeto. "Só ontem [anteontem] tomei conhecimento de sua carta", afirmou. O Grupo Maggi afirma que a expansão da soja não é um fator de alto risco ambiental. Os sojicultores geralmente ocupam áreas nas quais a floresta já havia sido derrubada -primeiro seletivamente, para a extração de madeira, depois em corte raso, para pasto. "A soja praticamente não abre fronteira", disse à Folha o diretor ambiental da Maggi, Ocimar Villela. Ele afirma que o grupo empresarial nunca foi consultado pelas ONGs sobre a reclassificação do pedido de financiamento, mas que já havia sido comunicado pelo próprio IFC que o projeto estava sendo reavaliado.


"Nunca nos chamaram para conversar." Para Roberto Smeraldi, da ONG Amigos da Terra, a questão diz menos respeito ao Grupo Maggi que ao Bird, que tem um registro histórico de
financiamentos a projetos social e ambientalmente danosos no passado. "Ao dizer que pode emprestar [dinheiro] para a Maggi na categoria A, [o banco] pode emprestar também para a Bunge ou para a Cargill, por que não?" Segundo Smeraldi, isso pode criar "um precedente para soja, algodão e até gado na Amazônia".


Villela diz que a questão do precedente é relativa. "Primeiro, é preciso saber de que parte da Amazônia se está falando." A área para a qual se pleiteia o financiamento, o leste de Mato Grosso, compreende as cabeceiras do rio Xingu e o próprio Parque Indígena do
Xingu. Ela está na chamada mata amazônica de transição, o ecossistema mais ameaçado da Amazônia. A conta de Smeraldi é que uma expansão de 250 mil toneladas de soja ao ano -equivalentes a 80 mil hectares de plantações novas- necessitaria de até 300 mil hectares de propriedades, para cumprir a exigência de reserva legal. "Ali, para instalar propriedades de 300 mil hectares, ou você entra em áreas novas ou desloca pecuária", disse. (CLAUDIO ANGELO)




Ciência em Dia

O Brasil de olho no Banco Mundial 
Marcelo Leite 
colunista da Folha 
O futuro da Amazônia brasileira, e o lugar da soja nele, volta com promessa de estrondo à pauta do que se poderia chamar de opinião pública internacional, assim como as estradas e as hidrelétricas atraíram chuvas e trovoadas nos anos 1980. O primeiro grande debate sobre o tema se dá num palco distante da mata e do Brasil, a direção do Banco Mundial (Bird). Representantes de organizações não-governamentais brasileiras devem reunir-se amanhã por teleconferência com James Wolfensohn, presidente do Bird, para tentar impedir um ramo do banco de dar na quinta-feira o que consideram um passo em falso, capaz de devolver a instituição ao atoleiro socioambiental em que chafurdou durante anos.


O pomo da discórdia é o tratamento a ser dado a um pedido de financiamento de US$ 30 milhões do Grupo André Maggi para expandir a produção de soja em 250 mil toneladas anuais na região leste de Mato Grosso, o que corresponderia a cerca de 80 mil hectares (800 km2) de plantações novas. O grupo, de propriedade da família do governador do Estado, Blairo Maggi (PPS), já possui fazendas na região, em Querência, pelas quais passam rios que vão formar o Xingu, eixo vital do parque indígena de mesmo nome.


Esse gênero de financiamento é feito pelo braço do Bird encarregado do setor privado, a IFC (Corporação Internacional de Finança, na abreviação em inglês). Sua missão é "promover investimento sustentável no setor privado em países em desenvolvimento como um meio de reduzir a pobreza e melhorar a vida das pessoas". Em respeito a esses propósitos, 20 entidades do Fórum de ONGs brasileiras entendem que o empreendimento do Grupo Maggi deve ser classificado na categoria A, mais rigorosa. A direção da IFC e o próprio grupo empresarial defendem a categoria B, intermediária (além das duas existe apenas a C).


O assunto pode ser decidido numa reunião do "board" da IFC já nesta quinta-feira, contra a vontade das ONGs. Em cartas à direção do Bird e da IFC, elas questionaram a falta de transparência e o que avaliam ser um desrespeito às próprias normas da corporação. Segundo carta dirigida a Wolfensohn, nunca respondida, estaria sendo desobedecida a categorização do Anexo B do "Procedimento para Revisão Ambiental e Social de Projetos" da IFC, pelo qual "agroindústrias (grande escala)" deveriam automaticamente entrar na classe A -afinal, o Grupo Maggi se autodefine como o maior produtor individual de soja do mundo.


As ONGs argumentam que a expansão, mesmo não produzindo desmatamento de modo direto, deverá deslocar pecuaristas e pequenos agricultores das melhores terras, criando pressão para desflorestar mais adiante. Cair na categoria A implicaria realizar estudos de impacto ambiental e audiências públicas, o que seguramente retardaria o processo de concessão do financiamento. Mas abriria espaço, por exemplo, para equilibrar a expansão da soja com medidas de modernização da pecuária, a fim de aumentar a produtividade e diminuir a demanda por abertura de pastagens.


Roberto Smeraldi, diretor da organização não-governamental Amigos da Terra e membro da coordenação do grupo ambiental, afirma que não se trata de "vilanizar" o Grupo Maggi, mas de discutir mais abertamente quais salvaguardas e filtros serão aplicados a esse tipo de investimento. "É uma batalha de princípios."


Resta saber se, desta vez, a opinião pública brasileira se fará ouvir.



Prezados membros do GT,
 

recebemos (anexa) uma resposta (de novo do sr. Bulmer) à nossa segunda carta ao Wolfensohn, e quarta no total ao IFC. Como vocês podem ver, a carta novamente nem sequer aceita discutir nossos questionamentos e chega até a ridiculizar alguns dos mesmos. Só como exemplos:
 

- "quanto aos questionamentos sobre o Parque do Xingu e povos indígenas: a empresa não tem propriedades lá". Isso como se a gente achasse que empresas podem possuir terras em TI...
 

- "as terras adquiridas por Amaggi têm licença ambiental, ou têm solicitado a mesma por parte da FEMA" (obs.: a falta de concordância entre sujeito e verbo não é um erro de tradução, mas reflete erro no texto inglês original, que soa como "as terras... solicitaram a licença"). Isso depois de 4 cartas em que a gente explica que nossos questionamentos não têm nada a ver com a eventual legalidade ou ilegalidade das atividades da Amaggi.
 

Em geral, eles não entendem, o fazem como se não entendessem, nossos questionamentos. Após conversar também com a nossa coordenadora Adriana, nessa altura nos parece que a questão mais grave é o nosso relacionamento com o IFC, muito mais do que qualquer questão que diz respeito à empresa Amaggi. Em particular:
 

- o IFC desmerece a sociedade organizada brasileira e ironiza ou ignora questionamentos objetivos sobre seus procedimentos;
 

- as cartas do GT ao Wolfensohn reclamando do fato que o staff não atende nossas questões... são reptidamente respondidas pelo mesmo staff objeto do questionamento!
 

- o IFC - ao usar categoria B para um grande projeto de agribusiness na Amazônia - abre um precedente preocupante para a região como um todo, e até para o mundo. Daqui pra frente, poderão prevalecer considerações individuais do staff sobre se uma empresa é boazinha ou não, podendo assim dispensar a avaliação de categoria A, prevista nas regras da instituição. Isso também sinaliza ao setor privado que o tema não merece grande cautela.
 

Nesse quadro, a coisa interessante é que, coincidentemente, o IFC está iniciando uma revisão de seus procedimentos, e que a primeira rodada (latinoamericana) de discussão a respeito está marcada para o fim do mês no Rio de Janeiro. As propostas de revisão são preocupantes e relaxam bastante as normas existentes (apesar de que a exigência de A para projetos desse tipo permaneceria).
 

Com base nisso, estamos pensando em sugerir dois níveis de ação:
 

- uma, em nome do GT, focaria em um breve documento público que registra o que foi observado acima, ou seja o problema de falta de interlocução por parte do IFC, a partir deste caso, mas independemente de seu mérito. Um rascunho disso vai ser circulado no GT até amanhã e vai fazer um link com o processo de revisão dos procedimentos da instituição.
 

- no outro nível, as entidades do GT deveriam decidir se - a partir do fato que essa carta esgota a possibilidade de prosseguir no diálogo - é interessante COMO GRUPO promover alguma campanha de cartas, matérias na imprensa, etc., ou se esse tipo de ação extrapola o que o GT deve fazer, ficando essa opção com os membros individuais do GT (suponho que muitos vão querer dar destaque a um caso grave como este).
 

Enquanto a gente prepara o primeiro documento, se manifestem por favor rapidamente sobre o segundo ponto! Obrigado.
 

Roberto Smeraldi.


Nelson Wendel wrote:

>UM RIO DE DINHEIRO?
>
Marc Dourojeanni - professor e decano da Faculdade Florestal da Universidade Nacional Agrária de Lima, Peru e Diretor Geral Florestal desse país. Atualmente é Presidente da Fundação ProNaturaleza.

A notícia veio primeiro pela CNN: O Banco Mundial outorgou o maior empréstimo da sua história para o meio ambiente e o beneficiário é o Brasil. A emissora repetiu durante todo o dia a história que o país receberia US$1,2 bilhões para salvar as suas florestas, aprimorar o
licenciamento ambiental, melhorar a transparência e a participação, cuidar dos seus recursos hídricos. Ainda que inesperada, era excelente notícia, mesmo para uma nação que há dois anos paralisou praticamente todos os projetos ambientais com financiamento internacional, embora continue pagando por eles juros e comissões de serviço, exatamente por falta de recursos de contrapartida da União.

Na verdade, a notícia não era exatamente o que parecia. Se alguém, preocupado com difícil situação do ambiente e dos recursos naturais, acreditou que um rio de dinheiro iria a aliviar essa sede, está muito equivocado. O dinheiro até vem. Será desembolsado em três etapas. Mas, substancialmente, não é para o meio ambiente. Servirá apenas para apoiar “as necessidades de financiamento externo do país”.Traduzindo, isso significa que o rio de dinheiro possivelmente nem molhe terras brasileiras, exceto talvez um pequeno torrão, sob a forma de assistência técnica.

O Governo Federal, em troca do dinheiro, se compromete a cumprir uma série de medidas que, sem dúvida, são urgentemente necessárias e que estão agrupadas sob dois temas. O primeiro diz respeito à eficiência e efetividade do sistema nacional do meio ambiente, com a melhora da gestão ambiental, do monitoramento e da regulação. Significa,  respecificamente, que o governo se obriga a aumentar a transparência, o controle social e a
efetividade do Sistema Nacional do Meio Ambiente, promovendo o desenvolvimento sustentável na Amazônia, a proteção de outros ecossistemas importantes e a melhoria na gestão dos recursos hídricos. O segundo tem a ver com o comprometimento de incorporar o conceito de sustentabilidade ambiental em setores chaves e nas políticas governamentais.

Não tem cabimento duvidar, nem por um instante, da necessidade, urgência e importância da proposta para que o país melhore seu desempenho na área do meio ambiente e dos recursos naturais. Excelentes estudos nacionais e do Banco Mundial respaldam a idéia. Ainda assim, cabe uma dúvida e também uma pergunta. A dúvida é se o governo federal cumprirá sua parte, considerando a experiência e os fatos. Projetos na área ambiental, de centenas de milhões de dólares financiados pelo próprio Banco Mundial e pelo Banco Interamericano de Desenvolvimento, têm sido executados com grande lentidão e estão, atualmente, quase congelados, porque o governo não outorga prioridade ao tema.

O Ministério do Meio Ambiente dispõe de um orçamento esquálido e não consegue cumprir nem os compromissos assumidos pela União com relação a temas tão importantes como o Pantanal, a Amazônia, o ecoturismo e o licenciamento ambiental. Ou seja, os mesmos assuntos que agora se pretende abordar, sob o ponto de vista de um ajuste estrutural... desses que as esquerdas abominam. Na verdade, parece pouco provável que os US$303 milhões de dólares da primeira etapa deste empréstimo convençam o governo federal a dar alguma prioridade ou atenção ao tema ambiental que o bilhão de dólares já disponível através de empréstimos e doações concedidos ao país, e que não estão sendo utilizados, não conseguiu convencer. 


A pergunta é para saber se, na matriz de política do projeto, foram incluídas as condições que dizem respeito ao cumprimento das obrigações contratuais do Brasil em projetos ambientais “em execução”, atualmente paralizados por falta de recursos de contrapartida, precisamente nos ecossistemas considerados prioritários pelo ajuste estrutural que é condição do novo empréstimo. Seria lamentável que o “ajuste”, que não proporciona recursos novos para o meio ambiente, nem sequer exigisse que os projetos “em execução” fossem executados.

E essa exigência não deveria se limitar à carteira do Banco Mundial. Deve incluir, também a carteira ambiental do Banco Interamericano de Desenvolvimento e a dos bancos bilaterais e outras fontes de cooperação. Em outras palavras, o orçamento do Ministério do Meio Ambiente deveria crescer muito em 2005. Mas, esse não parece ser o caso.

Este tipo de operação de empréstimo, que o Banco Mundial já está testando no México e que está preparando para a Colômbia, é um pouco “pagar para ver”. As propostas de reforma incluídas no projeto são de enorme importância e se fossem cumpridas, poderiam ter muito mais valor para o Brasil que os projetos de investimentos específicos convencionais. O custo seria baixo para resultados potencialmente tão importantes. Mas é difícil de acreditar que a atitude do Governo Federal vai mudar tão facilmente em relação ao meio ambiente.

Por isso, é fundamental que a sociedade civil esteja muito vigilante para que as medidas previstas neste projeto sejam realmente cumpridas e, para conseguir isso, a sociedade também deverá apoiar o Ministério do Meio Ambiente na obtenção de recursos tangíveis, mais expressivos. Sem esse ingrediente é pouco provável que resulte algum benefício ambiental deste projeto, à parte da propaganda positiva, embora enganosa, na CNN e em
outros meios de difusão e da ilusão de que algo grande vai acontecer em favor do meio ambiente no Brasil. Pior ainda, a próxima vez que se apresente ao setor econômico nacional um projeto ambiental, a resposta será... Para que?

in: www.oeco.com.br
Copyright O Eco - todos os direitos reservados.
editor@oeco.com.Br



Forest Working Group of the Brazilian Forum of NGOs and Social Movements
  

James. D. Wolfensohn
President, International Finance Corporation
Washington, DC
fax: (1-202) 473-1000
 

 

August 12, 2004

 

 

Dear Mr. Wolfensohn:

 

We wrote to you on July, 26, about a series of questions previously addressed to IFC staff re: categorization of the proposed loan to Amaggi, in Brazil. This requests followed various unsuccessful attempts to call for the attention of relevant staff on this subject. Responses received so far simply ignored our arguments and/or provided information which is not related to the issues we were focusing. We understand that our letter to you on July, 26 reached your office at a time you were absent. However, we received with some frustration one more response from staff (signed by Mr. Bulmer, in cc), without substantial acknowledgement of the issues we tried to raise.

 

Therefore, we are sending one more letter, hoping that this will actually reach you, in due time before the proposal is possibly examined by the Board.

 

- the letter states that the issues we raised would be related with "the potential induced rather than direct impacts" and, again, these would be "important sectoral issues". This is exactly the contrary of what we tried to explain. We focused explicitly on the direct impacts of the project as described (albeit rather generically) in the project document, i.e. "establish a presence in growth areas in the East of Mato Grosso". All of our considerations are not about a "complex mix of motivations and incentives within a confusing and poorly performed regulatory framework" and rather about the concrete effects of opening up to soybean cultivation 80,000 hectares in this specific sub-region. This implies, depending on the type of ecosystem involved, establishing properties in between 300,000 and 400,000 hectares, thereby resettling small farmers and/or partially converting vulnerable and critical natural ecosystems.

 

- the letter alleges that "in this case the impacts would occur with or without the IFC investment, and indeed with or without Amaggi". This is very surprising and seems to indicate that the very subject of discussion is unclear. We are talking about the effects of the above mentioned expansion of Amaggi activities, that, of course, would not occur without Amaggi.

 

- the letters states that "the company has established a process to ensure that suppliers of grain to the company are doing so from land that has not been illegally logged". This statement seems not focused on the very reality of this loan and seems to ignore both our questions and the nature of the ongoing efforts on the part of the company. Logging is not very much an issue in this discussion. Even less the fact that any possible logging be legal or illegal. We are talking about the need to use procedures of category A in order to measure impacts of (legal, otherwise IFC should not even consider this) forest or cerrado conversion for grain production, and not logging activities.

 

- the letter states that three meetings with generic "public" would have occurred, one more planned and "communities have welcomed what the company is doing". Since our Working Group represents 24 organizations, including those of rural unions and community networks in Mato Grosso, we wonder with whom these meetings were held and which communities would have welcomed what.

 

- finally, in the letter it is argued that "there is no directive that large scale agribusiness be categorized A". We obviously use as a reference the IFC's Procedure for Environmental and Social Review of Projects, in particular Annex B (on "project categorization and examples"). "Agro-industries (large scale)" is in the list of Category A projects, while "Agro-industries (small scale)" is in the list of Category B project. We had noted in our previous letter that, since Amaggi is (in its own definition) the largest individual soybean producer world-wide, there is room for little doubt about what category applies, despite the fact that, obviously, decisions are always individual.

 

On the other hand, the letter we received does not address the following issues:

 

- our argument about the fact that there is large and established scientific consensus that all ecosystems that might be affected by conversion are "critical" from the point of view of both biodiversity and environmental services, including dense primary and secondary rainforests, transition forests and cerrado. This argument provides a case for applying category A, based on IFC's own definitions, and was never even mentioned in IFC's responses.

 

- our argument that IFC directives make clear that "category A" is mandatory whenever impacts are on "sensitive and diverse" ecosystems. The definition for "sensitive" states that "a potential impact is considered sensitive if it may be irreversible". It is rather clear that the above mentioned ecosystems are "diverse". It is also very clear that its potential conversion is "irreversible", either in the case of soybean (direct impact) and other "less profitable" crops displaced by soybean, as recognised by the project's document. In the case of soybean, conversion is irreversible due to mechanised agriculture removing roots, while in the case of cattle ranching (the activity potentially displaced) conversion is irreversible due to the traditional use of fire on yearly basis. IFC never commented on this.

 

- our argument that, in addition to direct and indirect conversion, the activity might potentially affect in an "irreversible" form other "sensitive" ecosystems: in particular, this region surrounds the Xingu basin and expansion of agriculture in this area is already cause of serious damage to the water system of the Xingu river and its tributaries, both by soil erosion and chemical pollution.

 

- our argument that, among the affected populations, there are the Indigenous peoples living in the Xingu Park, one of the oldest Indigenous lands of Brazil, and outside of it (please look at news of this week from the official government press agency Radiobrás about the situation of Xavante people, right in the hearth of the proposed area of expansion, along Highway BR-158, as a result of pressure from soy farming - http://www.amazonia.org.br/english/noticias/noticia.cfm?id=119020 ). Projects affecting Indigenous peoples qualify in general for "category A" under IFC directives. This alone would be a sufficient argument for categorization and never deserved a response from staff.

 

- our argument based on IFC procedures establishing that, only when "internationally recognised standards" exist, "a full impact assessment can be replaced by a less strict evaluation". In the case of soybean expansion in the Amazon region, the phenomenon is very recent, the debate is at very initial stage and there are definitely no "recognised" or "predetermined" standards. It is important to analyse the official final statement issued by the most recent scientific event on this subject (Geopolitics of Soybean in the Amazon), held in Belém (PA) in December, 2003 and formally promoted by two agencies of the Brazilian federal government - Embrapa, belonging to the Ministry of Agriculture, and Museu Paraense Emílio Goeldi, belonging to the Ministry of Science and Technology. The statement requires, among other things, "necessary measures to resolve the severe socio-environmental problems that, at present, accompany the process of its expansion" and recognises the need to develop research for any agreed standard. Also, the only available publicly agreed minimum "standards" (however, on the part of the civil society and not yet discussed with the private sector) are those adopted by this Working Group and sent to the IFC in March, 2004. The IFC staff never commented on the lack of agreed standards.
 

- our argument that this project triggers six out of the nine relevant IFC's OPs' on Social and Environmental Safeguards, including 4.01 (Environmental Assessment), 4.04 (Natural Habitats), 4.09 (Pest Management), 4.20 (Indigenous Peoples), 4.30 (Involuntary Resettlement) and 4.36 (Forestry).

 

Eventually, we would like to make clear that the many organizations we represent are not against soybean cultivation in itself and are not campaigning against Amaggi. On the contrary, we are interested in supporting the positive efforts of this and other traders towards implementing positive purchase criteria and stimulating sustainable practices. To this end, we understand that failing to guarantee the correct implementation of IFC procedures towards this proposed loan might cause damage to such efforts. We also feel that avoiding to respond to our arguments might prove negative for both the legitimate interests of your client and for IFC itself. It is reasonable to state that going through the screening of an A categorization is the very minimum condition for a large agribusiness establishment in the Amazon region. If this were not done, foreseeable reactions are going to affect negatively what might become a positive example of pro-active engagement on the part of IFC.
 

We look forward to hear from you at your earliest convenience and attach copies of previous relevant exchange of letters.

 

 

Yours sincerely,

 

 

on behalf of the Forest Working Group of the Brazilian Forum of NGOs and Social Movements
(list of member organizations is provided below*)

 

 

Roberto Smeraldi

 



James. D. Wolfensohn
President, International Finance Corporation
Washington, DC
fax: (1-202) 473-1000
 

cc:

Peter Woicke

Executive Vice-President
IFC

fax 1 (202) 974-4359

 

 

July 26, 2004 

 
 

Dear Mr. Wolfensohn: 

 
the Forest Working Group of the Brazilian Forum of NGOs and Social Movements puts together 24 organizations and networks. On May, 7, we wrote to IFC about a proposed loan to the Brazilian company Amaggi, the largest soybean producer in the world. According to the IFC website, the proposal was scheduled to go to the IFC Board a few days later, despite the fact that relevant environmental documents had not been disclosed, as required by the IFC procedures. 

 
As a result, we were promptly contacted by IFC staff who explained that a new date would be set for the Board discussion and that the previous information on the site was mistaken. They also engaged in a dialogue with us about the project categorization and accepted a meeting with our group on June, 7. In that meeting, it was agreed that our group would resume our questions in a letter to be sent to those staff members who were present. We did this on June, 17, by sending the attached letter. However, on July, 14 we received a new letter from Mr. Oscar Chemerinski, manager of the Agribusiness Department, which is also attached. In this letter, to the best of our understanding, IFC staff do not respond to any of our concerns, in particular about the fact that the appropriate categorization for the project is "A", in our opinion, instead of the current "B" categorization. In particular, we noted that:
 

- the letter mentions a number of commendable attitudes on the part of the loan beneficiary, in a patent attempt to show it as a decent company, not involved in "illegal activities", etc.; please note that we never focused our questions on specific attitudes of the company, while we questioned why IFC directives on categorization are not being adequately followed, in our opinion, to this loan. 

 

- the letter also mentions various initiatives on the part of the company with the participation of organizations which are members of our group, such as attendance of conferences and others. We must note that some of our member organizations claimed that reported initiatives were not correctly described in the letter. Regardless of this, we understand that such initiatives are not relevant to project categorization. 

 
We would like to clarify that we are not against or in favor of the proposed loan in itself, since we assume that any position on it would require a previous, full and relevant assessment of its impacts, with due participation of stakeholders. 

 
Since we feel that the attached letter does not provide a response to our inquiries and concerns about the implementation of IFC’s own procedures, we are addressing you in order to make sure that our objections are actually analysed and responded. We are conviced that we are thereby contributing to improving the implementation of IFC procedures and would be keen to meet in person with you or your designated representatives, if deemed appropriate.
 

 

Yours sincerely,
 

 

on behalf of the Forest Working Group of the Brazilian Forum of NGOs and Social Movements 

 
Andre de Freitas 

IMAFLORA 

 
Roberto Smeraldi 

Amigos da Terra - Amazônia Brasileira


Mr. Oscar Chemerinski

Manager, Agribusiness Dept. - IFC

 

Ms. Josephina Doumbia

Brazil Field Office - IFC

 

Mr. William Bumler

Manager, Investment Support Group, Env. and Social Dev. Dept. - IFC

 

 

June 17, 2003

 

 

Dear Madame and Sirs:

 

we are following up to the meeting held on June, 7, 2004 between representatives of the IFC and the Forest Working Group of the Brazilian NGO Forum, in Brasília, about a proposed new loan to Amaggi. In particular, as established at the meeting, we are sending a written justification about our request to fully consider a series of issues dealing with the environmental categorization of the project.

 

1. The scope and potential impacts of the loan are different - and broader - in relation to those of the previous loan. While the latter was generally focusing on Amaggi, the current one is focusing on "expanding the origination activity" of the company, which basically involves a large (and unknown) number of producers. At the moment, there are neither available records about the capacity, on the part of the company, to deal with the upmarket chain-of-custody traceability of its purchases, nor records about the very existence of a consistent purchase screening policy. The EMS quoted in the project briefing is not available to the public.

 

2. The description of the loan clearly states that the objective is to "establish a presence in growth areas in the East of Mato Grosso". Areas allowing for potential legal expansion in this region are rather limited, and might not provide for the stated increase of 250,000 tons, i.e. at least 80,000 hectares under cultivation. However, those already converted areas in this region are mostly occupied by cattle ranching or other crops such as cotton and rice (the project document itself recognises that soybean expansion will "replace other less profitable agribusiness activities"). Conversion of new areas can therefore occur directly, by establishing a series of crops eventually leading to soybean in newly converted areas, or indirectly, by displacing existing (less profitable) pasture or crops to other areas still to be converted.

 

3. There is large and established scientific consensus that all ecosystems that might be affected by this type of direct or indirect conversion are "critical" from the point of view of both biodiversity and environmental services, including dense primary and secondary rainforests, transition forests and "cerrado".

 

4. The IFC directives establish that "category A" applies to "large scale agro-industries", while "category B" applies in general to "small scale agro-industries". Since Amaggi is the single largest individual producer of soybean world-wide, as well as reportedly the third largest soybean trader in Brazil, there is little doubt that the company is a "large scale agro-industry".

 

5. IFC directives make clear that "category A" is mandatory whenever impacts are on "sensitive and diverse" ecosystems. The definition for "sensitive" states that "a potential impact is considered sensitive if it may be irreversible". It is rather clear that the above mentioned ecosystems are "diverse". It is also very clear that its potential conversion is "irreversible", either in the case of soybean and other "less profitable" crops (due to mechanised agriculture removing roots) or in the case of cattle ranching, where fire is traditionally used on yearly basis.

 

6. In addition to direct and indirect conversion, the activity might potentially affect in an "irreversible" form other "sensitive" ecosystems: in particular, this region surrounds the Xingu basin and expansion of agriculture in this area is already cause of serious damage to the water system of the Xingu river and its tributaries, both by soil erosion and chemical pollution. Among the affected populations there are the Indigenous peoples living in the Xingu Park, one of the oldest Indigenous lands of Brazil. Also, projects affecting Indigenous peoples qualify for "category A" under IFC directives.

 

7. IFC procedures establish that, when "internationally recognised standards" exist, a full impact assessment can be replaced by a less strict evaluation. In the case of soybean expansion in the Amazon region, the phenomenon is very recent, the debate is at very initial stage and there are definitely no "recognised" or "predetermined" standards. It is important to analyse the official final statement issued by the most recent scientific event on this subject (Geopolitics of Soybean in the Amazon), held in Belém (PA) in December, 2003 and formally promoted by two agencies of the Brazilian federal government - Embrapa, belonging to the Ministry of Agriculture, and Museu Paraense Emílio Goeldi, belonging to the Ministry of Science and Technology. The statement requires, among other things, "necessary measures to resolve the severe socio-environmental problems that, at present, accompany the process of its expansion" and recognises the need to develop research for any agreed standard. Also, the only available publicly agreed minimum "standards" (however, on the part of the civil society and not yet discussed with the private sector) are those adopted by this Working Group and sent to the IFC in March, 2004.

 

8. Based on recent official data on deforestation, released by the government of Mato Grosso itself in March, 2004, deforestation in this state grew 133% in 2002-2003 compared to 2001-2002, an unprecedented and alarming rise which should be carefully taken into account. As reported in our previous letter on this subject, the federal interministerial Plan against Deforestation, released on March 15, 2004 by the President of the Republic, points to soybean expansion as one of the key drivers of this phenomenon.

 

9. Last but not least, there is clearly a need to engage in a meaningful consultation with relevant local stakeholders, including smallholders potentially displaced to form third parties' properties, rural workers' unions and affected Indigenous populations. Due to the lack of specific and mandatory requirements for this purpose in category "B" projects, the project's documents were not even made available at relevant sites in the aforementioned area. We appreciate the fact that IFC has consulted, following to our letter, organizations defending public interests, but this does not substitute the need for consultation with affected groups, especially when involuntary resettlement (another additional cause for "category A" under IFC directives) might be involved.

 

Due to all of the above reasons, and also in line with the strong recommendations of the only available academic study on the subject (recently circulated by University of Florida and provided to IFC officers in June), we understand that the project should be - also in the best interest of the future success of the proposed loan - appraised according to the procedures required by "category A" projects, as per IFC definitions. We trust that these procedures, once properly implemented, are supposedly able to provide adequate responses to the above questions and doubts, since they require to "examine the project's potential positive and negative impacts, compare them with those of feasible alternatives (including the 'without project' scenario), and recommend any measures needed to prevent, minimize, mitigate, or compensate for adverse impacts and to improve performance". In particular, we understand that this projects triggers six out of the nine relevant IFC's OPs' on Social and Environmental Safeguards, including 4.01 (Environmental Assessment), 4.04 (Natural Habitats), 4.09 (Pest Management), 4.20 (Indigenous Peoples), 4.30 (Involuntary Resettlement) and 4.36 (Forestry).

 

Finally, please do note that above considerations are referred strictly to legal activities, since we understand that any possible illegal activity, either at the company's or at third party's properties, would be cause for other types of measure on the part of IFC. However, we feel that the stricter evaluations to be carried out for "category A" purposes would also help clarifying whether adequate prevention measures should be taken in relation to potentially illegal activities, since high rank officers of the state of Mato Grosso recognised, in recent public meetings, that approximately two thirds of 2003 deforestation in the state might be illegal. The unknown identity of prospecting producers makes, in our view, such precaution rather necessary.

 

Given the issues mentioned above, we believe that the current Amaggi project falls under Category A and we urge IFC to consider this. This will only add to the credibility of IFC policies and procedures and the commitment of the institution to support projects that promote responsible practices.

 

Yours sincerely,

 

 

on behalf of the Forest WG of the Brazilian Forum of NGOs and Social Movements
 

 

André de Freitas - IMAFLORA

Roberto Smeraldi - Amigos da Terra - Amazônia Brasileira

 

cc: Mr. Gabriel Azevedo and Mr. Garo Batmanian, WB Brasília office; members of the NGO Working Group 



Brasilia, 27 de maio de 2004

Ilmo. Srs.

Oscar Chemerisky
Diretor de Agribusiness - IFC


Josefina Doumbia
Coordenadora de Assuntos Ambientais para a América Latina - IFC


Prezados Senhores,

Agradecemos as respostas do IFC a nossa carta do dia 05 de maio, a respeito do empréstimo para o grupo Amaggi. Com objetivo de estabelecermos um diálogo claro sobre o referido empréstimo, confirmamos a reunião a ser realizada no dia 07 de junho, à tarde, propondo que aconteça na sede do Banco Mundial, em Brasilia, com o objetivo de tratar 
dos seguintes pontos

1. Esclarecimentos sobre 2º. empréstimo e agenda de participação da sociedade civil no processo;

2. Indicadores ambientais do IFC para um projeto como esse e classificação do risco do projeto (1º. e 2º. empréstimo);

3. Processos e registros das avaliações ambientais nos padrões do IFC e no caso do Grupo Amaggi - andamento e processos.

Para conferir a este processo de discussão a transparência necessária e viabilizar o envolvimento das diversas organizações não governamentais interessadas no tema, propomos que a partir desta reunião, a interlocução sobre o assunto entre o IFC e as ONGs se dê no âmbito do Grupo de Trabalho de Florestas do Fórum Brasileiro de ONGs e Movimentos Sociais para o Meio Ambiente e o Desenvolvimento, ao qual todas as 
signatárias são filiadas.

Gostaríamos de registrar que para que as ONGs possam partilhar da mesma confiança e encorajamento que o IFC tem nas ações socioambientais do Grupo Amaggi é fundamental estabelecer um processo de transparência acerca dos compromissos assumidos no âmbito do empréstimo. A natureza das operações do agribusiness, aliada `a tradição do setor de não 
respeitar a legislação ambiental nos levam a uma postura cautelosa.

Assim como em fevereiro, estamos dispostos a avançar no dialogo com o Grupo Amaggi para que juntos possamos contribuir com transparência e sustentabilidade socioambiental. Somos cientes do caráter inovador dessa relação e da necessidade urgente de passos concretos nesse sentido. Antes, porém, gostaríamos de esclarecer o papel do IFC nesse processo e, cordialmente, esperamos a sua confirmação para participação na reunião.

Saudações,

Ana Cristina Barros
The Nature Conservancy

Oriana Almeida
Instituto de Pesquisa Ambiental da Amazônia – IPAM

Adriana Ramos
Instituto Socioambiental – ISA

Rosa Lemos Sá
WWF-Brasil



Banco Mundial financia expansão da soja.

http://wbln0018.worldbank.org/IFCExt/spiwebsite1.nsf/5e982cfa98c8217685256e8c002caa68/3fb8ee5c40cbbdd185256e750058b434?OpenDocument


Project sponsor and major shareholders of project company Amaggi is 100% owned by the Maggi family via the holding company, Grupo André Maggi Participacoes (the "Maggi Group"). The Maggi family has been involved in the soybean business since the 1950s. The Maggi Group is involved in cultivation, origination, pre-financing of farmers and transportation of soybeans and power generation in Brazil. Both Amaggi and the Maggi Group is managed by professionals with extensive experience in the soybean industry. 
Total project cost and proposed IFC investment Total project cost is estimated at $125 million. The proposed IFC A Loan of $30 million will be used for the following:

- refinancing the portion of short-term debt used to meet Amaggi's permanent working capital requirements and 
- construction of the soybean silos and soybean collection facilities. 
Location of project and description of site The company is located in the state of Mato Grosso, Center West Brazil. Amaggi originates all its soybeans from farmers located in Mato Grosso and Rondonia. Hermasa, the transportation arm of the group, undertakes transport services and shipment of soybeans and fertilizers. Hermasa has a barge terminal in Porto Velho, Rondonia and a port facility located in Itacoatiara, in the state of Amazonas. Additionally, Amaggi has two crushing plants, one located in Cuiaba, state of Mato Grosso, and the other in Itacoatiara, in the state of Amazonas. 
Description of company and purpose of project Amaggi Exportaçao e Importaçao Limitada (Amaggi or the company), an existing IFC client, is one of the leading soybean operators in the Mato Grosso state of Brazil. Brazil is the world's second largest soybean producer and Mato Grosso accounts for 20% of soybeans produced in Brazil. Soybean production in Mato Grosso is expected to outpace the other regions and increase by 10% p.a. in the next few years. To maintain its market share, Amaggi aims to expand its origination activity, particularly to the east of Mato Grosso, where soybean production is growing, replacing other less profitable agribusiness activities. 

The project involves the following components: 
- the establishment of soybean collection centers; 
- construction of silos with 250,000 tons storage capacity and 
- refinancing a portion of short-term debt that is currently used to support Amaggi's permanent working capital needs. 

The company's permanent working capital consists of soybean inventory and pre-financing provided to farmers in the form of inputs and cash.

The project will enable the company to do the following: 
- lower its financing cost; 
- sustain its market share; 
- establish a presence in growth areas in the east of Mato Grosso. 

Amaggi has played an instrumental role in promoting sustainable soybean cultivation practices in the Mato Grosso state. Pursuant to the first IFC investment, Amaggi has developed and successfully implemented an Environmental Management System (EMS) that fully complies with World Bank Group environmental and social guidelines. The EMS specifies procedures to ensure that no child labor is employed, no negative impacts to the natural habitats, indigenous communities are present in Amaggi's own operations as well as the operations of third party farmers who receive pre-financing from Amaggi. 
Environmental and social issues - Category B This is a Category B project according to IFC's Procedure for Environmental and Social Review of Projects, because a limited number of specific environmental and/or social impacts may result which, can be avoided or mitigated by adhering to generally recognized performance standards, guidelines or design criteria.

Amaggi has in place an Environmental Management System to ensure that its operations and the operations of the third party farmers that receive financing from Amaggi are compliant with the World Bank Group environment and social guidelines.

To view the environmental documents for this project, click here


Location of environmental documents in locally affected community The Environmental documents will be located in the following locally affected communities: Itacoatiara, Porto Velho, Rondonopolis, Sapezal. 
To contact the project company, please write to: Judiney Carvalho de Souza Av. Presidente Médici, 4269 Cep 78705- 000 Rondonópolis - MT, Brazil 
================###########======
Rios Vivos Coalition - Executive Secretariat 
Coalizão Rios Vivos - Secretaria Executiva



From: "Adriana Ramos" <adriana@socioambiental.org.br>
To: "FBOMS" <forumbrasileiro@yahoogrupos.com.br>
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 4:35 PM
Subject: [forumbrasileiro] BNDES critica "exigências ambientais" do BID e do
Banco Mundial


Diretor do BNDES critica "exigências ambientais" do BID e do Banco Mundial

da Folha Online, no Rio

O diretor financeiro do BNDES (Banco Nacional de Desenvolvimento Econômico e Social), Roberto Thimóteo da Costa, criticou exigências ambientais feitas por organismos multilaterais de crédito como o BID (Banco Interamericano de Desenvolvimento) e o Banco Mundial em seus empréstimos ao Brasil. Na sua avaliação, os contratos têm cláusulas "no mínimo, exóticas" e é necessário ter limites na proteção ambiental.

"É claro que ninguém aqui preconiza extinção de fauna, de flora, de minorias, de comunidades indígenas. Mas o Brasil é um exemplo para o mundo. Ninguém sabe, mas 12% do território nacional, 8,5 milhões de km2, pertencem hoje a uma minoria de 250 mil indígenas", disse.

O diretor do BNDES disse que as cláusulas são "incumpríveis" e constituem um entrave para o recebimento de empréstimos. Timótheo disse que, nos últimos 14 meses, o Brasil pagou cerca de US$ 3,5 bilhões ao BID e ao Banco Mundial além do que recebeu em empréstimos.

"Nós conseguimos menos do que pagamos. Acontece por causa dessas cláusulas incumpríveis", afirmou. O diretor disse ainda que o cacique indígena Marcos Terena (que conheceu quando foi Ministro do Interior, no governo Sarney) "sabe falar inglês, é capaz de pilotar aviões mas é indígena e não paga imposto de renda".

Adriana Ramos
Instituto Socioambiental (ISA)
Tel 61 349 5114
Fax 61 274 7608
www.socioambiental.org


