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From the Terms of Reference: άAction Track 1 will aim to deliver zero hunger and improve levels of 
ƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǿŜƭƭ ƴƻǳǊƛǎƘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅΦέ 

 
1. Introduction 
 
The Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) era was intended to herald a decline in hunger. In fact, 
since the dawn of the SDG era, hunger has increased almost every year (SOFI 2020, Figure 1).  
Business as usual projections are for the number of hungry people to be greater in 2030 (841 
million) than in 2005 (826 million). Inequalities in society and the food system make affordable and 
healthy diets inaccessible to the most vulnerable populations. This signals that a central human 
right, the right to food,1 is being violated and that business cannot be 'as usual.' Something dramatic 
has to change.   
 
Malnutrition in all its forms affects one in three people (Global Nutrition Report 2020). The world is 
not on course to meet any of the six global nutrition targets endorsed by the WHO Member States 
(Figure 2.1 of Global Nutrition Report 2020). Something dramatic has to change.  
 
Adult obesity is rising in nearly every country, and while rates of childhood overweight/ obesity have 
levelled off in some countries, they continue to rise in others and are unacceptably high in many. 
SOFI 2020 projects that adult obesity rates will nearly double between 2012 and 2030; the 
prevalence of diet-related non-communicable diseases (NCDs) will likely rise in tandem. High fasting 
plasma glucose, high LDL cholesterol, dietary risks, high systolic blood pressure, and high 

http://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/ca9692en
https://globalnutritionreport.org/reports/2020-global-nutrition-report/
https://globalnutritionreport.org/reports/2020-global-nutrition-report/
https://www.thelancet.com/action/showPdf?pii=S0140-6736%2820%2930752-2
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/30568/9781464813450.pdf?sequence=6&isAllowed=y
http://www.fao.org/3/a-y7937e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-y7937e.pdf
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Track 1 (AT1) Science Paper,2 these trends represent gross violations of the right to food, as at the 
core of all these forms of malnutrition is inadequate food intake. Some people cannot get enough 
food and others not enough of the right kinds of food (rich in micronutrients, fibre, and high-quality 
proteins); many (oftentimes overlapping with the prior group) are eating too much of the wrong 
kinds of foods (those high in added salts, sugars, and saturated and trans fats).  When people



https://www.who.int/beat-ncds/take-action/targets/en/#:~:text=Target%201%3A%20A%2025%25%20relative,diabetes%2C%20or%20chronic%20respiratory%20diseases.&text=Target%202%3A%20At%20least%2010,appropriate%2C%20within%20the%20national%20context.
https://sdgs.un.org/goals
https://scalingupnutrition.org/progress-impact/global-nutrition-targets/
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Figure 1: Different food groups have different impacts on different environmental decisions.  
 

  
 
Figure 2 takes the case for animal-source foods 

https://www.gainhealth.org/sites/default/files/publications/documents/gain-discussion-paper-series-5-the-role-of-animal-source-foods-in-healthy-sustainable-and-equitable-food-systems.pdf
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The Action Track leads are eager to capitalise on the synergies across action tracks, where they exist 
-- and to understand and avoid or mitigate the trade-offs. To this end, the Action Tracks have begun 
mapping potential synergies and trade-offs between their action tracks. Table 1 (next page) shows 
the AT1 row in our developing matrix. Some examples of trade-offs to consider include how to keep 
food prices affordable while supporting growth in rural incomes and having prices that internalise 
true environmental costs (see the AT1 Science Group paper for more discussion of this), or how to 
increase productivity and embrace efficiency-increasing technologies without alienating the poorer, 
smaller-scale, and more excluded fishers, farmers, and livestock keepers. An example of a synergy 
lies in a One Health approach that can increase animal-source food production and consumption 
while reducing environmental impacts per unit, improving animal welfare, and safeguarding animal 
and human health (including mitigating risk of antimicrobial resistance and preventing zoonotic 
disease transmission). In a similarly synergistic manner, greater (sustainable) use of marine 
resources could improve nutrition (as fish and seafood are excellent sources of many nutrients) and 
could reduce impacts from less-sustainable terrestrial animal production.8 
 
While there is considerable knowledge already developed on these issues within relevant UN 
organisations and academic institutions, trade-offs and synergies is an area where more aggregation 
of the science and evidence is badly needed from the Science Group. 

 
8 Costello, C., L. Cao, S. Gelcich et al. 2019. The Future of Food from the Sea. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute. Available online 
at www.oceanpanel.org/future-food-sea 





http://www.fao.org/3/a-av036e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-av040e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-av032e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-bq854e.pdf
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Three very recent large survey or modelling exercises will be very useful to this working group: (1) 
Ceres2030, a process led by Cornell University, IFPRI, and IISD (see Box 2); (2) a Cornell-Nature 
Sustainability Expert Panel Report on Socio-technical innovation bundles for agri-food system 
transformation, and (3) 

https://www.glopan.org/foresight2/
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involving decision-making power around food purchasing, will be equally important here. The AT1 
Science Group paper discusses in more detail the types of healthy diets that our work is aiming to 
promote and incentivise and offers additional examples of approaches that can be used to do that.  
 
Figure 4: In 2050, under fuller cost accounting, healthier diets are projected to be more expensive 
for the poorest countries 
 

 
 
AT1, Strand 3 - Safe food: In order to improve food safety, a significant challenge will be to change 
the way policymakers and consumers think about food safety—this will need to be translated into 
and reinforced by action to improve food safety. The principles below will guide our search for game 
changing solutions to improve food safety.  

¶ From wet markets 
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actions to be generated and scaled; the latter optimise food and nutrition outcomes within current 
settings. We seek a good balance between the two categories. All actions should be designed to 
have systemic effects: either targeting multiple parts of the food system or having ramifications that 
resonate throughout the food system (e.g., by shifting the incentives for other food system actors). 
Our current conception of how a systemic game changing solution compares to 'business as usual' 
and to smaller-scale of lower-impact solutions is outlined in Figure 5. 
 
Figure 5: Initial thinking about systemic and game changing solutions 
 

 
 
Examples of the levers to which we will look for such solutions are outlined in Table 2.  
 
Table 2: Levers for systemic and game changing solutions 
 

Looking for game 
changing 

solutions to 
achieve… 

By (1) fundamentally changing settings or by (2) optimising within current settings 
 

Enabling Policy and 
Regulatory 
Ecosystem 

Investment 
incentives 

Innovation 
incentives 



 11 

There are many types of solutions. They could include those focused on new technology and 
implemented through private-sector innovation; they could also include those that build on 
traditional knowledge and practices, such as those of indigenous groups; they can be those that 
leverage the positive impacts of free trade and international cooperation to better share and 
exchange resources globally; and they could be those within the public or civil society sectors that 
take tried-and-true but yet unscaled interventions and find ways to bring them to scale. The AT1 
Science Group paper offers examples of different types of solutions, particularly with regards to 
technologies and data. Regardless, all solutions will need to be designed and implemented in a way 
that is people-focused, prioritising the rights and needs of the farmers, fishers, livestock keepers, 
and small business owners throughout the food system--as well as those of consumers and other 
users of natural resources. In so doing, they will need to integrate equity concerns, particularly those 
related to gender equity and women's empowerment, which are central to food systems 
transformation. The Summit has assembled cross-cutting levers and communities of practice in the 
areas of gender, finance, and innovation; these will also be critical to identify and stress-test 
identified solutions. Table 3 gives some initial examples of relevance for AT1 (non-exhaustive).  
 
Table 3: Examples of Key Cross-Cutting Level Issues (non-exhaustive) 
 

 Gender Finance Innovation 

Reduction 
of hunger, 
poverty and 
inequality  

Access to health services, 
extension, finance, ICT, land, 
cooperatives, and markets; 
decision-making power within 
households; women's access 
to food in conflict-ridden 
environments 

Where will the extra $33bn 
a year needed to sustainably 
end hunger (Ceres2030) 
come from and how to build 
a case for investing it? 

Socio-technical innovations 
to improve agricultural and 
marine productivity —what 
is holding them back and 
how to adapt to arid, 
conflict, and other low-
resource settings 

Nutritious 
Food Access 

Women’s access to income 
women's inclusion in food 
system governance; women's 
priorities factored into food 
system decisions; women-led 
SMEs' access to finance; 
gender-sensitive design of 
behaviour change efforts 

How to get more impact 
investing finance to SMEs 
producing safe nutritious 
foods 
The role of s

?

http://www.foodsystemsdashboard.org/
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Table 4: Member States Expressing Interest in engaging with AT1, to date 
 

Africa & ME Asia LAC  Europe North America Oceania & Pacific 

Algeria 
Egypt 
Ethiopia (tbc) 
Kenya (tbc) 
Mozambique (tbc) 
Nigeria 
Tanzania (tbc) 
UAE 

Bangladesh 
China 
India 
Indonesia 
Pakistan (tbc) 
Philippines 
 

Chile 
Colombia 
Guatemala 
 
 

EC 
Finland 
Germany 
Ireland 
Netherlands 
Norway 
Poland 

Canada 
Mexico 

 

 

 

What does success look like? 
 
The Initial thinking from AT1 on what success would look like is that, between the five ATs, 20-25 
Game Changing Actions (GCs) (perhaps more, if feasible) would be identified. We would then work 
intensively through multi-country teams with countries to develop plans for potentially transformed 
food systems via country-specific combinations of the country-adapted actions. Ideally, we would 
like to see a core set of countries where all ATs converge. Table 5 attempts to summarise this vision. 
 
As a potential example, the Summit could culminate in the announcement of at least 20-25 Game 
Changing Actions, operationalised, for adaptation by others alongside operationalised plans for 
country food system transformation, for emulation and improvement by others. Key stakeholders 
could then build commitments around these plans. Other countries would be inspired by the GCs, 
how they are put together within a system framework, and how they are jointly operationalised, 
leading to further adoption. Moreover, the principles derived from the operationalised plans for 
country food system transformation, building on existing principles and guidelines from elsewhere, 
would be shared to support future transformations. 

 
Table 5: Example of how systemic and game changing solutions come together at the country level 

 
 
Country 

G
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