Nestlé
A) Issue: baby food promotion & marketing practices

1) Major Actors

a) Some NGOs Involved
· International Baby Food Action Network (IBFAN):  a network of about 200 groups in 100 countries worldwide with regional coordinating offices supporting coordinated action at national level.

· IBFAN-GIFA: IBFAN's international liaison office leading action vis-à-vis international agencies like the World Health Organization and UNICEF.

· International Code Documentation Center (ICDC): specialized group of IBFAN; trains governments and UN officials on Code issues, ensures legal double-checking of Code violations, oversees Code monitoring exercises internationally and upkeep of a global database, and issues global reports on Code violations (Breaking the Rules).

· Baby Milk Action: a UK NGO; leader of international Nestlé boycott, and a campaign for ethical marketing, and political grassroots action in the UK

· Consumers International (formerly International Organization of Consumers Unions): founding member of IBFAN; as an NGO in official relations with the World Health Organization, accredits IBFAN member organizations to attend World Health Assembly.
· INFACT (now Corporate Accountability International): a US NGO; launched Nestlé boycott in 1977 and played vital role in boycott from 1977-1984.
b) The Businesses
· Nestlé:  Nestlé is headquartered in Switzerland here it was founded in 1866. Today it is the world's biggest food and beverage company. Sales at the end of 2005 were $75 billion US, with a net profit of $6.6 billion US. It employs around 250,000 people and has factories or operations in almost every country.
· Other infant food product producers (Wyeth, Bristol Myers and Abbott-Ross, Milupa, etc.)
· “Reputation management” consulting firm Burson-Marsteller, and Jack Mongoven, now of the notorious corporate spy firm Mongoven, Biscoe and Duchin
c) Some Others Involved
· World Health Organization (WHO)
· UNICEF

· National governments

2) Brief History
 

1972: The International Organisation of Consumers Unions (IOCU) submits a draft code of practice on the advertising of infant foods to FAO/WHO Codex Alimentarius Commission.

1974: War on Want publishes The Baby Killer, a report on infant malnutrition and the promotion of artificial feeding in the Third World. 
Bern Third World Action Group (AgDW) translates The Baby Killer and publishes it in Switzerland with the title Nestlé tötet Babies (Nestlé Kills Babies). Nestlé sues AgDW for libel.
1976: The judgment in the Nestlé lawsuit finds AgDW guilty of libel for the title only. AgDW is given a token fine and Nestlé is warned to change its marketing practices.
1977: The Infant Formula Action Coalition (INFACT) is formed as a consumer watchdog seeking to prevent unethical promotion of formula. INFACT launches a boycott of Nestlé.
1978: US Senate Hearings held by Senator Edward Kennedy on the inappropriate marketing of baby milks in developing countries.
1979:  WHO/UNICEF host an international meeting on infant and young child feeding.

· International Baby Food Action Network (IBFAN) is formed by six of the campaigning groups at the meeting. It monitors the Code and publishes Breaking the Rules reports at intervals over the coming years.
1981: The 34th World Health Assembly (WHA) adopts Resolution WHA34.22 which includes the International Code of Marketing of Breast-milk Substitutes as a "minimum requirement" to be adopted "in its entirety." WHA calls on the WHO Director General to make a report in even years. 118 nations vote in favour with only the US voting against.
· European Parliament votes for the preparation of a Directive based on the International Code.
1982: Peru becomes the first country to adopt the International Code as national legislation.
· Nestlé Infant Formula Audit Commission (NIFAC) set up to monitor Nestlé's marketing practices using Nestlé's guidelines rather than the Code.
1983: Nestlé boycott spreads to Finland and Norway bringing the total to 10 countries. Boycott in North America intensifies.
1984:  Nestlé agrees to implement the International Code in developing countries. After six months monitoring, boycott groups agree to suspend their action.
1985:  IBFAN publishes first edition of Protecting Infant Health (a health worker's guide to the International Code); begins publishing Breastfeeding Briefs (a summary of scientific literature on breastfeeding), sets up the Code Documentation Centre in Penang, Malaysia (ICDC) and launches workshops on the International Code in Africa.
· WHO/UNICEF Committee of Experts calls for an end to free and low-cost supplies of baby milks.
1987-88:  IBFAN monitoring reveals companies flooding health facilities with free and low-cost supplies and violating other provisions of the International Code.
1988:  US IBFAN launches boycott of Nestlé and AHP in the US; the German group launches boycott of Nestlé and publicity campaign against Milupa in Germany. Canada joins the boycott of Nestlé.
· ICDC publishes the first State of the Code by Country report. Seven countries have implemented the Code as law.

1990:  Following the UN Convention for the Rights of the Child, the Innocenti Declaration, signed by 32 countries, calls on all Governments to adopt the International Code as a minimum requirement in its entirety.
1993:  Nestlé sues other baby food companies in the US for agreeing to a ban on advertising infant formula.
1998:  The Interagency Group on Breastfeeding Monitoring, a coalition of 27 UK church, academic and development organisations, concludes there is systemic breaking of the Code.
2000:  The European Parliament Development and Cooperation Committee holds its first public hearing on corporations on Nestlé. Nestlé objects to the presence of IBFAN and UNICEF and refuses to send a representative. The external audit is exposed as a whitewash.
2001:  Students across the UK target Nestlé graduate recruitment events, refusing to give the company a platform.

After consistently refusing to even speak in public if IBFAN is present, Nestlé (UK) agrees to a debate at Cambridge University. Nestlé rejects a four-point plan aimed at saving infant lives and ultimately ending the boycott as it refuses to accept the Code and Resolutions are minimum requirements and apply to all countries - though these points have been made by UNICEF in writing to Nestlé in the past. 

2006:  The 25th anniversary of the Code’s adoption. Globally, more than half the world’s nations have taken some type of action:

· 32 countries have enacted legislation which incorporates all or nearly all the provisions of the International Code.

· another 44 have laws which partially control the marketing of breastmilk substitutes and feeding bottles. 

· 18 have a voluntary code or a public health policy encompassing nearly all provisions of the Code but lacking enforcement mechanisms.

· 22 have draft legislation waiting to be adopted.
Meanwhile, the annual turnover of the world wide baby food market has grown from US$8 billion in 1981 to an estimated US$20 billion now. Companies pay lip-service to the Code but are not complying with all its provisions and still inventing clever new ways to win customers.
3) Major Engagement Strategies/Activities

Forcing Change:  Public opinion campaigns; economic pressure/ consumer boycott; shareholder protests; exposure of industry abuses
Policymaking & implementation: adoption & enforcement of national laws based on the Code
Promoting Change:  Code adoption & monitoring to create shared reality

4) Outstanding Issues
· Nestlé’s ongoing circumvention of WHO Code, WHA resolutions & national laws
· Nestlé’s image makeover, including joining UN Global Compact & promoting public-private partnerships [see the excellent report  Building on Quicksand: The Global Compact, democratic governance and Nestlé, published by CETIM, IBFAN/GIFA and Berne Declaration in April 2004]
· Translation of international Code into national policy is incomplete and inconsistent, creating double standards at country level (e.g. US is one of the few countries where no legal action has been taken to implement the Code)

B) Issue: exposure of trafficked child labor in West African cocoa harvesting in 2000

1) Major Actors

a) The Businesses

Nestlé banded together with other major players in the industry (Hershey, Cadbury, M&M/Mars, Cocoa Manufacturers Association etc.) and created a weak voluntary standard on child labor and cocoa harvesting in October 2001.  They made a commitment to fully monitor their worldwide cocoa supply chain by July 2005.
b) Some NGOs & Others Involved

· The twist:  Nestlé and the industry got the endorsement of two US Congressmen, Senator Tom Harkin and Congressman Eliot Engel

· Who agreed to play along:

· three US NGOs: Free the Slaves, National Consumers League, and Child Labor Coalition 

· one international union federation, the IUF

· and at arm’s length, the International Labor Organization

· Among the critics:  International Labor Rights Fund, Global Exchange, Fair Trade Federation, Save the Children Canada

2) Brief History

October 2001: Nestlé and others in industry created a weak voluntary standard on child labor and cocoa harvesting. They made a commitment to fully monitor their worldwide cocoa supply chain by July 2005

By mid-2004: Nestlé and others in the industry had (1) established a new foundation, the International Cocoa Initiative, with the mandate of supporting programs in the field to assist farmers and mitigate child labor; (2) made small contributions to a variety of projects to train farmers, principally through the existing World Cocoa Foundation; (3) convinced the ILO to start two pilot projects in Ghana and Ivory Coast dealing with child labor in cocoa harvesting

July 2005: the Protocol expired and Nestlé and other companies had NOT fulfilled their promise to institute worldwide monitoring of the cocoa supply chain.  Nor had the ILO project in Ivory Coast gotten off the ground.  Nestlé and the rest of the industry renegotiated a new timeline, and are now committing to live up to their promises by July 2008 . . .

3) Major Engagement Strategies/Activities

Forcing Change: Using US law to hold Nestlé accountable (ILRF/GX suits against the US Customs Service and under the ATCA); campaigning to push Nestlé and other chocolate companies to take responsibility for their cocoa supply chain, pay farmers an adequate price, and start sourcing Fair Trade cocoa

4) Outstanding Issues
· Transparency & effective monitoring of voluntary corporate commitments

· Independent evaluation of progress

· Enforcement of voluntary corporate commitments / consequences for non-compliance
C) Issue: longstanding exploitation of coffee farmers worldwide by the sourcing practices of major coffee roasters
(see Oxfam’s excellent coffee report, Mugged, as a background piece on this)

1) Major Actors

a) The Businesses

· Nestlé and a handful of other major coffee roasters (Sara Lee, Kraft, etc.)

b) Some NGOs & Others Involved

· Who played along:  Fair Trade Foundation UK

· Among the objectors:  War on Want (UK), Action Aid International (UK), Baby Milk Action

2) Brief History

Mid-2005: Nestlé announced a deal with the UK-based Fair Trade Foundation in mid 2005, that it would begin sourcing a minimal percentage of Fair Trade coffee

3) Major Engagement Strategies/Activities

Collaboration with Nestlé to market/promote fair trade coffee
Forcing Change: public opinion campaigns; holding the corporation responsible for global supply chain
4) Outstanding Issues
· Nestlé has apparently set up its own ‘cooperatives’ in Ethiopia and Central America, raising concerns among fair trade advocates.
· Transparency & effective monitoring of voluntary corporate commitments

· Independent evaluation of progress

· Enforcement of voluntary corporate commitments / consequences for non-compliance
D) Issue: bottled water promotion / draining of local groundwater sources
1) Major Actors

a) The Businesses

· Nestlé’s bottled water subsidiaries include Nestlé Waters North America, Perrier Vittel, and various Perrier Groups in Canada, America, Japan, and Switzerland. The corporation holds about a one-third share of the US market, with 77 brands bottled mostly from springs. Its European brands like Perrier and Vittel are top sellers worldwide.
· One of Nestlé’s public relations strategies is providing funding for a program called Project WET, a water-education program for schools.

· Nestlé also opened the Water Institute in 1995 as a “repository for knowledge on water as well as to initiate and fund research programs on water and hydration.”

b) Some NGOs & Others Involved

· The Polaris Institute, Alliance for Democracy chapters in California and New England, Sierra Club, Corporate Accountability International, Michigan Citizens for Water Conservation, Concerned Citizens of Newport in Wisconsin, Save Our Groundwater (SOG) in New Hampshire, McCloud Watershed Council

2) Brief History / Local Examples
Stanwood, Michigan. Nestlé received a permit to pump out 400 gallons of spring water per minute from a site within a wildlife sanctuary.  Concerned community members, like Don Roy from Big Rapids Michigan, formed the Michigan Citizens for Water Conservation to challenge Nestlé’s permit. The judge ruled in favor of the community and said that Nestlé had to stop pumping water because pumping spring water at any level from this site was adverse to the environment.  Nestlé immediately filed a stay and appealed the case.  With the help of Governor Granholm and the Michigan Chamber of Commerce, the stay was permitted. The Appeals Court ruled on the case at the end of 2005, granting a partial victory to Nestlé, but ordered that the original court to preside over an agreement to limit the amount of water withdrawn to a ‘reasonable level.’  The MCWC agreed to a temporary settlement limiting Nestlé to 218 gallons per minute.

According to local activists, the corporation offered all kinds of promises to local officials and community members. One of Nestlé’s plant managers attended local meetings and attempted to blend into the local community.  He even pretended that he and his family would be permanent fixtures in the community and would make good neighbors. But now, he has left Michigan – most likely to lay the groundwork for Nestlé’s next bottling operation in another community like Mecosta County.  

Evart, Michigan. It was recently announced that two city wells would be segregated and privatized for Nestlé’s use only.  Nestlé would pay only about $250,000 a year for water worth tens of millions of dollars when sold in bottles as “natural spring water.  There has been NO independent study of environmental impacts in this area.  In response to these and other concerns about water extraction in Michigan, in 2005 Gov. Granholm issued a temporary moratorium on extracting water to be sold out of state; however, the Gov. allowed Nestlé to continue pumping water from Evart if the water was sold instate.  Nevertheless, Nestlé is suing the state in federal court to reverse these restrictions on the grounds that the moratorium violates the U.S. Constitution’s interstate commerce clause.  If Nestlé is successful, its actions could not only undermine state but key federal water protections in the process.

Maine.  Nestlé operates at least six wells and two bottling plants in Poland and Hollis, Maine, under the Poland Springs label, and is looking to build a third bottling plant and open up additional wells.  When local residents heard about Nestlé’s plan to expand, they were concerned about the impact of the expansion.  

· Traffic in these rural communities would increase as hundreds of bottling trucks a day would travel through the area

· Residents in Fryeburg are concerned that Nestlé will get priority access to the same water that feeds their local water utility

· Others are concerned that Nestlé’s thirst for Maine’s water will be unstoppable, and that extraction of water from new well sites could have a negative impact on local ecosystems and wells.  

One group of concerned citizens, H2O for Maine, launched an initiative to challenge Nestlé’s control of Maine’s water. H2O for Maine sought to approve a new state law via citizen’s ballot initiative that would have charged roughly a 20-cent tax on each gallon of water bottled by Nestlé in the state. The money would be used to set up a groundwater trust fund that would provide support to protecting groundwater resources in the state. The ballot initiative failed to get the 50,000 signatures required to get the measure on the 2006 ballot since a number of signatures were disqualified. During this time, between October 2004-October 2005, Nestlé gave over $218,000 in in-kind donations (they paid for public relations and legal services of local law firm, Pierce Atwood, and offered employee services as in-kind payment) to a PAC called Maine Citizens Against Taxing Water that opposed the ballot initiative. The group waged an aggressive media and public relations campaign (news stories, editorials, op-eds, ads, a website) to discredit H20 for Maine and to scare Mainers with stories of how the water tax would cost Maine jobs.  

3) Major Engagement Strategies/Activities

Forcing Change: community-by-community resistance to opening bottling plants; public opinion campaigns targeting bottled water brands & corporate image
Policymaking & Standard-setting: work to strengthen and enforce international legal instruments protecting the right to water; local initiative campaigns & regulatory action to assert democratic control over water

4) Outstanding Issues
· Nestlé’s political influence—including contributions, PR and lobbying at the local, state and national level
· Nestlé’s image makeover—including joining UN Global Compact, creating/funding NGOs & promoting public-private partnerships
� Adapted from:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.babymilkaction.org/pages/history.html" ��http://www.babymilkaction.org/pages/history.html� 
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