In order to grow, Brazilian agriculture has no need to expand its frontiers
Contrary to the argument used by the Ruralist Bloc in the attempt to change the Forest Law, study supported by WWF-Brazil proves that environmental legislation is no obstacle to the growth of Brazilian agribusiness.
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A study led by Professor Gerd Sparovek and carried out by the São Paulo State University (known by the Portuguese acronym USP) proves that, in opposition to the argument posed by the Ruralist Bloc (group of congressmen representing the interests of agribusiness, ranchers, farmers and land owners), Brazilian Forest Law is no obstacle to the growth of the Brazilian agribusiness.  According to the study supported by WWF-Brazil, the only thing needed to ensure the continued growth of Brazilian agribusiness activity is to improve the sector’s productivity in some regions. 
The study points out that today, in Brazil, there are around 211 million hectares used in cattle ranching – mostly beef cattle. In the majority of those areas, however, the system used is extensive cattle ranching, with a very low rate of head of cattle per hectare: 1.1 (around 0.4 per acre).  For a more intensive activity, the authors advocate agriculture and cattle ranching integration in the same area through pasture management based on soil correction, fertilization and the use of other techniques which have already proven to be successful in various regions of Brazil.

According to Carlos Alberto de Mattos Scaramuzza, WWF-Brazil’s Conservation Director, one of the serious failures in the report intended to change the Forest Law is the fact that the scientific community was not adequately consulted for this document.  He added that “discussions should have been based on science, not on oblique and distorted arguments”. 

Scaramuzza also said that an approval of more flexible environmental rules plus amnesty for lawbreakers may cause great damage, not only to the environment but to the Brazilian agribusiness as well.  “We risk losing one of our agribusiness’ great differentials, i.e. competitive production while contributing to ecosystem and freshwater conservation.”
The Green Party leadership was also harsh in criticizing the opinion document written to propose change in the environmental legislation.  The Greens released a note saying that the document meant “a big back step for the environmental legislation.”  

According to the Green Party, the document’s major inconsistence is to propose, without any scientific basis, a substantial decrease in permanent preservation areas along rivers and other waterways, as well as various cases of environmental license exemption for farmers. 
Federal representative Ricardo Tripoli (PSDB party from São Paulo state) noticed the not very participatory nature of congressman Aldo Rebelo (PCdoB party from São Paulo state),  and said that the proposal to allow illegally deforested native forests to be restored through the introduction of exotic species (those coming from other areas) is “absurd.” Tripoli argues that “at least 80 different species are needed to actually restore a forest.” 
Congressman Tripoli also criticizes the idea of increasing the states’ autonomy to locally define environmental legislation.  He noted that the Brazilian Amazon includes territory belonging to nine states and therefore the biome conservation could not rely on different laws for each state.  His assessment was that “this report is very bad.  It is superficial, inconsistent and only serves part of the rural segment”.     
One further session of the Special Committee on Forest Law Change is scheduled for June 28 at the House of Representatives, in order to discuss the Brazilian environmental legislation proposed changes.  The Ruralists, who favor law flexibilization, intend to have Aldo Rebelo’s report approved, in spite of the strong opposition expressed by non-governmental organizations, researchers, technical people, social movements and other sectors in society.  
Society is taking notice of this issue and getting mobilized to show its discontent through public statements directly sent to the members of that parliamentary committee.  

