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Conference “European Women for a Sustainable Future”

Draft Statement 

for the Working Group on Biodiversity and Gene Technology

Biological diversity or biodiversity, as defined by the Convention on Biological Diversity, includes three major areas: the genetic diversity, the diversity of species of all living organisms and the diversity of biospheres and habitats. All of them are threatened by global warming, the acquisition of land and resources for human utilisation (e.g. by clearing enormous parts of the rain forests) and environmental pollution. The major threat types include habitat loss, direct exploitation, indirect effects, natural disasters, atmospheric pollution, land/water pollution, intrinsic biological factors, and other miscellaneous (unspecified) factors.
 

The 2000 IUCN Red List highlights 1,130 species of mammals, 1,183 species of birds as species that could be lost in the next few decades if the global community does not take adequate actions to prevent this. It includes a total of 11,046 species threatened with extinction and 816 species already extinct. According to estimates: Already ¾ of crop plant diversity and half of livestock diversity have been lost since 1900 and 1 - 2% of crop plant diversity and 5% of livestock diversity are being lost every year; 43% of the remaining livestock diversity is endangered; 1% of tropical forests is lost every year, that is 29 hectare per minute, and 1/5 of sweet water fish is already extinct or endangered.

A diminishing of biodiversity is not only a threat to the organisms concerned but also to mankind, most immediately so where the diminishing genetic diversity of crop plants is concerned as the world’s food security is at stake. This statement is, therefore, focusing mainly on biodiversity in the context of agriculture. This is also the area of biodiversity where women are most immediately and specifically concerned.

Introduction to biodiversity in the context of agriculture

Biodiversity in the context of agriculture is directly connected to indigenous and local communities and their traditional knowledge. It is an issue comprising social, environmental, cultural and gender aspects. Most important is the biodiversity of plants, not only the diversity of plant species but even more so that of varieties within the species. Plant genetic diversity is the immediate basis of existence of indigenous and local communities especially in countries of the South. Very often income, role and social status of many women are linked to it. But furthermore, it is the basis of survival for mankind as food production relies on the available gene pool for plant breeding oriented towards solutions for newly occurring agricultural problems such those brought about by climate change. Each plant variety possesses potentially precious, irreplaceable, irretrievable genes and traits (e.g. resistances). Once lost, even gene technology cannot bring them back. The same is true for the genetic diversity of livestock.

Yet plant genetic diversity and also the genetic diversity of livestock can only be conserved and enlarged, if it is sustainably utilised by indigenous and local communities – today more and more by women as men often have to look for jobs elsewhere (in situ conservation). They have procreated  a great diversity of seeds in thousands of years of creative agricultural work not only to secure sheer survival but also as a cultural expression. Women have always played an essential part in this procreation – an achievement for the whole of humanity. 

In the 60ies the so called “Green Revolution” has brought about a gigantic loss of diversity of major crops (genetic erosion) in the crucial centres of plant genetic diversity in the South (Vavilov Centres). High yielding crop varieties requiring pesticides, herbicides, chemical fertilisers, irrigation, etc. were introduced. Grown in monocultures they displaced thousands of traditional varieties, in particular varieties of rice, wheat and maize but also other cereal species traditionally used for consumption. As a consequence also livestock, insects, birds, organisms in the soil, fish and other water animals and organisms, etc. were adversely affected. In addition, the “Green Revolution” caused social uprooting, impoverishment and increasing malnutrition among small scale farmers and the poor. Women, in particular, had to bear the brunt. Often they lost their traditional roles in agriculture.

Around 1900 about 30.000 traditional rice varieties or landraces were grown in India. In the late 70ies with the “Green Revolution” fully established only 12 rice varieties were sown to ¾ of the rice growing area. Similarly in the Philippines thousands of rice landraces were grown before the „Green Revolution“, but by the mid-80ies only two on 98% of the rice growing area. According to an estimate of the WHO around 70% of crop plant varieties were irretrievably lost in the course of the last 100 years. Moreover, of the ten thousands of available edible crops only about 30 are currently used for food production.

In the 70ies international efforts to conserve the plant genetic diversity were initiated but fell short of a comprehensive strategy. No thought was given to in situ conservation and to the support of indigenous and local communities. Farmers’ Rights to store, plant and exchange their seeds at all events and any time as well as the right to compensation for and the sharing of benefits from their seeds are imperative for the conservation of plant genetic diversity. So is the empowerment of women and the support of their roles in utilising and conserving plant genetic resources. An adequate financial support for conservation for the countries of the South which house the overwhelming majority of plant genetic diversity is equally important. Negotiations to this effect have been slow and are far from being concluded. 

The central issue with respect to plant genetic diversity is the question of control over seeds and thereby the food chain. It must remain in the hands of the public in order to insure food security and continuance of biodiversity.

Situation in Europe

In Europe genetic erosion accompanied the process of industrialisation of agriculture. Around 1900, for example, 3.000 to 5.000 apple varieties were grown in Austria, today only 400 to 500 and just a handful of apple varieties reach the supermarkets. Genetic erosion in Europe was further enhanced by the restrictions brought about by the EU list of varieties, a list of those plant varieties which may be legally put into circulation in the EU. Many old and well-established crop varieties not consistent with EU norms have become illegal and, therefore, officially abandoned and exposed to extinction. Austria‘s joining the EU in 1995 entailed a renewed loss of plant genetic diversity. 

Of course, many of the old varieties are being kept in gene banks like in other parts of the world as well. For example, the oldest Austrian collections date back to the turn of the century from the 19th to the 20th. Currently there are 9 public and 6 private collections. However, they do not, by a long way, cover the whole of Austria’s diversity. Lots of regionally adapted vegetable varieties have been lost. Potatoes are not covered at all and the well known Tyrolean gene bank, which housed a very important collection of alpine cereal varieties, was closed in 1999. Gene banks are a necessary complementation to in situ conservation but do not allow for any development of the diversity. Seeds often degenerate. Gene banks all over the world have a maintenance problem, some more so, others less. (One of the best kept gene banks is the one in Ethiopia.) In any case, it is unthinkable that the complete diversity can ever be covered by gene banks. In situ conservation is indispensable.

Many civil society initiatives take great conservation efforts, for example, in South Tyrol: When in the 60ies industrialisation of agriculture reached the region of South Tyrol many plants and varieties were not any more cultivated on a broader scale. They only survived in the hands and home gardens of a few elderly farming women. With the advent of genetic engineering of plants more and more people - especially women - became aware of the great value of old local varieties and open pollinating varieties (= no hybrids) and the importance of conserving them for their own food security. But as a result of the industrialised agricultural production the local knowledge of seed multiplication and breeding work with local varieties had not been passed on any more. So many, mostly younger, farming women in South Tyrol are now taking an effort to re-learn the old methods and plant old varieties of vegetables and other plants in their own home gardens. A local school for horticulture and agriculture - Fachschule Laimburg - offers courses on these topics. 

As one of very few EU countries Austria has the possibility to support the cultivation of rare agricultural plants under the umbrella of the Austrian Programme for the Promotion of Environment Oriented Agriculture (ÖPUL)
. Yet there is ample scope for improvement of the programme. Another positive aspect is the fact that Austria’s seed law explicitly allows the exchange of plant genetic resources in order to protect and conserve them. But other exemptions from the strict EU directive regarding the putting into circulation of plant genetic resources would be necessary. Ideally the EU directive should be changed.

At the Aarhus conference in June 1998 a coordinated Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy (PEBLDS) was achieved. Biodiversity conservation objectives were to be better integrated into sectoral policies at both national and international levels, particularly in agriculture. The main Ministerial Declaration of Aarhus acknowledged that new and rapidly implemented actions have been presented by Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries under the umbrella of the Sofia Biodiversity Initiative. Both the Strategy and the Initiative have to be taken seriously and stepped up.

The EU accession countries

The EU accession countries still house a relatively great biodiversity of plants and animals – to a large extent created by traditional agricultural practices. Their agricultural products are of a higher quality due to traditional small scale production with a lower use of agrochemicals and the use of traditional seed varieties and animal breeds well adapted to the regional conditions. In addition, classical plant breeding is well developed, a diversity of (traditional) food products is available and farmers have a knowledge of traditional methods and a generally more direct relationship with nature.

In the course of the accession process they are faced with acute threats to their genetic resources, on the one hand due to the pressure towards an industrial intensified agriculture according to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) which will necessarily bring about an abandonment of (traditional) cultivation in large less-favoured agricultural areas 
, and on the other hand due to the EU list of varieties. Far too little funds have been allocated to the Special Assistance Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development (SAPARD) to support measures which could deal with these threats. Priority has instead been given to adapt the agricultural sectors to the present Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the EU which does not take biodiversity into consideration.
 Participants at the Aarhus Conference (see above) expressed the concern that increased pressure on the relatively unspoiled countryside of Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries threatens to further deteriorate this asset, which is vital for Europe as a whole.

Threat to biodiversity by patents on life forms

In the course of the GATT Uruguay Round in 1993 an agreement which more or less establishes the globalisation of patents on life forms (living beings, parts of them, genes, traits, etc.) was reached: the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) – now under WTO. It sets up minimum standards for copyright, patents, designs, trade marks, etc.

Patentable under the TRIPs agreement are among others:

· naturally available substances when isolated, identified, made accessible the first time together with the description of a process for utilisation (e.g.: traditional medicinal substances);

· micro-organisms;

· plants in the USA, Europe, Japan, Australia;

· animals in the USA, not naturally occurring, transgenic animals also in Europe (e.g.: onco-mouse);

· DNA and RNA sequences, if a gene was isolated and made accessible for industrial or other utilisation (e.g.: isolated gene plus the method of how to transfer it into another organism).

Only a few exclusions from patentability are possible under TRIPs, article 27 (2) and (3):

· if offending ordre public or public moral;

· in order to protect life or health of people, animals or plants;

· in order to prevent serious damage to the environment;

· diagnostic, therapeutic and surgical methods for humans and animals;

· plants, animals and essentially biological processes for the production of plants or animals.

However, a patent cannot be excluded just because it is forbidden under national law and plant varieties must, in any case, be protectable by patents or a sui generis system such as UPOV or both.

TRIPs agreement was geared to the needs of industry for the industrial utilisation of genetic resources and makes far reaching monopoly rights possible. Therefore, it has serious potentials to significantly curtail the rights of traditional communities as patents obstruct free exchange of seeds and germplasm, research and further development (complaints have been expressed by scientists even in the USA) as well as community breeding and adaptation for the community’s own needs. On the other hand patents support further genetic erosion, further impoverishment of farmers in the South (also in Europe), transnational companies in their endeavour to develop monopolies as well as industrial agriculture. Thus the further development of biodiversity and the self-reliance of traditional communities are put in jeopardy.

At least 1.4 billion people – almost all of them in the rural South – rely on producing, collecting, replanting and adapting their own seeds. The restrictions brought about by patents could mean the end of their community breeding systems - a serious threat to their existence and to biodiversity. Therefore, as the TRIPs agreement is to be revised, countries of the South and NGOs demand the exclusion of all living organisms and life forms from patentability. The USA and a few other hardliners, on the contrary, want to tighten up the stipulations under TRIPs.

Women, in particular, are adversely affected. They are responsible for most of the immediate food production and preparation, therefore, in most communities also for seed storage and conservation. Yet new technologies such as the “Green Revolution” or gene technology, in the hands of men, often cause women to lose their traditional roles (e.g. intercropping, small additional agriculture, gardening, etc.). They are usually not included in research and development, neither are their needs considered. Social uprooting and the loss of social status and security are the results. 

Women farmers everywhere usually have little power, little capital and, therefore, little influence on decision making in spite of their great knowledge about seeds, planting methods, soil, nutritious values, etc. Taking women seriously would make a considerable contribution to a sustainable development. Participatory research based on women’s knowledge could be a first step as well as supporting the exchange between women. In general, women must be involved in research and decision making processes. Their empowerment and autonomy are necessary prerequisites. Experience shows that the whole community benefits by empowered women. 

Threat to biodiversity by gene technology

Gene technology contributed to the great interest of industry in genetic resources and its push for patents on life forms. But gene technology harbours its own intrinsic danger to biodiversity. The application of gene technology in agriculture will perpetuate and even aggravate the negative effects of the “Green Revolution” including further uprooting of women. Yet a “Gene Revolution” will be operated by transnational companies (TNCs) driven by the aim of profit maximisation, not as the “Green Revolution” by International Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs) with a real interest in fighting hunger and poverty. Hardly any consideration, neither for the environment nor for indigenous and local communities, let alone women, is to be expected from TNCs. Their new, so called genetic use restriction technologies (GURT) resulting either in seeds which do not germinate or in plants dependent on chemicals for proper growth and prospering give rise to even greater concern. They force farmers to buy seeds or chemicals every year quite irrespective of patents, thereby making them dependent on industry. In addition, genetic drift of these genes would cause inestimable damage to genetic resources.

It is, therefore, to be feared that a “Gene Revolution” will cause further displacement of traditional seeds by even more uniform monocultures, dependence of farmers on industry, further increase of impoverishment of small scale farmers, further social uprooting, especially of women, environmental damage through the spreading of engineered genes into natural plant genetic resources, health problems of consumers ingesting genetically modified food crops.

One dire problem of GM seeds has already become manifest: contamination. In September 2001 scientists discovered genetically engineered maize in the southern Mexican state of Oaxaca although Mexico has specifically outlawed the commercial use of all GM crops. It can only have got there by some sort of genetic drift most probably from the 26% of US maize growing acreage sown to GM maize as GM maize has been commercially grown in the US since 1996.

The region of Oaxaca is considered the heartland of the centre of diversity of maize. It is the home of maize where its genetic diversity is highest (Vavilov Centre of maize) developed during some 5.500 years of indigenous maize cultivation. The contamination with GM maize in this region means a great threat to the native wealth of genetic resources and may cause the loss of irreplaceable cultivars. Scientists, politicians and NGOs are badly worried about a whole centre of diversity, even more so as the Mexican gene bank housing the world’s greatest maize collection may already be affected.

As cases of GM contamination have become known elsewhere as well, especially in the US and Canada, where most of the GM crops are grown, it is clear that genetic drift cannot be excluded whenever GM plants are grown. Nevertheless, plans to introduce GM rice into the centre of diversity of rice in South East Asia are kept up. On 5 Feb. 2002 the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI) in the Philippines together with the Filippino company PhilRice received approval for field testing GM rice. They will go ahead with their trial project in the coming season.
 So now the second highly essential centre of plant genetic diversity with its still available wealth of rice varieties and the gene bank at IRRI with the world greatest rice collection will be put in jeopardy in spite of the Mexican, US and Canadian experiences.

It was found that US food aid to Latin America contained transgenic products to a high percentage In 2000 certain food consignments for children contained 55% to 90% of GM products (Columbia, orphans aid program)
. Such products not only pose the risk of allergies but may also get somehow onto the fields of poor farmers who are dependent on growing their own seeds which could have dire consequences.

Moreover, practically all GM plants are at least partly owned by industry, mainly transnational companies with their corporate task of profit maximisation. GM seeds have to be bought from them. Seed saving, seed exchange, seed adaptation, etc. is ruled out. Monsanto has already succeeded in putting the blame on a Canadian organic farmer whose fields were contaminated with GM canola. He was found guilty of illegally growing Monsanto’s patented canola and had to pay. Similar lawsuits are pending in the US. This constitutes a major threat to farmers in the vicinity of GM fields.

A new report of February 2002
 maintains that GM crops are not at all safe. Instead they “represent a massive uncontrolled experiment whose outcome is inherently unpredictable. The results could be catastrophic”. Many assumptions by scientists have already turned out to be wrong. As long as the outcome is unpredictable in this way farmers should stop or not start at all to grow GM crops. Globally more than 410 scientist from 53 countries have signed an open letter to all governments demanding a moratorium on environmental release of GMOs because of their lack of safety. At the same time they demand support for sustainable organic agricultural methods.

Farmers from North America went to Croatia to warn Croatians of the negative effects of GM crops while US diplomats pressured Croatian legislators to withdraw a proposed interim law that would ban the import and use of GMOs for Croatian agriculture until comprehensive laws regulating GMOs are in place in Croatia. The North American farmers urged Croatia not to give in as Croatia’s stand against GMOs could help them in North America.

The US also wants the EU to move forward on approvals for GMOs. But the European Commission has just decided to leave the question of lifting the GMO moratorium off the summit in Barcelona in March 2002. Austria, Denmark, France, Greece, Italy and Luxembourg have national moratorii on new GMO approvals.
. They have refused to lift the moratorium prior to the adoption of the planned traceability and labelling regulations, which is unlikely before 2003 but may just get done in 2002. It is absolutely necessary that GMO products are indicated to their buyers. And in order to be able to monitor GMOs their traceability is indispensable.

A recent report sets a 2003 time frame for the Commission to report on options to improve the consistency and efficiency of the framework for authorising GMOs for the release into the environment, including a centralised authorisation procedure. It also calls for long-term monitoring of the environmental impact of GMOs and the impact of GMO based animal feed versus conventional feeds. 

Furthermore, the question of liability in case of damage caused by GMOs has to be solved. A comprehensive and reasonable liability regulation had nearly been adopted by the European Parliament in April 2000 but for some unlucky circumstances
. Instead on 23 Jan. 2002 the European Commission delivered a proposal for an EU Directive on Environmental Liability, which falls short of the original idea in many important ways. It does not cover traditional damage meaning personal injury and damage to goods or property. Neither are compulsory insurance schemes or compensation funds mentioned in the proposal. It addresses only sites and species covered by the EU Habitat and Birds Directives. This means an extremely narrow definition of biodiversity as it would only apply to 13% of the EU territory leaving out the remaining 87%. Also the Commission explained that “when a release of the GMO has been specifically authorised or when it was not possible to foresee the damaging effect of the GMO on the basis of the best science, there would be no strict liability.” This explanation, in fact, makes a farce out of the whole proposal. 

To make things worse the European Commission is planning to introduce a threshold for “technically unavoidable” GMO contaminations of 1%, which is very high considering the fact that usually contaminations of around 0.5% are found. Also this threshold is to include contamination with GMOs not authorised for use in the EU.

Conservation efforts 

At the UN Earth Summit in Rio 1992 a major break through for biodiversity was achieved - the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). The CBD was the first legally binding treaty for the conservation and the sustainable utilisation of biological diversity. It acknowledges the knowledge, innovation, techniques and cultivation work of indigenous and local communities and promotes the support of them. And it advocates the fair distribution of the benefits arising from the commercial and other utilisation of genetic resources in a fair and equitable way (benefit sharing).

Among the important issues dealt with under CBD are:

· measures and incentives for conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity;

· regulated access to genetic resources;

· access to, and transfer of, technology, including biotechnology;

· technical and scientific co-operation;

· rehabilitation and restoration of degraded ecosystems;

· liability and redress;

· impact assessment;

· education and public awareness;

· provision of financial resources;

· national reporting on efforts to implement treaty commitments.

A number of related conventions are in existence such as the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, Especially as Waterfowl Habitat (RAMSAR Convention), the Convention for the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage and others. An additional CBD protocol, the Biosafety (Cartagena) Protocol, was adopted in January 2000. It deals with safety issues including transport, import, export and labelling of genetically modified organisms (living modified organisms – LMOs), but leaves great scope for urgently needed improvements. This also true of the CBD, especially where the concept of benefit sharing is concerned. The Rio+10 Summit in September 2002 represents an opportunity to negotiate such improvements.

For many years negotiations concerning the access to, and the funding of, the conservation of plant genetic resources as well as the rights of indigenous and local communities have been kept up at FAO with the aim of a legally binding version of the International Undertaking on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (IU), which had been adopted as a voluntary agreement in 1983. The main aim of this process has been food security through conservation, exchange and sustainable use of plant genetic resources including:

· access to seeds to facilitate research;

· safeguard of the most important gene banks and their collections under the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) within FAO;

· guarantee that the many millions of seed samples – mainly donated by farmers of the South – remain in the public domain as a basis for current plant breeding.

On 3 November 2001 an agreement was finally reached with the adoption of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. However, it still contains a number of weaknesses which should be worked on: So far it applies only to a limited list of crops. It does not contain an absolute ban of patents on these crops. It does not provide a legal basis for Farmers’ Rights. And the question of benefit sharing has not been resolved. NGOs and most countries of the South are prepared to address an extraordinary resolution to the UN High Commission on Human Rights to add Farmers’ Rights to the Human Rights.

Examples of Projects in Europe:

a) Arche Noah, Austria:
Arche Noah is an organisation dedicated to the promotion of regional plant diversity as opposed to industrial monocultures – diversity as part of a life of high quality and advocates a responsible handling of resources by decision makers in politics and industry. Its main tasks comprise the collection, multiplication and distribution of seeds of old varieties mainly of vegetables, potatoes and some agricultural crops. Old varieties are to be brought back to the gardens. Its work  further includes the maintenance of archives of varieties and a multiplication garden as well as a garden for exhibition and a variety handbook; the servicing of a network of members helping to conserve the old varieties by sustainable utilisation and sponsorships; public awareness raising and educational work; and consultations on varieties including fruit. (See also www.arche-noah.at)

b) Similar initiatives in other countries:
– Pro Specie Rara in Switzerland
– Verein zur Erhaltung und Rekultivierung von Nutzpflanzen (VERN – association for the conservation and re-cultivation of crops) in Brandenburg, Germany
– Henry Doubleday Research Association (HDRA) in Great Britain

c) ReinSaat, Austria
A small seed company producing organic seeds of vegetables, herbs and flowers in co-operation with Austrian farmers.

d) Regional Environmental Center for Central and Eastern Europe (REC), based in Szentendre, Hungary:
REC is providing financial support for regional NGOs addressing concerns with regard to GMOs. Among the supported projects are:
– “Consolidating Public Participation in the Genetic Engineering Debate”: concerted lobbying and awareness raising efforts at national and international levels by NGOs from Croatia, Bulgaria and Hungary addressing the growing concerns about GM food in their countries. Campaign materials and the translation and adaptation of the cartoon book “Cabbage and the King” on GMO problems were provided. 
– “NGO Network on GMO related matters in the Baltic States” involving several Baltic and Danish NGOs. This project included campaigning tours, publications and web sites on the issue. 
REC is also involved in the UNECE
 working group on GMOs which is working towards a protocol under the Aarhus Convention
, concerning public participation in decision-making on GMOs. However, such a protocol does not seem likely in the near future. It remains an option for later on, though. 
Furthermore, in the course of the Aarhus Conference in June 1998 (see above) the joint IUCN- REC Sofia Biodiversity Initiative Programme was set up at REC’s head office. The goal of this programme is to contribute to the efforts of Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries in the field of biodiversity conservation through the exchange of experience within the Environmental Action Programme for CEE. (see also www.rec.org)

e) Fachschule Laimburg, South Tyrol, Italy
The Fachschule Laimburg, a local school for horticulture and agriculture offers courses for the local people on traditional methods of multiplying seeds and breeding using old varieties of vegetables and other plants. Thus the school is supporting efforts of the local population – mostly women – to conserve and sustainably utilise traditional plant genetic diversity.
RECOMMENDATIONS

General recommendations:

The international community is called upon to seriously step up protection efforts (e.g. the Biosphere Reserves Programme and others) where any category of biodiversity is concerned, in particular efforts for protected areas for in situ conservation and the remaining acreage of rain forests (the protection of natural forests rather than plantations has to be unambiguously enforced under CBD) and for biologically especially diverse ecosystems such as coral reefs. Furthermore, general environment protection measures such as the Kyoto Protocol have to be taken seriously and consequently enforced. 

In addition, the following measures are to be taken:

· Establishment of a well-co-ordinated and structured international biodiversity monitoring programme as suggested by UNECOSOC;

· Increase of international co-operation and collaboration among global and regional multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs);

· Negotiation process for a global convention on environmental rights including rights of communities to their own biological resources and knowledge, equitable and sustainable access to resources in general and land and a gender perspective;

· Support to local and regional economies, community business and community breeding with the aim of equity, fairness and sustainability;

· Establishment of the principle that multilateral environmental and social agreements override trade rules such as those laid down in WTO regulations.

Recommendations specifically concerning women:

The empowerment of women will have a positive effect on any society as well as on the sustainable utilisation of biodiversity. Therefore, concerted efforts to fight women’s poverty and the gap in power and income between men and women have to be taken as well as efforts to assure women’s access to technology, resources, land and education. Women’s organisations and women aware of gender aspects have to be actively involved in any decision making processes – in the context of biodiversity, of course, in the areas of agriculture, environment, development, technology transfer and conservation issues. At the centres of decision making women must nowhere be missing. 

In particular, the following measures are to be taken:

· Integration of consistent gender perspectives into any international regulatory agreement or code of conduct;

· Support of collaboration and exchange between women and women’s networks between East and West, North and South and South and South;

· Support of research on the situations, status, roles and competence of women in sustainable agriculture (globally as well as at the EU level);

· Gender analyses and assessments with regard to the effects of genetic erosion, patents on life forms (TRIPS-agreement) and the introduction of new technologies, especially gene technology;

· Participatory research and development in the area of traditional biotechnological and agricultural methods mainly applied by women.

Recommendations specifically concerning plant genetic resources:

A number of international agreements, regulations and measures concerning plant genetic diversity such as CBD, the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA), the Biosafety (Cartagena) Protocol are already in existence. All of them have to be assessed as to their efficacy, their weaknesses and gender specific implications. As a consequence concepts to correct the identified short-comings have to be worked out. As to the ITPGRFA its validity for a restricted list of crops only, its missing legal basis for Farmers’ Rights and its failure to ban patents on the covered crops have to be corrected in order to turn it into an effective tool promoting community food sovereignty, sustainable community farming, global food security and the conservation of biodiversity. In any case it has yet to be ratified and implemented as well as the Biosafety Protocol. In addition, the following measures are urgently called for:

· International establishment of legally binding Farmers’ Rights (rights to store, plant and exchange their seeds at all events and any time as well as the right to compensation for their contributions to biodiversity and the sharing of benefits from their genetic resources and knowledge);

· Development of international legislation for the rights of traditional communities with respect to traditional knowledge systems, access to land and access to, and use of, genetic resources in order to safeguard food crops and small farmers against the pervasive privatisation of biodiversity;

· Improvement of the CBD’s stipulation of benefit sharing to prevent the exploitation of biological resources for private profits via bilateral contracts which exclude the majority of stakeholders to the detriment of indigenous and local communities;

· International agreement on financial support of the global efforts to conserve biodiversity, in particular support to countries of the South - particular consideration is to be given to women’s roles, competence, needs and empowerment in the context of plant genetic resources (see also above);

· In the course of the review of the TRIPs agreement support of the demand of the countries of the South to ban on patents on life forms in general or, at least, to make their exclusion from patentability possible for individual countries;

· Endorsement at the WSSD of the Treaty to Share the Genetic Commons with the aim of general access to genetic resources and the conservation of biodiversity. 

Recommendations specifically concerning genetic engineering:

International agreements on minimum standards beyond the stipulations of the Biosafety Protocol for GMO traceability and labelling of GMOs and products produced from, or with the help of, GMOs including animals fed on GM feed, are urgently required. The same is particulaly true for international regulations on general and environmental liability for GMO production and application (see also below ). Such regulations should include compulsory insurance schemes or compensation funds. In addition, the following measures are required:

· Assessment of the overall impact of GM crops on the socio-economic situation of small scale and poor farmers as well as on indigenous and local communities with special consideration of the effects on women;

· Development of an internationally acknowledged procedure of risk assessment for the release of GM crops with regard to plant genetic resources;

· Agreement to establish the centres of plant genetic diversity (Vavilov Centres) as GMO free zones in order to protect the biological resources;

· International ban on GMOs in food aid;

· International ban on the application of genetic use restriction technologies (GURT);

· International resolution against the propagation of GM crops as a solution to world hunger.

Recommendations addressed to the EU:

In view of the forthcoming EU enlargement a strategy is called for which does take into account the natural resources and the positive aspects of agricultural production in the accession countries (see above). The strategy would have to aim at a truly multifunctional agricultural sector to form a basis for sustainable rural development integrating the food production strengths, the protection of natural resources and considerations of the socio-cultural traditions including women’s roles. Farmers have to receive appropriate economic benefits in order to avoid a devaluation of their role as mere environmental caretakers. Organic farming would be an important option for many farmers. Therefore, some of the countries will need assistance with the development of the necessary infrastructure and of regulations for organic farming in accordance with EU norms.
 In addition, the following measures are to be taken:

· Augmentation of the funds available to SAPARD for the support of genetic diversity in the accession countries;

· Development of criteria for a special promotion of threatened plant varieties and measures for their in situ and on farm conservation within the EU;

· Financial support of private initiatives contributing to in situ biodiversity conservation within the EU and the accession countries as well as in the South within the scope of development co-operation;

· No lifting of the moratorium on GMOs in EU member countries before clear and strict rules for traceability, labelling and liability are in place and clear mechanisms can provide for a maximum of safety and a minimum of risks of contamination (in view of current cases of contamination), other environmental damage and health problems;

· Abandonment of the plan to introduce a threshold of 1% for GM contamination;

· Rejection of the Commission proposal on amending the new Directive 2001/18, which tries to legalise illegal GMO imports, and of the Commission proposal on resuming GMO approvals through voluntary agreements with industry, which represent a kind of “pre-emptive legislation” that tries to bypass the Parliament and Council’s legislative power;

· Establishment of public participation in decision making procedures concerning GMOs;

· Review of the EU Directive on the Legal Protection of Biotechnological Inventions (98/44/EC of 6 July 1998) with the aim of a ban of patents on life forms;

· Enforcement in the area of agriculture, environment, technology and trade (with special emphasis on trade in agricultural products with countries of the South)of the EU directive on gender mainstreaming;

Further sources:

GRAIN – Genetic Resources Action International network: www.grain.org

ETC-Group (formerly Rural Advancement Foundation International – RAFI): www.rafi.org

Convention on Biodiversity: www.biodiv.org
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