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Ministers with their magic wands?

Stefan Krug, Greenpeace

After more than one week of CBD negotiations with litt
progress in crucial issues like forests, agrofuels, AH
financing or protected areas, a lot of expectationsnare

drawn on the "High Level Segment" starting today. Arou
140 ministers and guests like the president of the Europ

today's Chainsaw Award at page 4).

No stop of destruction no biodiversity left Major threats

as illegal logging, destructive fishing practices, and othe
forms of overexploiting mst be stopped by regulations
immediately. And Merkel should abolish the Germar
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Commission Jose Manuel
Environment Commissioner Stavros Dimas, Canadi
Prime Minister Stephen Harper, UNERal Achim Steiner

and other such dignitaries have been invited by German

Chancellor Angela Merkel and CBD's president Sigm
Gabriel. For the first time, environment ministers wi
participate in negotiations in plenary. But... so what? (
we really expecthese OhiglevelO dignitaries to raise thei
magic wands and find a way out of CBD«s deadlocks?

Ministers do not have a magic wandbut neither do
delegates. CBD negotiations alone will definitely not brir
solutions. If the Convention is further lefo delegates,
caught in mandates and instructions from their capitals, i
meant to fail. What is needed now, after years of fruitlg
debates, is a move to higher political levels. It should not
140 environment ministers, but 140 heads of state f{
gather in Bonn to put an end to the unabated destructio
life, nature and livelihoods! Chancellor Merkel has tf
responsibility to take the lead in preventing the failure
the whole Convention. She must push for these points:

No money- no conseration of biodiversity:Developed
countries must fulfill their obligation of Article 20 and
raise new and additional money for developing states. |
millions, but billions are needed! Germany should take t
lead with 2 billion euro a yearand make noisagainst the
scandalous refusal of EU countries like UK and lItaly (s

Baroso and the Europg¢an

quotas for agrofuels!

No rights- no justice.Any incursion into the livelihoods,

lands and territories ofndigenous peoples and local
communities must have their consent, aedpect their

right to say no.

No forest protection- no climate protection Forest
protection must be dramatically expanded to sto
emissions from deforestation.
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Let's see if ministers and a chancellor can make the
difference.

g ACTUALLY MINISTER IT DOESN'T REALLY

MATTER WHAT YOU SAY AS LONG AS YOU
INCLUDE A COMBINATION OF THE WORDS
"CHOICE" "EMPOWERMENT" AND"CUSTOMER
FOCUSSED"
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MINISTRY OF
SOUNDBITES

In the CBD context, the soundbite combination r
include Olnnovative financial mechanismsO, Olndig
and local communitiesO, Oparticipation®, Obu
terngagementO and so on. Civil society sincerely hop
‘hear more than empty soundbites today!
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Progress Report update and revisions

ABS

Australia must be removed from the OblockerO category, as
drastically changed their position. Congratulationstralia!
Canada continued to be difficult, but they did relent to a
compromise late last night. With a roadmap to COP 10 some
agreed, the grade on ABS s slowly creeping upwardsE

Agrofuels

You may wonder why Brazil was missing from the Oblockers
cakgory in our report card on agrofuels. Besides ECO editor
living in a sausage and beer haze, Brazil actually deserves a
category of its own, given how it is more focused on securing
market access not the objectives of the Convention.

ECO is published by the civil soci ety community at many
International Environmental Convention negotiations. It is
currently being published at the ninth Conference of the Parties
(COP-9) to the Convention on Biological Diversity in Bonn,
Germany coordinated by the CBD Alliance. The opinio ns,
commentaries, and articles printed in ECO are the sole opinion of

the individual authors or organisations, unless otherwise
expressed. SUBMISSIONS: Welcome from all civil society groups.
Email to jkrowe@ucsc.edu and jdempsey@interchange.ubc.ca
ECO thanks Project OCOP 9 preparationO supported by the
German Federal Agency for Nature Conservation with funds of
the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conser  vation
and Nuclear Safety, Swedbio, and Hivos -Oxfam Novib
Biodiversity Fund.
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IndiaOs Biodiversity Regim
All Access, No Benefit

e

-sharing

When India enacted
Diversity Act in 2002,
commitment to

it inked

Kanchi Kohli, Kalpavriksh

its Biological the scarce information provided by

NBA  through India’s Right to

conservation, Information Act, as the NBA website

sustainable use and equitable sharing afiscloses no such details.)
benefits of the countryOs biodiversity.

Drawing its fous from the obligation

The reality is that while access

of the Convention on Biological underway; the Obenefit sharingO drg

Diversity (CBD), a legal regime t
OregulateO access and use of

life forms and associateC s
knowledge was established
But what remain unaddresse:
are provisions binding the .
government to conservatior
and equity.

ItOs been over five year
since the law was
established. Yet the
legislation has only managec
to grant access, and none (|
its other objectives including :
holistic conservation and

restricted use. The
Biodiversity Authority (NBA), setup

under the law, has granted close to 266"€S€n

approvals for access towards resea
commercial exploitation an
Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs
Interestingly 232 of these approv
have been solely for IPRs.

In almost none of these approvals h
bendit sharing for local communities
been achieved. It is only found in th
IPR permissions at a 5% royalty if th
patent is licensed/transferred, or 5%
net sales(These figures are based on

National The

is far from being realized.

NBA Secretary
mentioned in a recent (March 200
tation in New Dell®There is ng
ﬁpention about community ownersh
of genetic resources, and in the abse
_of clear guidance on ownership

|s'esources, there is always scope
confusion in sharing the benefits.O

Member

ad he legislation mandates that approv
be granted only adtr consultation with
eBiodiversity Management Committeg
o(BMCs) set up at the community levg
oBut so far only 646 BMCs are in plag
(in a country with 500,000 villages

Karnataka (in southern India). Virtually
no local cosultations have taken place
before access has been granted (sourc
www.nbaindia.ory

sAdditionally, the fear is that setting up
aBMCs while ignoring preexisting
local community institutions, may lead
to the hastydocumentation of resources
and knowledge, which can then
be opened to access without
due safeguards. Moreover,
there are no guidelines in place
for soundly establishing BMCs.

The responsibility for
identifying Obenefit claimantsO
is that of the NBA. Wi no
ground level consultations,
how do national level bodies
plan on doing this? Based on
information provided by those
seeking access?

BYThe process of establishing guidelines
for benefit sharing has taken off only in
pthe last 45 months. The government
hdeas commissioned thenited Nations
hfUniversity for the task. It is however
fobitterly frustrating that the process is
only being initiated 5 years into the
Act. Meanwhile, access continues to
lpe the main thrust of what was
supposed to be conservation anc

Sequtable benefitsharing legislation.
l.
e

621 being from only one state-

Protected Areas: On the Right Terms

Some of the most effective means
reducing and halting biodiversity loss

on Protected Areas (POWPA) but dde
paradoxicallypthe onedeast implemented
Element 2 on governance, participatig
equity and benefit sharing® and in

particular its recognition of indigenous ar
community conserved arddssays most of
what needs to be saidE it just needs to

implemented!

COP 9 delegatdsave heard this articulate)
in a number of meetings and side events
COP 9, including side evergponsored by

rand Rights (TGERhat lookedspecifically

In such events, members fr
the Commission on
Economic, and Social Policy (CEESP) a

nWorld Commission on Protected Are

dand representativesf indigenous people
and local communities from Australi

Nepal, and Peru among others explof
how more appropriate governance
rotected areas can help both conserval
%nd livelihoods. The intense discussig
that followed dealt with conservation arj

d

the IUCN Themes on Indigenous a
Local Communities, Equity and Protect
Areas (TILCEPA) and Governance, Equi

ghuman right concerns and with the sco
diversity and challenges of protected ar¢

Environmentd|,
(WCPA), CBD Secretariat, COP delega P

bd-rance, India, Iran, Italy, Madagascar,

in general and indigenous/ community

%Feat governance issue® the heart of| conserved areas in particular.
included in the CBD Programme of Woik POWPA.

s

ome consensus has begun emerging ¢
he need for adhence to some broad
Sprinciples when  further  expanding
rotected areas, and within existing
protected areas: the respect for huma
rights; respect for the rights of indigenous
peoples and local communities; the respec

eamd engagement of traditional knowledge

01and institutions; the positive linkage with
igoverty eradication initiatives;  the
engagement of mutitakeholder

n - .
dcoordlnat|on bodies at the PA system level

Jeand the adoption of the ecosystemrr
jpproach. These principles are alread

1)

nown and adopted by tlrgernational
Continued p 4



Agro fools D where are we at?
Susie Walsh of USC Canada and Helena Paul of Econexus

We are in the middle of what many seebullet with potential positive impacts on Govenments in the global south want to
as the Omake or breakO COP. In viey biodiversity. But the evidence againstappear climate friendly while earning
the biodiversity destruction and foddagrofuel production is mounting andvital foreign currency to service their
crisis taking place outside the urrgadaunting. Few scientists champion theidebts. Industrialised countries hope the
world of the Maritim, the governments virtues anymore. Even keynote speakectan use agrofuels to avoid making
here must set aside their individuplthis past Friday, Jeffy Sachs, called unpopular reductions in  energy
interests for the sake of humanity, apdagrofuels the O stupidest thing ever@bnsumption.

move the process forward. If they do nptJsmail Serageldin, former World Ban

governments will be responsible forpresident and head of the CGIAR, h

(once more) fiddling with brackets while also called their value into question a a

biodiversity burns.

But there appears to be a serious lac

good faith among many governme .tsother issues are examined? Otherwisd’
present here at COP9. Vital food secu ty,
and poverty issues, particularly related|t
agrofuels and GM trees, are ignored, |a;

countries wrangle over text that suits

their particuar interests. They seem
forget that this Convention is about t
broader welfare of our planet and t
people who steward the biodiversity v
all need to survive.

On the subject of agrofuels, it is clear tha

supportive measures in  develop
countris are already impacting th
global South by contributing t

speculation, hoarding, the displacemg
of food crops, land seizure, lan
degradation through monocropping a
fertilizer, and the expulsion of vital foo

are being presented at COP 9 as a sil

recent meeting in Alexandria. So why
t:{:e parties not simply call a halt
Fhcentives including targets while all th

Ihey might just find themselve
mbarrassed when they head to
ome summit next week.

oCommercial interests are racing to gr

dand around the world, growing crops to

nefeed cas not people. Biodiversity
eespecially  agricultural and  fore
biodiversity, already under threat fro
climate change and industrial agricultu

Fhas not proven it can do dhing to
| address the problems of climat
'néhanging emissions. Farmers frg
?C'{;]digenous and local communities

I eing driven off the land into urba

" oducers and add to the rising numb

it

those who need to be

=c£s being destroyed today by the promi &
of profits from an emerging industry that

| here th to be fopd
producers from the land. Yet agrofue sS ums, where ey cease ‘o be 1o

fed.

everal parties hayaglaced their faith in

tandards and certification schemes &
ways to address potential excesses ar
0the problems targets, andother

supportive measuresare causing. But
hen have these certification systems
éspecially voluntary ones, ever fully

h)évorked,especially in the global South?

The biofuels horse has bolted and the
amage is being done right now.
Certification rules will not pull it back
into the stable. They are a fig leaf trying
to cover the fact that agrofuels are
mess. And industry, plusogntries like
Brazil and Canada, are seeking to mak
even these compromised efforts
voluntary. However welintentioned
certification schemes might be, seeking
to impose them at this point is like trying
to put the saddle on a run away horse
e call on he Parties to rethink their
re :
support  of unbridled agrofuels
roduction. What we need now is a
rg1oratorium.
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New Zealand cannot resist

Sandy Gauntlett, Pacific Indigenous People Environment Coalition

Once again New Zealand revealed i
conservatism on Ind@nous issue
during recent discussions on t
ecosystem approach. In section thre
the discussion paper (which invit

parties to take action) the original

wording of paragraph 3 read, OGi
consideration to the challenge
incorporating land tenure dnmarine
issues in the application of
ecosystem approach, in accordance

national policies, laws and guidelings

and taking into account the relev
provisions in the United Nation

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenouis

Peoples.O Fairly innocuousy most
peoples standards, but apparently
confusing for poor old New Zealan
who movedb lead by delegatichead

Janet Lo-- that the word Otenure® [b¥

removed because the intent of t

sentence was unclear.

the

Ckhe intent of the original sentence w.

to ensure a system guaranteeing t
edand tenure be secured and legd
ddinding before setting in place ar
ssystem of land management.

t may seem a small point but we ne
o remember that New Zealand was @
of only four nations to oppose th

asThis legislation was applied
haktroactively to remove the slightly
INembarrassing problem of a High Court
ydecision in favour of Maori claims.

As an Indigenous New Zealander, | an
edppalled at the actions of the New
nZealand delegation in this respect ant
eplead with other delegations to defenc

Declaration a the Rights of Indigenou
i,[ﬁeoples. We also need to remember

a party to the CBD,

0 .
opposition to a formal agreement

Indigenous Rights. Moreover the no|
infamous Foreshore and Seabed
ationalized large areas of what h

b

een previously regarded as Maori land.

5 the rights & Maori New Zealanders to
habme certainty in our land and marine

one of the notorious gang of foulrtenure systems before we empower th
I(Australia) has since rescinded theitGovernment
opposition and yet another (USA) is nptindigenous biodiversity they may hold
leaving New no legal ownership over once the Wal
Zealand and Canada alone amongst [tH#62 claim is settled. (Maori land claim
Barticipaing nations here in theif to the atirety of the countryOs

to negotiate over an

nindigenous flora and fauna)

'{'his is more than a case of injustice tc
c o )
d\/laorl; it is a matter of upholding the
rule of law.



Notes from the COP

The CBD and CP:

Conniving for  Bio Diversity or
Convenient Partnership?

The Charoen Pghand Thai Private
Sector, or the CP Group, held a side ey
last May 22 in Saal Maritim. The sid
event was OgracedO with the presence
less than CBD Sec. Ahmed Djoghlaf.

CP GroupOs information package bo
OAsiaOs
CorglomerateO, and that the compan
Oseizing opportunity where they find the
OSeized is the right témsians can tell
you of the many cases when CPQOs seiZ
have affected the livelihoods of rur
communities, and how the company h

profited at theexpense of farmers, the|r

resources, and biological diversity. An
thatOs their idea of contributing to achiev
the CBDOs objectives!

CP Group has investments spreading fr

seeds to feed to  food t
telecommunications in Banglades
Cambodia, China, thia, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Burma, Singapore, Taiwal

Thailand and Vietnam. Recently, CP h
started investing in agrofuéls luring

farmers to plant cassava and hybrid ma|
in Cambodia, Laos and Thailand f
agrofuel production; in the process drivir
farmes to change their crops, and ev
practice OslasindburnO to clear remainin
forest areas for agrofuel production.

So how come the CBD Secretari
participated in a side event with them?
this their idea of the CBDOs Article 5

OCooperation® the promotion of a

controversial company with a history o¢f

Oslavery contract farming® farmers
reportedly losing their decisiemaking
powers and shouldering all productig
risks. And what about the company
dubious intent to convert food baskets
ethandbaskets in Southeast Asia?

Much as the Secretariat has extended ®hina to Canada "With all respect deleg

hand to CSOs, the @BBD Secretariat side
event poses the question: what busines
should the Secretariat engage with, and
what terms? The CP group is a dubig
partner at best.

Wh at DID Jeffery Sachs
say?

Jeffrey Sachs (Special Advisor to U
Secretary General Ban 4foon) gave a

provocative lecture on Friday night. He

managed to coax both smiles and grima
up and down the political spectrubnhe

Leading Globally Commitied

everybody. One of his more startli
claims, given his history promoting th
firesale privatization of state resources
transitioning economies (Bolivi
PolandE), was that markets cann
ergppropriately value ecosystems. Given
B current buzz arounecosystem valuation
D0 preferred  means  for  biodiversi
protection, Sachs was a buzzkill.
siimple claim was that ecosystems do
lay by market rules-- primarily
individuated property ownership and are
ddeed damaged by these rules. In v
simple terms: no one owns the natu
Lregmonwealth, and individual ownershi
Ljoften works to fragment fundamental
sdnterconnected  systems. We commod
life at the risk of destroying life since it i
ghot naturally commodity.

NBlis point that market logic camreate
havoc in social and ecological systems
)r.xvorrisome for the plethora of COP
b participants hedging their bets on busing
h to lead the way towards the 2010 target.
‘course his cool dismissal of tradition
h knowledge, and tentative endorsements|

L SMOs, nuclear power, and industri

iz'@dustry crowd. But that such an influenti

)reconomist is so skeptical of mark

g
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mechanisms should be a reminder |t
rFarties that effective biodiversity protectign

requires binding ruleBnposedon markets
and business more than betting on
parochial profimotive to safeguard ou
atnatural riches.

Is
sriQuote of the Day

(paraphrased from ABS group)
Canada to plenary: "We don't have t

Group works onhe legal nature of the
NABS Regime. [ed note. A legally bindin
o%gime is urgently desired by most of tl
QvorldOs countries]

from Canada, report to Capital for furth

othere”

UActivists Symbolically Cut
Trees to Save Forests and
Call for GE Trees Ban

Yesterday activists stopped and ¢
\lGeneticaIIy Engineered frankentrees th
were attempting to invade a tree planti
ceremony outside of the meeting of the U
onvention on Rilogical Diversity
CBD).

CE

had both a candy and poison pfthr

agriculture are more soothing to the

sistruction. Call home. It is only noon

g The activists expressed concern about th
erefusal of the EU and Brazil to ban GE
irnrees. OThese trees are simply to
, dangerous, not only to forests, but also tc
tlocal communities and Indigenous People!
hevho depend on forests fireir existence,O

stated Camila Moreno of Terra de Direitos
of Brazil.

IS The STOP GE Trees Campaign is comprised o
7 organizations in 34 countries

oday's Nomination for the
alGolden Chainsaw Award!

EU receives today’s nomination for the
Y Golden ChainSaw Award for opposing
;yany strong text about new and additiona
financial resources for saving biodiversity
in developing countries. For some
European states like UK and Italy, but alsc
igFrance and Austria, Article 20 of the
0 Convention seems not to be arligdtion,
bsBut rather something to be deleted o
Otvatered down.
Al

%Protected Areas, from page 2

community, as exemplified by the UN
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
L{Peoples and by the World Bank Policy on
Jisplacement, which interprets even undu
restictions on access to natural resource
as OdisplacementO.
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h@ was also noted that protected area
[ appear always in need of more resource:
both from governments and international
donors (a major mechanism to provide
such resources discussed at COP 9 has t
Life Web initiative). These resources,
hdhowever, must be guided by the

mandate to agree that the ABS Workingaforementioned principles.

i Unfortunately, it was also reported that
geprotected areas and the indigenous peoplt
"€and local communities managing, living
within, or dependent on such eas,
continue to be threatened by lagymle
U frastructure projects and extractive
Erindustry, and that seemingly nowhere havt
adequate steps been taken by CBD Parti¢
to address these threats. Many believe thi
even very well managed areas cannc
survive as islands within a degrading
landscape. On the contrary, protected are:
need to be positively linked to managemen
uend use policies for their surrounding
aterrestrial, wetlands and marine resources
ngand to  governance structures at the
Nandscape/seascalasel.

For more informationvww.tilcepa.org www.tger.org
http://www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/CCA/




