Appendix 1. Resolutions around Biotechnology and GMOs in Africa.

______________________________________________________

In 1998 a delegation representing every African country except South Africa put a joint statement to a UN conference on genetic research.

The delegates had been 'inspired' by a Monsanto campaign that used images of starving African children to plug its technology.

The statement read "We strongly object that the image of the poor and hungry from our countries is being used by giant multinational corporations to push a technology that is neither safe, environmentally friendly nor beneficial to us.

We do not believe that such companies or gene technologies will help our farmers to produce the food that is needed in the 21st Century.

On the contrary, we think it will destroy the diversity, the local knowledge, and the sustainable agricultural systems that our farmers have developed for millennia, and that it will undermine our capacity to feed ourselves."

​

The Valley of 1000 Hills Declaration

1-8 March 2002.

We the participants of the Conference on Community Rights held at The Valley Trust 1000 Hills, Kwa Zulu Natal, South Africa, who came from Africa, Asia, Latin America, North America and Europe, discussed the rights of local communities, and make the following declaration:

Inter alia; (for full declaration - http://www.inmotionmagazine.com/global/hills.html)

4. Many local communities have maintained an intimate relationship with the ecosystems on which they depend and have shared timeless connectedness with all life. It is, therefore, fitting that the local community is humanity's best manager of land, water and biodiversity. Privatisation and so-called free trade destroy this connectedness. By allowing the destruction of our local communities, we condemn other living organisms to accelerating extinction and further impoverish local communities.

5. The most potent instrument in this destruction is the patenting of living organisms. The Convention on Biological Diversity recognizes the rights of local communities and their role in generating agricultural biodiversity out of wildland biodiversity. Yet corporations are patenting living things and increasingly controlling agricultural production systems. We condemn this act as violence both to humans and to other living things.

6. The rights of Local Communities are being threatened by genetic engineering of crops – a dangerous technology that comes with corporate control, dependence on external inputs, and the undermining of regenerative systems of agriculture and sustainable use of biodiversity. We oppose the introduction of genetically modified organisms in agriculture and the increasing corporate control over Africa’s agriculture and biodiversity.

7. The world adopted the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and the precautionary principle. Because of genetic engineering’s negative effects we are concerned about the pollution of food and agriculture through genetic engineering and the way the biotechnology industry inevitably pursues its interests at the expense of the public good. This has led to the disastrous adventurism in Mexico, where the immensely valuable diversity of maize, developed by local communities over thousands of years, has been polluted with unintended genes from genetically engineered maize, some of which have not even been approved for human consumption. The food-base of the world’s communities must be protected from such adventurism. We call upon all governments to provide this protection.

8. Local communities have the inalienable right and responsibility to nurture, manage, exchange and further improve the biodiversity on which their livelihoods are based - for the benefit of themselves, ecosystems and of future generations. This is the basis of community rights, which cannot be made subservient to any other right or responsibility, and includes the right to life, food, land, water, healthy environment and a decent livelihood.

9. Community rights over biodiversity and indigenous knowledge are collective in nature, and therefore cannot be privatised or individualised. Current systems of intellectual property rights applied to biodiversity and traditional knowledge are private and monopolistic in nature and therefore incompatible with community rights.

10. In that context, the initiative of the World Intellectual Property Organisation (WIPO) to develop systems for the protection of traditional knowledge is highly inappropriate. WIPO should work to stop biopiracy that occurs because of biodiversity patents, and not to define the rights of communities which should be done by the communities themselves.

12. We call on the global community to urge governments to acknowledge the community rights to land, water and biodiversity, protect them globally and initiate internationally legally binding frameworks for such protection.


13. Communities over millennia evolved equitable and sustainable ways of gathering, producing and sharing food based on cooperation and partnership, to meet their food needs. The present thrust towards corporatization of food production and distribution systems threatens the co-operative nature of communities, jeopardizes their ability to meet their food needs through culturally appropriate and equitable ways and thus destroys their sovereign right to food security.

14. The African Model Law for the Protection of the Rights of Local Communities, Farmers and Breeders, and for the Regulation of Access to Biological Resources has been endorsed by the OAU Summit of Heads of State and Government in May 1998 in Ouagadougou and re-endorsed in July 2001 in Lusaka. It represents the African position on the protection of local community rights, farmers and breeders’ rights and the regulation of access to biological resources. We support this position and strongly urge all African governments to take steps to implement it at the national level.

15. We, therefore, urge the global community to support the implementation of the African Model Law for the Protection of the Rights of Local Communities, Farmers and Breeders, and for the Regulation of Access to Biological Resources and desist from any activities or policies that directly or indirectly undermine its adoption and operation by African countries.

Declaration of Support for African Small-Holder Farmers of the African Model Legislation for the Protection of the Rights of Local Communities, Farmers and Breeders.

30 May 2002.

Indigenous agriculture and biological resources are vitally important to the economies, cultures, environment, food security and livelihoods of sub-Saharan Africa, and in particular its small-holder farmers. A significant number of groups (NGO, civil society, labor and faith-based) within and without Africa are advocating to keep Africa’s bio-diversity, seeds, plants, biological resources and food security under the control of its sovereign states, local communities and small-holder farmers.

Public access to and communal prerogative over biological resources are rooted in basic social justice principles directly tied to certain rights. Those to food, land, secure livelihoods, cultural identity, environmental integrity and the protection of the common good are among the most important. Africa has taken a lead role - exemplified by the initiatives of the Africa Group at the World Trade Organization (WTO) - in resisting efforts to cede control of its biological and agricultural resources through privatization.

To this end, the Organization of African Unity (OAU) has developed African Model Legislation for the Protection of the Rights of Local Communities, Farmers and Breeders, and for the Regulation of Access to Biological Resources.

We, the undersigned, affirm the fundamental principles of the African Model Legislation and call on the U.S. Government to respect and support them in its trade, economic and development policies toward Africa and at the WTO, notably:

1. 
The rights of local communities over their biological resources, knowledge and technologies are of a collective nature and, therefore, are a priori rights, which take precedence over rights based on private interests.

 2.
 African states and the people have the right to ensure the conservation, evaluation and sustainable use of biological resources, knowledge and technologies in order to maintain and improve their diversity as a means of safeguarding their natural support systems.

   3. 
Local communities have the inalienable right to access, use, exchange or share their biological resources in sustaining their livelihood systems as regulated by their customary practices and laws.

 4.
 African states and the people have the right to protect community intellectual rights and farmers’ rights according to customary practices and laws.

 5.
 African states and the people have the right to regulate access to biological resources.

 6.      Because all forms of life are the basis for human survival, the patenting of life in any of its forms violates the fundamental human right to life.

For full declaration, go to;  http://afjn.cua.edu/GRI/GRI-Declaration.cfm
At the WSSD (August - September 2002) the following resolutions were taken.

**************

300 Small-holder farmers, mostly from Africa, who held a Small Farmers Convergence, stated as the outcome of their meeting, that;

    * the rich knowledge, best practices and technologies developed by farmers should never be alienated from them as it forms the core of their existence and livelihood and that research should focus and build on this knowledge and practice and must respond to farmers` needs.

    * small-scale farmers have evolved systems of seed exchange and multiplication for future seasons and generations. This is key to food sovereignty at family and national levels.

    * they say NO to genetically modified foods, affirming that farmers do not need genetically modified seeds.and that their indigenous seeds are superior for their style of farming. Small scale farmers farm for people and not for industry;

******************

 The African Civil Society groups, composed of more than 45 African countries, responded to the GE Aid question in Africa by expressing in a statement their support of the Zambian and Zimbabwean governments and their people in rejecting GE contaminated food. They stated that their response to the crisis is to strengthen solidarity and self reliance within Africa and to reject the dumping of unwanted food and seed that compromises their markets and future generations.

********************

 At the Second South South Biopiracy Summit, the Johannesburg Declaration on Biopiracy, Biodiversity and Community Rights, called for an environment free of GMOs and a ban on the patenting of biological resources and knowledge It also called for the WTO members to amend TRIPs to reflect that life forms and living processes cannot be patented. It also declared that local communities, indigenous peoples and farmers are the custodians of biodiversity and have the inalienable basic right of access to biological resources from which they derive their livelihoods and that the privatisation of these resources are one of the major threats to food security.

African Scientists Urge GM Acceptance. August 2002.

For more information go to -

http://www.monsanto.co.uk/news/ukshowlib.phtml?uid=6662

A coalition of African scientists at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg has urged southern African countries to accept donations of genetically modified (GM) maize.

The declaration was presented by Kenyan scientist Florence Wambugu, executive director of A Harvest Biotech Foundation International, at a day-long side event last Saturday (31 August) organised by AfricaBio, a Johannesburg-based association that promotes biotechnology in the continent.

It follows the controversial decision by some southern African nations to reject US donations of maize, on the grounds that it might contain GM material (see Famine-stricken countries reject GM maize).

"The rejection of GM food by some African countries is not based on scientific data evidence of harm to human beings, animals or the environment," says the declaration. "As African scientists, we therefore consider it unethical and inhuman to play politics with the lives of people under the pretext that the food aid is unsafe because it is GM food."

GM foods will have a tremendous positive impact in Africa, where per capita food production is actually declining, so there is a clear imperative to increase yields, said Wambugu. 

But others had different objections. Nico Kruger of African Products, the continent‚s biggest commercial producer of glucose and starch, and its largest processor of maize, warned that there is limited demand for GM crops for industrial purposes. Consumer concerns over the possible health effects of the technology, particularly in regions such as Europe, reduce the export potential of such crops. 

www.itdg.org/html/advocacy/wssd_biotech_gmo.htm 

Statement of Solidarity with Southern African Nations Over GM Food and Crops

Delegates to the World Summit on Sustainable Development,

28 August 2002.

We the undersigned, as representatives or advocates of the people of the Global South, hereby declare our condemnation of the coercive techniques being used by the United States of America to force the nations and people of the South to accept genetically modified food in food aid shipments.

We condemn the United States' use of Food Aid as a tool of propaganda to force acceptance of GM food and crops by Southern nations on the eve of the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD). Peasant farmers and indigenous peoples in many Southern nations are opposing GM crops and condemning GM contamination of their land whilst the recipients of food aid are protesting the dumping of GM food that have not undergone independent safety testing.

We decry the bio-imperialism of dumping food aid in Africa, the endangerment of food sovereignty and security and the deviation from principles of self-determination*. It further subsidizes the US farm system, provides a handy market for dumping grain not wanted elsewhere and is a thinly disguised attempt to pollute the sub continent's grain stocks with patented genetically modified varieties.

We support the governments of Zambia and Mozambique for protesting about the inclusion of genetically modified shipments of maize in food aid. The United States' Department of State is clearly using emergency food aid shipments for starving people in southern Africa as a political tool to force acceptance of genetically modified foods. This exploitative policy makes it clear that the United States is not interested in staving off famine. The United States is forcing the people of southern African nations to accept genetically modified food aid or risk widespread starvation, and has been unwilling to listen to the legitimate concerns.

Genetically modified crops, such as GM coffee and Bt cotton - and the corporations that market them - will only exacerbate rural unemployment and social and economic inequalities, and spur further environmental degradation.

We encourage governments and people around the world to initiate a boycott of genetically modified food products from the United States to demonstrate support not only for southern African nations who are being used as political pawns in a dire situation, but to show support for all the countries of the world that have been threatened with trade sanctions by the United States for regulating or labeling genetically modified foods.

Finally, we urge governments of the world to reject the inclusion of any language in the WSSD declaration that presumes genetically modified foods will be a solution to world hunger.

 
NEPAD, the New Economic Program for African Development states in one of its objectives that "They (developed countries) have set up increasingly hostile operational mechanisms in the world economy, thus contributing to Africa's further exclusion."

Neil Sorensen http://www.iatp.org
USA attempting to use Church to force GMOs on Africa - Oct 2002

http://www.christian-ecology.org.uk/gm-africa.htm

At the Earth Summit 135 African Civil Society organisations issued a joint statement condemning attempts by the USA to use food aid programmes and the southern African famine to force African nations such as Zambia to accept the use of its Genetically Modified [GM] food and crops. USAID's policy has been condemned as a "GM or Death" ultimatum because the USA is refusing to let the World Food Programme buy abundant non-GM surpluses from neighbouring countries to alleviate the crisis.

At the same time four distinguished African spokesmen issued a statement "Why Africa SHOULD Reject GE Contaminated Food Aid" - they were Dr Tewolde Gebre Egziabher, Spokesperson for the African Biosafety Proposal; Fred Kalibiwane, Organizer of the Farmers Convergence; Million Belay, Steering Committee of the African Civil Society Group and Dr Lewanika, Scientific adviser to the Zambian government.

Another "Statement of Solidarity with Southern African Nations Over GM Food and Crops" was signed by 135 organisations from 39 nations around the world These nations see the undeclared dumping of unsellable GM crops via food aid as an extreme means of undermining the joint Biosafety regulations developed by African nations to regulate GMOs and safeguard their own food sovereignty. In 1998 all the Food and Agriculture Organisation spokespeople for the nations of Africa (except SA) declared "We.. ..strongly object that the image of the poor and hungry from our countries is being used by giant multinational corporations to push a technology that is neither safe, environmentally friendly, nor economically beneficial to us".

Patenting of Life Forms; Africa Group Postion at WTO on intellectual property.

African countries have taken the lead in arguing against the application of intellectual property rights to patenting life forms, and proposed alternate measures to protect rights to traditional knowledge and biological diversity. The Third World Network Info Service summarized new developments in the debate.

The full paper, distributed on June 11) is available on the website of the Third World Network (http://www.twnside.org.sg). Key excerpts on the African position are included here.

TRIPS (Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights) Council Debates Patents on Life, Traditional Knowledge and Article 27.3(b)

By Martin Khor, Third World Network Geneva, 6 June 2003

The World Trade Organisation's TRIPS Council on 4-5 June debated proposals on the three interconnected issues of the review of article 27.3(b) of the TRIPS agreement (dealing with biological materials), traditional knowledge and folklore, and the relationship between TRIPS and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD).


The Africa Group reiterated its position that the TRIPS Agreement should be amended to prohibit patents on all life forms, as such patents are contrary to the moral and cultural norms of many societies. It also stressed that the requirement to protect plant varieties should not in any way undermine but support Members' rights to public goals such as food security and poverty elimination. There is thus no basis to require Members to adopt inappropriate regimes for plant varieties protection.

It proposed that the WTO adopt a Decision on Traditional Knowledge which would establish a WTO Committee on traditional knowledge and genetic resources to oversee the protection of traditional knowledge and enforcement of rights of WTO Members.

The Group expressed concern that the review of TRIPS Article 27.3b has not been finalized and that the deadline of December 2002 set at Doha had passed. Protection of genetic resources and traditional knowledge will not be effective unless international mechanisms are established within the TRIPS framework. Other means, such as access contracts and data bases for patent examination, can only be supplementary to such international mechanisms which must contain an obligation on members collectively and individually to prohibit and prevent misappropriation of genetic resources and traditional knowledge.

"Patents on life forms are unethical and the TRIPS Agreement should prohibit them through modifying the requirement to provide for patents on micro-organisms and on non-biological and microbiological processes for the production of plants and animals. Such patents are contrary to the moral and cultural norms of many societies in Members of the WTO." ...

On possible areas of agreement, the Group wishes that delegations confirm a common understanding on the following:


* Members have the right and freedom to determine and adopt appropriate regimes in satisfying the requirement to protect plant varieties by effective sui generis systems. Such regimes may draw upon the ITPGR, the CBD, UPOV 1978 and the Africa Model Legislation on protecting local communities, farmers and breeders and the Regulation of Access to biological resources. Systems of protection should address local realities and needs. The Africa Model Legislation and Regulation of Access is one example of a sui generis system which was developed to protect the rights and knowledge of farmers, indigenous peoples and local communities, in a manner suiting the circumstances of Africa.

    * The non-commercial use of plant varieties and the system of seed saving and exchange as well as selling among farmers, are rights and exceptions that should be ensured as matters of important public policy to ensure food security and preserve the integrity of rural or local communities. 


While the legitimate rights of commercial plant breeders should be protected, these should be balanced against the needs of farmers and local communities. Any sui generis system should enable Members to retain their right to adopt and develop measures that encourage and promote the traditions of their farming communities and indigenous peoples in innovating and developing new plant varieties and enhancing biodiversity.

    * Traditional knowledge and inventions of local communities should be protected. It is important to develop international mechanisms ensuring equity in the use of genetic resources and traditional knowledge through appropriate international arrangements to supplement domestic laws and measures.

    * Genetic resources and traditional knowledge should be documented to assist searches and examining novelty and inventive step. 

On areas of disagreement, the Africa Group proposes the following:

    * Patenting life forms: The Group maintains its reservations about patenting any life forms. It proposes that "Article 27.3(b) be revised to prohibit patents on plants, animals, micro-organisms, essentially biological processes for the production of plants or animals, and non-biological and microbiological processes for the production of plants or animals." 

    * Misappropriation of genetic resources and traditional knowledge: Such misappropriation has taken the form of obtaining patents in developed countries inconsistent with the will of the communities and countries that have sovereignty over the resources. 

The Group paper noted efforts such as developing access contracts and databases for patent offices (used to examine patent claims for novelty, inventiveness and usefulness) that are being undertaken in WIPO but considered them inadequate as these do not amount to effective international mechanisms. ,,,


Where any invention is derived from traditional knowledge or based on in situ genetic resources of any member, then no intellectual property rights shall be granted in any member unless CBD requirements have been fully complied with. Members shall require in their laws that any IPRs granted in breach of this Decision shall be cancelled forthwith. No IPRs shall be granted without recognition of the traditional knowledge involved.

16 July 2003 – Maputo, Mozambique

MAPUTO DECLARATION

(African Civil Society Organisations)

To the Second Summit of the Heads of States and Governments of the African Union,

Maputo, Mozambique

4th- 12th July 2003

Inter alia, this was recommended -

Halt and reverse water privatisation, biopiracy planting of GMO and life patents through national laws, collective positions and strategies at the WTO, IMF and world bank, implementing their commitments to multilateral and regional environmental agreements, ensuring corporate accountability;

http://www.pambazuka.org/index.php?id=16150 (for full resolution)

Mzuzu Declaration, Malawi, December 2003.

Resolved, inter alia;

1. Knowledge gap.

GE issues are clouded by mystery. Multinationals engaged in GE research are compounding the problem further by refusing to have their research findings analysed by independent researchers. In addition, no empirical data exists to verify the safety of GMOs for human health, the environment, or food safety.

The knowledge gap is widened as scientists from developing countries where the GMO food aid is being dumped do not yet have the resources to assess the risks of GMO food aid and yet governments expect them to be advisors on the issue. On the other hand government relies on information from the promoters of GMOs, which may be highly biased.

The knowledge gap is further compounded by the fact that GMOs have not been debated and are being prematurely forced upon the region under the guise of Food Aid. Field trials on GMO technology are being conduced in some African countries on indigenous food, but on the assumption that GE would improve yield and pest resistance.


2. The long-term problem of food security

The complexities of the Food Security situation in Africa encompass a wide range of issues such as the wrong policies, distribution, maximization of resources and the use of low-tech alternatives. We feel that GMOs from developed countries should not be promoted as the magic wand solution to Africa‚s food crisis. Rather, the continent can address the subject in the long-term by exploring the innovative usage of local resources and promoting local varieties which have proved to be low-tech and highly pest resistant. Such modern agro-ecological approaches have already proved to significantly increase yields.


We are therefore concerned that GM crops will increase both the dependence and reliance on multinational seed companies and complicate the picture

further with high incidents or litigation as a result of violation of intellectual property rights by poor farmers in the region. GM crops may also reduce yields.

This scenario will in turn create food insecurity and severely disrupt traditional farming methods, which still prove to be reliable, and serve as the basis for a better and assured alternative to GMOs. The potential destruction of local varieties will propel the region further into crisis.

3. The freedom to choose

The Genetically Modified (GM) food is said to have been given as food aid since the late 90s. However this has been done without the prior informed consent of the recipient countries. The argument that is used is that either you eat GM food or you starve. Unfortunately, the same language has been copied at a national level.


As such:

We call on all governments in the region to respect the rights of all its citizens and create as much awareness as is currently possible on taking precaution on the issues of GMOs. We believe this can be achieved by enhancing the point of Prior Informed Consent particularly regarding food donations.

We support the recipient‚s country right to refuse GM food aid as is provided for in the Biosafety Protocol, and we call on all donors not to force Africa to choose between starvation and GM food when there are plenty non-GM Food, representing 93% of the world food.

We call for a concerted effort to adopt contextually relevant regulatory frameworks at both national and regional levels, regarding the introduction of GE seeds and foods. In this regard, the African Model law should serve as the route to achieving this goal.


In light of the fact that GM foods have found their way into the markets of Africa, we call for the enhancement and implementation of full and comprehensive labeling laws.


We believe that nations should be left free to apply the precautionary principle and choose aid that is appropriate, socially and culturally acceptable to its peoples. There is need for a consistent consultative process with civil society in the drafting or revision of protective legislation on GMOs.


4. Liability

We realize that scientific opinion is divided on the safety issues surrounding GM crops, especially when given unprocessed to hungry people as their staple food, people whose immune systems are weakened by illnesses such as HIV/AIDS.

In the absence of internationally agreed implications of GM food, we believe that legal liability for unforeseen consequences of GM food, currently being offered as aid, must be borne by the donor community.


5. Conclusion

We are very concerned that the worries about GM foods by recipient countries have been dismissed as trivial when weighed against the threat of starvation. This is false as GM food constitute only a small portion of the 7% of global (animal) feed/food in the world. The forcing of GM food on the poor countries does not recognize the community rights, the rights of the nations, the sustainable availability of local seed variety and long-term implications of genetic engineering.

We call on the western countries, whose consumers exercise the precautionary principle with regards to GM crops, to ensure that their agents act responsibly and deliver non-GM food aid to poor nations that need the assistance.


We call on like-minded people who were not present at the meeting in Malawi to join forces in campaigning against the dumping of GMO food (aid) in poor developing countries and support alternative breeding and production methods that benefit the poor. We are determined to see this issue through to the end.


6. Way forward

We will encourage scientists to improve on alternative breeding methods through, amongst others:

· Scientists using participatory, sustainable and farmer driven production and breeding.

· Raising awareness of scientists on deep concerns of GE technologies.

· Advocating for policy change in the biotechnology sector for the benefit of the people.

· Monitoring development research

· Pushing for corporate responsibility to account for their technology

· Calling on regional blocks e.g. SADC, AU, COMESA, ECOWAS etc to take a stand on GMOs.


We will continue to remind our national governments:

· To ensure that the people are provided with safe food.

· To respond quickly to indicators of food insecurity in order to plan properly.

· Not to accept GE dumping on their soils


We will continue to call on donors:

· To provide food aid without conditionalities

· To respect sovereignty of Rights of Nations

· To adhere to the international conventions on food aid

· That the UN Food Aid Agencies and others should not be conduits of GE Food dumping.

· To increase funding in farmer-driven research programmes; and encourage farmers to diversify their food production and preservation.


On Biosafety regulations, we will continue...

· to call on countries to enact Biosafety laws in line with the African Model Law on safety in bio-technology

· where Biosafety laws exist, the public should be made aware of.

· To encourage countries to ratify the Cartagena Protocol.

· To call for Labeling of all GM foods and products on the market

Signed in Lilongwe on December 14th 2003.

For more, go to;  www.peoplesearthdecade.org/articles/article.php?id=86
____________________________________________________________________

The Cape Town Declaration: Opposition to Biotech and Nanotech Spreads    

19 July 2004

Agreed, inter alia;

Having deliberated the nature and impact of converging technologies at the nano-scale, specifically nanotechnology/ atomtechnology, transgenic technology, digital information technology, human enhancement technologies, cognition technologies and genomics hereby note the following:

    * We affirm that these technologies should not proceed without the application of the precautionary principle.

    * We should not be seeking to define and solve our problems at the atomic scale but at the societal and cultural scale.

    * We oppose the reduction of life and matter to genes and atoms. We celebrate its diversity and complexity.

    * We call for a global moratorium on nanotechnology/ atomtechnology, transgenic technology, cognition manipulation, bionic human enhancement and genomics until these technologies are proven safe. They must undergo a full social, economic, environmental and health assessment with consideration of security and the effect on all communities. This requires explicit democratic consent.

    * In the case of nanotechnology/ atomtechnology such a moratorium must include a halt on laboratory use subject to agreed laboratory protocols.

    * We demand No Patents on life or the building blocks of matter, whether natural or modified. We completely condemn the extension of the Humane genome diversity project through the HAPMAP project and are alarmed that this has been taken further into Africa. It is anathema to our cultural values and must be stopped. We call on African governments, institutions and individuals not to collaborate with or legitimize this initiative.

    * We need to build, support and enhance culturally responsible science and technology for Africa that supports social justice and builds environmental sustainability. This must be accessible in all ways and supported for Africans of all genders, occupations, age, cultures and abilities including those from poor communities.

    * We recognize and affirm indigenous knowledge, technologies and languages and the need to halt and reverse their further erosion by converging technologies and corporate concentration.

    * We demand full and sincere disclosure of all information related to these new technologies. Those involved with these technologies are obliged to ensure transparency.

    * These emerging technologies should not be used to replace full corporate responsibility and liability for previous technologies and behaviours.

* African nations have a sovereign right to reject the imposition of these new technologies, In particular we call upon others to support the principled stand of Zambian Government not to allow its citizens and future to be endangered by genetically engineered crops.

    * Recognising the impact of these new technologies on all genders, abilities, occupations, cultures, ages and the poor, as part of civil society we affirm as a principle the demand of Disabled Peoples International “nothing about us without us”. We recognize that all have a right to define themselves and nobody has the right to define the “normal” state of being human.

    * We will try to involve the disability rights movements in all activities we organize and hold such events in places with access. We will ask the organizers of activities we attend to do likewise.

    * We strongly condemn international bodies such as WHO and CGIAR for refusing to protect people and the environment from the risks of transgenic crops and transgenic contamination of the worlds genetic diversity. We support and commend the NGO committee of CGIAR for deciding to freeze relations with CGIAR. These institutions should respect the precautionary principle rather than inverting the burden of proof.

    * We call on African governments to resist allowing cultural erosion of African values, environment, traditions and institutions by corporations and undemocratic institutions in exchange for dangerous technologies.

    * We are grateful for the progressive initiatives regarding these new technologies from by civil Society organizations. We call for continued African civil society exploration of the impacts of these technologies issues and express concern that neither our governments nor those developing these technologies have invited or involved public oversight. We resolve to exercise it anyway.

    * We demand the implementation of the content related to disabled people of the UNESCO World Conference on Sciences documents. We will also try to involve the disability rights movements in all activities we organize and hold such events in places with access. We will ask the organizers of activities we take part in to do likewise.

Declaration by the P7, including the voices of the worlds 7 poorest nations.

Nairobi (Kenya) from 23-26 April 2004. 

Declared, inter alia;

1.
 On the social and ecological responsibility of the Multinational Enterprises:  Different Codes of Conduct for transnational companies should be made binding, not just for TNC activity within the EU, but also in developing countries.

2.
 On GMOs and food sovereignty:  They demand respect for the right of farmers’ communities to conserve, exchange, distribute and improve their seeds and to exclude seeds and plants from Intellectual Property Rights Protection systems.  They point out that biotechnology is not the only solution to the problem of malnutrition, but that a holistic approach, including food sovereignty is imperative for a sustainable agricultural sector.

3.
 On Common Goods and Public Services: Taking note of the negative impact of privatization of common goods and services on the poorest sectors of their societies, they point out that privatization efforts are often counterproductive.

4.
 On NEPAD and EPA:  The P7 questions the underlying liberal vision of development and demands more involvement of African civil society so as to assure public ownership of NEPAD programs.

For full declaration; 

www.europe-ecologie.com/rubrique.php3?id_rubrique=46
African groups criticise U.S. over GMO food aid

Reuters, 4 May 2004

http://www.forbes.com/business/newswire/2004/05/04/rtr1358095.html

JOHANNESBURG, May 4 (Reuters) – 

Some 60 African farm campaigners  criticised the United States on Tuesday for what they said was  relentless pressure on Sudan and Angola to accept gene-altered food aid to avert hunger. 

In March Sudan imposed restrictions on the importation of genetically modified food aid, demanding that it be certified  as GM-free first, while Angola said it wanted all GM grains milled before shipment to its hungry. 

"Both decisions were strongly criticised by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) and the World Food Programme (WFP) and constant pressure has been applied in both countries to remove the restrictions," the groups said. 

"The scenario presented by WFP and USAID to these African countries is either they accept GM food or face dire consequences. These actions are totally unacceptable." 

Those who signed the statement were farmer, consumer, environment and development groups and included South Africa-based African  Centre for Biosafety and Biowatch, Friends of the Earth Nigeria,  Namibia's Earthlife Africa and Sudan's Ecoterra.  

A WFP spokesman in South Africa said the U.N. agency respected 

national legislation regarding gene-altered foods and had sought  alternatives when governments refused to accept GM food, as Zambia did in 2002. 

"We abide by a country's legislation. We have sent milled grains to countries that demanded it such as Zimbabwe and sent GM-free food to Zambia when it banned GM maize," Richard Lee, a WFP spokesman in South Africa, told Reuters. 

A USAID official was not available to comment. 

GM food aid is a controversial subject in southern Africa, where half a dozen countries faced severe food shortages in 2002 and  2003 mainly because of a drought and poor farm policies. 


The 14-member Southern African Development Community (SADC) 

recommends that its members accept milled GM grains. 

Food shortages in parts of Sudan are blamed on weather as well as two decades of civil war. The groups said they wanted Sudan,  Angola and other countries that faced shortages to be allowed choice in whether or not to accept GM food aid. 

Copyright 2004, Reuters News Service

To view the letter addressed by African NGOs to the WFP, and the new report

"GM Food Aid: Africa denied choice once again" see:

http://www.earthlife-ct.org.za/ct/index.php
DECARATION OF PEOPLES’ FORUM

KITA (MALI), 6TH – 10TH JUNE 2004

PREAMBLE – held As a counterpoint to the meeting of the head of states of the G8, reprentatives of social movements from Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Gambia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, DR. Congo, Tchad, Togo and also from Belgium, Canada, France and Switzerland, decided, inter alia; 

- The rejection of neo –liberal policies (NEPAD, ACP – UE, AGOA...) and the elaboration of strategies and policies based on the satisfaction of peoples’ needs.

- The acknowledgement for all countries of the rights or even the duties to protect their agriculture by importation taxes on basic food – stuffs.

- The rejection of GMO’s, the implementation of food sovereignty in a subregional frame and of a land policy adapted to the needs of peasant societies.

- The cessation of dumping (prices under production costs) and the installation of fair and equitable rules of international trade.

For full declaration, go to; 

http://www.agirici.org/HTML/PDF/Mobilisation/D%E9claration%20Kita%20english.pdf
16 July 2004. Press release.

A coalition of international mainstream environmental, consumer  and farmer groups today condemned the aggressive promotion of  GMOs as a solution to hunger in the world. The condemnation was  made public following an international conference held from 15  to 16 July  in Maputo, Mozambique on the topic of hunger, food  aid and GMOs. The Conference gathered over 100 representatives from more than 20 countries from Europe, America, Asia and Africa.

The coalition was particularly critical of the UN body on Food  and Agriculture (FAO) for its lenient report biased towards the multinationals’ as opposed to farmers and consumers interests. 

The report presents GMOs as a key mechanism to ending hunger and to improving food security in Africa and the rest of the world.

“Not only GMOs will not solve the problem of hunger, but they will worsen and complicate the hunger issue even further”, 

said the coalition. “FAO, through the publication of its biased report has betrayed the interest of farmers and consumers worldwide”.


The safety of genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs) has not been established beyond doubt and experience shows that the  production of GMOs only satisfies the interest of a minority  of big biotech corporations.


For more information:

Diamantino Niamposa, Via Campesina (+258) 820 238 844

Amadou Kanoute, Consumers International, (+263-4) 302 283

Anuradha Mittal, The Oakland Institute, (+1 510) 530 5126

Nnimmo Bassey, Friends of the Earth, (+234) 803 727 4395

Lim Li Lin, Third World Network, (+603) 230 025 85

The Thika Declaration on GMOs

Statement from the Kenya Small Scale Farmers Forum 

20 August, 2004

We, the Kenya Small Scale Farmers Forum leaders, representing crop farmers, pastoralists and fisherfolk, do declare today, August 20th 2004, that farming is our livelihood and not just a trade. Farming has been passed down from generation to generation, and is now threatened by Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs).

GMOs are a danger to food security and our indigenous gene pool. Patented GMO crops threaten farmers’ ability to save and share their indigenous seeds which have stood the test of time. Thus they will reduce our seed security and food security, without the long and short term effects on our health and environment being known. GMOs will hand control of our food systems to the multinational companies, who have created these seeds for financial gain, and not for our need.

These new seeds may create conflict between farmers due to the risks of cross pollination from GMO to non GMO crops leading to contamination between farms.

GMOs will increase costs for farmers. This new kind of agriculture has been produced using a complicated and expensive process called genetic engineering. To make their profits back from the farmers, the companies patent the GMO seeds, which leads to higher costs for farmers, who are then forbidden from saving and sharing their seeds for planting the following season. If the seeds fail, farmers are left in great destitution. The agrochemicals associated with GM crops will oblige farmers to pay the high prices set by the companies, and replace the need for paid farm labour, thereby threatening our livelihoods.


GMOs threaten Kenya’s environment. A clean environment is a fundamental right for all. GMOs on the contrary are contaminative, unfriendly to our biodiversity, and pose a threat to the existence of our indigenous seeds, to organic farming systems, and to human and animal health in general.

Our government is being arm-twisted to accept GMOs by multinationals, without considering the effects on small scale farmers.

Small scale farmers in Kenya should be included in policy formulation on agriculture research and food security. Government should invest in irrigation, improvement of infrastructure, appropriate technologies, marketing, subsidies, credit, farm inputs and better rangeland management, and NOT ON GMOs.

We believe that God created life, and no one can own it, not even Monsanto, Syngenta or other multinational companies. We therefore reject all GMOs in agriculture, and call upon the Kenyan government to respect our indigenous expertise. Therefore to be able to fully understand the effects of GMOs on our livelihoods, health and environment, we demand a twenty-year moratorium on GMOs in Kenya.

For more information go to; 

www.grain.org/research/contamination.cfm?id=161
NECOFA – North South Dialogue.

The Kumasi Declaration on Ecofarming in Africa, Kumasi, Ghana, 

Oct 8 2004.

Declared, inter alia; 

*
That Africans are indirectly forced to accept GMO’s, which is the main cause of genetic erosion, and loss of biodiversity.

 *
3. There must be a moratorium on the commercialization of GMOs until

      a) bio safety regulations and policies are in place.

      b) all environmental and health risk issues are properly and adequately assessed by competent and independent commissions.

http://www.necofa.org/108.0.html#601
African consumers demand South Africa label GM foods, Lusaka.

21 Novemer 2004. Angola Press.

African Consumers attending a conference on Biotechnology and Food Security in Lusaka have agreed to lobby in and outside Africa with interested groups to ensure that South Africa complies with the labelling of all foods containing genetically modified organisms.

Briefing journalists Wednesday at the conclusion of the three-day Conference, the director of the Consumer International`s regional office for Africa, Amadou Kanoute told journalists that they are fighting for is the right to information so that everybody knows what goods they are buying and consuming.

He said the consumers want South Africa, which produces GM food to make it

mandatory to label all goods whether they are for sale or aid for people to make informed choices.

"Unfortunately South Africa which is producing GM food in the region is not labelling the food. The Consumers movement will start lobbying various groups including regional economic groupings and the African Union to make it mandatory for South Africa to label all GM food," Kanoute emphasised.

He explained that his organisation wants to prevent a dangerous situation

where South Africa`s GM food crosses borders of neighbouring countries

opposed to GM food as this may contaminate local produce of other countries.

Kanoute also said that the Consumers International would lobby to de-link

food aid and lending of money by international donors so that recipient

countries are given a choice of where to buy their relief food.

He singled out the US government that had put a condition to its 50 million

dollars aid relief to Zambia which, it said would be effected only if the

Zambian government buys the maize from the US. Zambia has since rejected the

aid since the US offered GM maize only.

"This is unethical aid. Ethics must be exercised by all key donors, who

should provide aid and ask recipient countries to source for food from

wherever they want to," Kanoute pointed out.

The conference, which ended Wednesday, debated other issues, including the

role and status of biotechnology in Africa and biotechnology in relation to

economic issues and trade. 

http://www.angolapress-angop.ao/noticia-e.asp?ID=147657
The Hartebeestpoort Declaration; SA Council of Churches

March 14-17, 2005,

Agreed, inter alia, that;

The present economic system with its inequalities, unfair trade practices, agricultural subsidies and WTO regulations favour the already wealthy. It is the cause of massive suffering and poverty among people and the destruction of our natural environment. 

We call for control of food production to be in the hands of our people, rejecting its manipulation by multinational corporations. We therefore appeal for transparency, and a moratorium on the further use of GMO seeds and crops, applying the precautionary principle.

We call for full public participation in environmental decision making. For example, we should not have to resort to courts of law to be heard over GMO’s and the pebble bed nuclear reactor.

17th March 2005

www.diakonia.org.za/environmental%20justice%20programme/Media%20Release.doc
Environmental Rights Action (Friends of the Earth) Group, Nigeria, resolved, inter alia, on Jun 23, 2005;

While urging African countries to be cautious and learn from other countries before introducing GMO crops, FoE, Africa demands:

    * Complete moratorium on GMOs in Africa until their safety for environment, health and socio-economic conditions are established,

    * adoption and implementation by African countries of strict, comprehensive, and genuinely participatory democratic laws on GMOs,

    * African countries ratification and implementation of the Cartegena Protocol on Bio-safety and the adoption of the African Model Law on Safety in Biotechnology as a minimum standard,

    * Democratic and qualitative public participation in decision making in the matter, and the guarantee public access to information,

    * African governments to reject the dumping of GMOS in Africa under the guise of food aid, and Rejection of the commodisation, privatization and patenting of agricultural seeds. For more information go to; www.eraction.org/index.php?page=modules&name=articles&action=view&artid=30
CIVIL SOCIETY STATEMENT AT THE CLOSING OF THE ECOWAS (ECONOMIC COMMUNITY OF WEST AFRICAN STATES) MINISTERIAL CONFERENCE ON BIOTECHNOLOGY IN WEST AFRICAN AGRICULTURE

Bamako, 24 June 2005

Statement of peasants' organisations, consumers' associations, the Mali Coalition for the Protection of Genetic Heritage and the Francophone African Coalition for the Protection of Genetic Heritage.

Civil society groups have expressed their reservations about genetic modification (GM) among the tools of biotechnology and wish to inform the ECOWAS Ministers as well as African and international public opinion of the reasons underlying this position.

 
WE DENOUNCE AND WE REJECT:

1. the patenting of life, which comes with GM, because it dispossesses small-scale African producers and violates their economic and cultural rights

2. the absence of labelling of GM products, which violates consumers rights to information

3. the lack of any mechanism for traceability in our countries, which prevents us from identifying the source of any eventual problem brought on by GM

 
WE DEMAND:

4. the recognition of liability of producers/users of GM technology with regard to any damage to the environment or human health, in conformity with the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety

5. that the adoption of any innovation using genetic modification be postponed in the long term (10 years) to allow different actors to build their capacities in terms of verifying the absence of risk from GMOs

These five recommendations were the subject of intense debate between civil society and experts both at the plenary session of the Ministerial Conference and in the working groups. However, they have been left out of the final report that is being officially submitted to the ECOWAS Ministers.

 
SIGNED:

* West African Network of Peasant Organisations and Producers (ROPPA) / West African Network of Chambers of Agriculture (RECAO)

* Consumers International

* Mali Coalition for the Protection of Genetic Heritage

* Francophone Africa Coalition for the Protection of Genetic Heritage

----------

CONTACT

Ibrahim Ouedraogo, General Secretary of INADES-Formation, Abidjan

15, Avenue Jean Mermoz-Cocody 08 B.P. 8 Abidjan 08, Côte d'Ivoire

Tél.: (225) 22 40 02 16

Fax : (225) 22 40 02 30

ibrahim.ouedraogo@inadesfo.org
 National Workshop by Civil Society on Genetically Modified Organisms. 

Yaoundé, Benedictine Monastery . 29-30 July 2005

Resolved, inter alia;

* We, organizations of civil society in Cameroon, research organizations and researchers, gathered in Yaoundé on 29-30 July 2005,

* Led by the process initiated by the Centre for Environment and Development (CED/FOE Cameroon) to monitor the policies and practices concerning Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) in Cameroon,

* Taking into account that GMO pose a real danger to people’s health and the environment as well as to the socio-economic balance of our country

After analysis of the situation and legislation on GMO in Cameroon,

WE DECLARE/DEPLORE: CONCERNING LAWS AND REGULATIONS RELATIVE TO GMO:

* the permissiveness in the legislation on security issues related to modern biotechnology;

* the lack of rules and regulations for the implementation of the legislation and the weak application of the existing laws

CONCERNING ACCESS TO INFORMATION

• the poor dissemination of the legislation on modern biotechnology in Cameroon

• the difficulties in obtaining information from authorities and research institutions

CONCERNING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE DISCUSSION

• the little concrete involvement from civil organizations

• the poor collaboration between the authorities and civil society

• the disregard for opinions prevailing among civil society

• the weak implication of the public and other active segments of civil society in decision-making procedures

CONCERNING CAPACITY BUILDING

• the lack of institutional and technical knowledge/competence at the national levels in matters of GMO

CONCERNING RESOURCES

• the inadequacy of human resources

• the lack of material and financial resources

CONCERNING FOOD AID

• the questionable origin and quality of food aid  for Cameroon

• the calling into question of food aid as solution to hunger issues in the country

CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE IMPORTS

• the arbitrary character of the control on agricultural food stuffs at the port of entry

• the monopoly of a foreign agency in the current control system

• the absence of state institutions in control activities

CONCERNING CONSUMER RIGHTS

• the lack of information on offered food products

• the absence of systematic and honest labelling of products

IN LIGHT OF THE ABOVE, WE RECOMMEND:

For the Government:

• to officially forbid the production, importation and marketing of GMO in Cameroon until these products have proven to be harmless

• to engage with civil society in a reflection for the revision of the current law on modern biotechnology

• to accelerate the elaboration and publication of the regulations on the implementation of the current law on modern biotechnology

• to actively implicate civil organizations in the elaboration and finalization of any rules that are currently being drafted

• to widely disseminate information on GMO by engaging civil society organizations

• to equip itself with the human and material means needed  for the systematic and effective control of food imports, in particular of GMO

• to establish a permanent and formal platform of dialogue with civil society on questions concerning the protection of the environment in general, and on GMO in particular

• to develop and put in place sustainable alternatives to food aid (development of transport infrastructures, dissemination of information  on agro biological techniques…etc)

• to enforce the systematic labelling  of  products with the mention of “contains..” or “does not contain GMO” or “(not) manufactured from GM products”

•to demand the suspension of the African Panel of Biotechnology put in place by the African Union, until its  mandate is publicly debated to ensure an equitable representation of all the actors

*
For research organisations

•to suspend all in-the-field g GMO trials as long as their harmlessness has not been proven, and rather develop  agro-biological cultivating methods , which are healthy and take the environment into consideration.

* 
For food processing companies

• to steer away from using  GMO and/or GMO-based ingredients in their production processes

•to respect the laws that regulate the norms and labelling of food products

AS FOR US, WE COMMIT OURSELVES:

•to form a network to monitor GMO in Cameroon

•to put in place in a short time frame the action plan elaborated during this workshop to ensure the continuity of the underlying initiative

•to organize sensitisation campaigns on GMO and its dangers throughout the country

•to contribute to the development of human resources on matters related to GMO

•to publicize the activities currently undertaken by organizations that scrutinize the issue of GMO

•to undertake lobbying and public advocacy to protect the consumers’ interests and to plead for the revision of the current law on GMO, and the implementation of its rules and regulations to strengthen the collaboration with research institutions

•to approach the organizers of the national workshop on NEPAD with the request  for GMO to be put on the agenda with  discussions  about, among others, the suspension of the African Panel of Biotechnology

•to make a   list of all civil organizations with mention of their contact addresses present at this workshop and send it on to the Government and to research institutions in the hope of more formal discussions.

 Yaounde, 30th July 2005.

AFRICAN FARMERS SAY GM CROPS ARE NOT THE WAY FORWARD

From the International Institute for Environment & Development (IIED)

Ordinary cotton-growers and other farmers have voted against introducing

 genetically-modified crops in a "citizens jury" in Mali, which is the

 world's fourth poorest country. Instead, the jurors proposed a package of

 recommendations to strengthen traditional agricultural practice and support

 local farmers.

The five day event (25-29 January) took place in Sikasso in the south of the

 West African country, where two-thirds of the country's cotton is produced.

 Mali is the largest producer of cotton in sub-Saharan Africa, largely grown

 by smallholder farmers whose livelihoods depend on it.

Birama Kone, a small farmer on the 43-strong jury, said: "GM crops are

 associated with the kind of farming that marginalises the mutual help and

 co-operation among farmers and our social and cultural life."

Basri Lidigoita, a woman farmer on the jury, said: "We do not ever ever want

 GM seeds. Never."

Brahim Sidebe, a medium-size farmer on the jury, said: "Farmers do not want

 GM crops and do not want public research to work on GM technology in Mali."

The jurors cross-examined 14 international witnesses representing a broad

 range of views on this controversial issue. These included biotech

 scientists, agencies such as the Food and Agriculture Organisation and

 farmers from South Africa and India with first-hand experience of growing GM

 crops.

African countries are under increasing pressure from agribusiness to open

 their markets to GM crops and industrialise their farming sector, but the

 continent remains divided in its response. South Africa and Mali's neighbour

 Burkina Faso have allowed the introduction of GM, but Benin has said no.

Though the jurors' decision is not binding, it is expected to influence the

 future direction of agricultural policy in Mali and across the region where

 most people rely on subsistence farming.

The citizens jury was hosted by the regional government (Assemblee Regionale

 de Sikasso) and, to ensure a fair process, it was designed and facilitated

 by the London-based International Institute for Environment and Development

 (IIED) and RIBios, the University of Geneva's Biosafety Interdisciplinary

 Network, together with a wide range of local partners in Mali.

IIED's Dr Michel Pimbert said: "This initiative is about making the

 agriculture agenda more directly responsive to African people's priorities

 and choices. It is vital that we redress the current democratic deficit in

 which governments and big agri-food corporations have far more say than

 farmers and other citizens about how land is used, and what crops are grown.

 We must all recognise that local people have the right to decide the food

 and farming policies they want. This citizens jury has provided a safe space

 for farmers to reach an informed, evidence-based view on this complicated

 and often controversial issue, which can then be amplified to

 policy-makers."

Kokozie Traore, President, Assemblee Regionale Sikasso, said: "This citizen

 space for democratic deliberation has allowed farmers to learn about the

 potential risks and benefits of GM in the context of Malian farming. As a

 learning process it has created many synergies between all actors in our

 province, from the very local to the regional level. The citizens jury has

 been an eye-opening process and has made possible a cross-fertilisation of

 local, regional and international opinions on GM and the future of farming."

One of the local organisers, Dr Togola, Research Director of the Sikasso

 Agricultural Research Station, said: "I am very satisfied. I know that

 during the last five days our farmers have been sufficiently informed and

 empowered to make the choices that best suit them on GM and farming

 options."

http://www.urban75.com/Action/genetix15.html
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