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COMPILATION OF SUBMISSIONS ON POTENTIAL SOCIO-ECONO MIC IMPACTS OF
GENETIC USE RESTRICTION TECHNOLOGIES (GURTS) ON IND IGENOUS AND LOCAL
COMMUNITIES

Note by the Executive Secretary

1. In decision VII/16 D, paragraph 4, the Conferendethe Parties requested the Executive
Secretary to compile information provided by Partend indigenous and local communities on the
potential socio-economic impacts of genetic ustioti®n technologies and submit the compilatiortite

Ad Hoc Open-ended Inter-Sessional Working GroupAoticle 8(j) and Related Provisions of the

Convention at its fourth meeting.

2. SBSTTA recommendation X/11 requested that thecHtve Secretary notify Parties, other
Governments, indigenous and local communities, lbiwldlers farmers’ organizations, organizations and
other relevant stakeholders to present new comnmenthe Potential Impacts of genetic Use Restrictio
Technologies (GURTs) on Smallholder Farmers, Intdiges and Local Communities and Farmers’
Rights and present these directly to the next ap@t® meeting of the Working Group on Article 8(j)
and Related provisions to ensure the widest andt mpgo-date information be considered at that
meeting in order to assist the consideration aféssunder the mandate of the Working Group on lrtic
8(j) and Related Provisions. In response to tlgsiest, the Secretariat sent out Notification 2089#26
April 2005, inviting new comments on this issue.

3. The Executive Secretary is circulating herewdtttompilation of submissions received from
Parties, other Governments, indigenous and locatnmanities, smallholder farmers’ organizations,
organizations and other relevant stakeholdersupnitgo these requests.

* UNEP/CBD/WG8J/4/1.
l...

For reasons of economy, this document is printeal limited number. Delegates are kindly requesteoring their copies to meetings and
to request additional copies
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I SUBMISSIONS FROM PARTIES

[07 July 2005]
MEXICO [SUBMISSION: SPANISH]

Unidad Coordinadora de Asunisrnacionales
UCAI/241005
México, D.F, a 21 de junio de 200
SECRETARIA DE MEDIO AMBIENTE
Y RECURSOS NATURALES
SR. HAMDALLAH ZEDAN
SECRETARIO EJECUTIVO DEL CONVENIO SOBRE LA DIVERSAD BIOLOGICA
PRESENTE

Me permito hacer referencia a la notificacibn SCBDIM/DCM/va/48601 del Secretariado del
Convenio sobre Diversidad Biolégica, mediante lal @olicita a las Partes presenten informacion auev
respecto a los Impactos Potenciales del Uso Genétlas Restricciones Tecnoldgicas (GURTS) en los
derechos de los pequefios propietarios, granjerdigianas y comunidades locales, al respecto comaento
usted que México no cuenta con informacion inésitare el tema, sin embargo cabe destacar la stguien
informacion sobre el tema:

México ha estado en contra de las tecnologias steca@dn de uso genético y uno de los argumentos
técnicos mas fuertes a favor de mantener la mdmat@rla experimentacion en campo y a la
comercializacion de GURTS es que una vez aprobadasue se estan desarrollando actualmente, serian
estos los que se utulizarian y el estado del arte Hiotecnologia enfocado al desarrollo de attétodos

de bio-contencidn dejaria de impulsarse.

Muchos de los posibles impactos negativos ideatifas del uso de las GURTS estan en funcién del tipo
de agricultura que se tiene en determinada redloestro pais cuenta con una gran proporcion de la
poblacion rural que realiza actividades agricolagpemuenia escala, lo cual involucra préacticas

tradicionales como el intercambio de semillas asia seleccionar y guardar semillas para la sigeient

temporada de siembra, estos escenarios son mugrahlas a la introduccién involuntaria de algunos

tipos de GURTSs.

Por ultimo nuestro pais desea enfatizar la necgslddlevar a cabo mas investigacion sobre el @so d
GURTSs asi como un enfoque de “caso por caso” pasmdisis de los riesgos y beneficios de estas
tecnologias. Nuestro pais se ha pronunciado emacaiet las modificaciones genéticas en maiz que
puedan limitar su consumo como alimento humanoize tina declaracién al respecto en la Primera
COP-MOP, en Malasia 2004.

Sin otro particular, le reitero la seguridad decomsideracion mas alta y distinguida.
Atentamente,
EL TITULAR
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Translation 1/

Paragraph 2:

"Mexico has been against genetic use restricti@hnelogies and one of the most strong technical
arguments in favor of maintaining the moratorium tbé experimentation in the field and of the
commercialization of GURTSs is that once those #rat currently being developed are approved, these
would be the ones that will be used and the sththesart of the biotechnology focused on the
development of other methods of bio-containmentld/ont longer be promoted.

Paragraph 3:

Many of the possible identified negative impactsh&f use of GURTSs are based on the type of aguieult
that a region posses. Our country has a great gropaf rural population that carry out agricubiir
activities on small scale, which involve traditibnaractices like the exchange of seeds as well as
selecting and keeping seeds for the following ph@nseason, these scenarios are very vulneratiteeto
involuntary introduction of some types of GURTS.

Paragraph 4:

Lastly, our country wishes to emphasize the negegsicarry out more research on the use of GURTSs a
well as an approach of "case by case" for the aigabf the risks and benefits of these technolo@es
country has expressed its opposition against thetgemaize modifications that could limit its huma
consumption.”

Il. SUBMISSIONS FROM INDIGENOUS AND LOCAL COMMUNITI ES

[30 SEPTEMBER 2005]
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES OF CUSCO, PERU [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

Cusco 27 September 2005
Mr. Hamdallah Zedan
Executive Secretary of the Convention on Biologlaadersity
United Nations Environment Programme
413 St-Jacques Street, 8th floor, Office 800
Montreal, Quebec, Canada, H2Y 1N9

Ref: SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601 "Advice on the Repofttiee Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on
Genetic Use Restriction Technologies".

Dear Mr Zedan,

We are witting to you in reference to the CBD Staniat notification SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601 of 26
April 2005 titled “Advice on the Report of the Adol Technical Expert Group on Genetic Use
Restriction Technologies”. In response to your esfjio present new comments on the Potential Irapact
of Genetic Use Restriction Technologies (GURTSs) Smallholder Farmers, Indigenous and Local
Communities and Farmers’ Rights we present thisngsgion to you and kindly request to be referred to
the next meeting of the Working Group on Articlg) &nd Related Provisions to take place in Granada,
Spain in February 2005 to ensure that our viewsh@nmatter contribute to the widest and most up-to
date information to be considered at that meetimyassist the consideration of issues under thelatan

of the Working Group on Article 8(j) and Related#sions.

We, indigenous peoples from the Andean farming canities of Cochamoco, Chuachua, Charcapata,
Quico, Pinchimuro, Pucarumi, Pampacancha, Mahuay@olpac'ucho, Challmachimpana, Colca -

u This is an unofficial, courtesy translation prei by the SCBD.
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Yanatile, Hatun Qeros, Choquecancha, Lares, Cadbothayoc, Rosaspata, Chawaytire, Sacaca,
Pampallagta, Amaru, Paru Paru, Cuyo Grande, Upi$iauro, and Tinke in the districts of Pisaq,
Paucartambo, Ausangate, Tinke, Lares, and Yanatilee department of Cuzco, Peru, concerned about
the potential impacts of Genetic Use Restrictiorchmlogy (GURTS) on indigenous biocultural
heritage, food systems, and livelihoods, convenedaimeeting that brought together seventy-one
indigenous leaders and community members from sikicts and twenty-six communities from six
districts in the department of Cusco, Peru,, on2ih and 27th of September 2005 in Choquecancha in
the district of Lares, Peru to analyze and debadeénous peoples issues and concerns with ret@ards
Terminator, sign this Declaration of Indigenous [tes of Cuzco, Peru on the Potential Impacts of
Terminator as submission to the Convention on HBjcl Diversity’s notification to indigenous
organizations “Advice on the Report of the Ad Haeclinical Expert Group on Genetic Use Restriction
Technologies” (Ref: SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601).

As traditional indigenous farmers we are unitediééend our livelihoods which are dependant on seeds
obtained from the harvest as a principal sourcgeefl to be used in subsequent agricultural cy€ls.
tradition of seed conservation underpins Andean Aamézonian biodiversity and livelihood strategies,
the traditional knowledge and innovation systemstamarily administered by indigenous women who
have made such biodiversity and livelihood straegdossible and indigenous cultural and spiritual
values that honor fertility and continuity of life.

Having analyzed and discussed our issues and amnabout Terminator, we would like to bring to your
attention the following potential impacts of Term@iar on our human rights, livelihoods, and cultlass
result of its voluntary or involuntary introductianto traditional indigenous agricultural systems:

0 Loss of Indigenous Biodiversity: Andean and Amazonian biodiversity, both domestitate
and wild, is put at risk for contamination througkne flow from Terminator crops, and, as
Terminator seeds would not be 100% sterile in #eosd generation, this risk is great.
Indigenous farmers who save the seeds of contagainatrieties for replanting may find that
a percentage of their seeds do not germinate, fialtgrtranslating into significant yield
losses. Such contamination could cause farmerss® tfrust in their own seed stock, turn
their backs on traditional varieties, and increglsirdepend on the purchase of Terminator
varieties for harvest security so that they canrajutee at least one germination period.
Similarly, the introduction of foreign genes intoaultivated varieties through gene flow
from Terminator could irreversibly alter the wildneties on which indigenous peoples have
traditionally depended for important medicines éoad. As a center of origin for potatoes,
Peru is home to over 2,000 varieties of potatoesisieonsidered one of twelve megadiverse
countries where 70% of the world’s biodiversityides. Biodiversity forms the basis of
global food security and sovereignty for peopled anmmunities around the world. The
spread of Terminator to indigenous agriculturalteys in Peru could force indigenous
farmers to abandon their traditional role as stewanf biodiversity and in doing so threaten
current and future global food security. Considgtimat Terminator patents on potatoes have
recently been claimed (Syrgenta, US Patent 6,700,8&rch, 2004), the introduction of
GURTS to Peru presents a high risk for irreparabletamination of this center of origin of
potato.

o Erosion of Indigenous Knowledge and Innovation Sysims: Traditional knowledge and
innovation systems of Andean and Amazonian indigenpeoples are built around seed
saving and seed exchange between plant breeddisulgaly as evidenced by the extensive
crop and seed exchanges at the popular weeklyrmaatdkets in the communities of Qachin,
Choquecancha, Lares and Wakawasi in the distridtanés. Terminator technology would
have a concrete impact on these knowledge systgneopardizing the availability of fertile
seeds for collective exchange and breeding. As rssempuence of Terminator, the very

/...
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processes of adaptive interaction between man ladcclimatically complex Andean and
Amazonian ecosystems which has allowed for theutiosl and current vitality of a highly
specialized body of indigenous knowledge would bealyzed. Indigenous peoples hold as
their responsibility the perpetuation of the knodge of their ancestors for the benefit of
their descendents. Terminator technology attac&sgmt and future Quechua generations by
jeopardizing the perseverance of this knowledge. &Nwestral knowledge exists in
indigenous communities concerning the use of tramisgcrop varieties which means that
indigenous farmers would be at a loss for how tfeatifvely cultivate such varieties.
Furthermore, since indigenous communities trustféiide seeds and associated knowledge
which have proven effective and reliable for thesiicestors, the introduction of Terminator,
which is difficult to distinguish from actually fidle seeds, is an assault on indigenous
knowledge systems and indigenous farmers” faithair collective intellectual heritage.

Loss of Food SovereigntyTo achieve food security, indigenous peoples incGutepend

on the exchange of diverse foods between diversgeaglogical zones that are found at
different altitudes along the eastern slopes offthdes which connect the Peruvian Sierra to
the Peruvian Amazon. The barter markets in thed ¥aley, for example, are supplied by
potatoes and other carbohydrate-rich Andean tufsers the high-altitude agroecological
zone, called thepuna while corn and other sources of essential amitidsa like quinoa,
arrive from the mid-altitude agriecological zondedthekeshuaFinally, indigenous traders
carry vitamin-rich fruits and spiritually signifiodcoca leaves to the barter markets from the
low-altitude jungle agroecological zone called thenga Terminator seeds would have a
concrete impact an these barter markets and foeeraignty because fertile seeds would
become decreasingly available for the collectiveeding and sowing which makes the food
diversity found at these barter markets possihletiermore, though these barter markets are
traditionally important loci for the exchange oftfie seeds, the introduction of Terminator
would cause indigenous traders to distrust thesd s@change systems due to the risk of
receiving infertile seeds from Terminator crops.eTérosion of the barter markets, seed
exchange practices, and a diverse food supply wioglgase food insecurity and impact the
general health of Andean and Amazonian indigencesples. Additionally, the genetic
contamination or unintentional use of Terminatadsecould result in immediate yield losses
and food insecurity for individual indigenous famsie

Erosion of Human Rights of Indigenous PeoplesThe human right of self-determination
implicates the right of indigenous peoples to feodereignty and food security. Terminator
would have a concrete impact on the right of indmes peoples to self-determination by
eroding biodiverse systems and associated tradltiimowledge systems which provide for
food sovereignty and food security in indigenousety.

Erosion of Local Economy: Both unable to and often uninterested in produdirgthe
formal market where the value of their crops isyMew, indigenous peoples have developed
alternative systems of administration, productidistribution and consumption of goods and
services that are autonomous from the formal mark&hese Andean and Amazonian
economies are based on mutual care between indigenommunities and guided by
ancestral principles of reciprocity and solidamtitich govern the exchange of crops, seeds
and knowledge. In the case of Lares Valley, studaage shown that the flow of goods in the
barter markets is significantly greater than tloainid in urban (non-indigenous) markets. In
fact, the extent of the exchange of nutritious ®add medicinal plants among Lares Valley
populations is so vast that these barter practces in effect, subsidizing the healthcare
system provided by the state. Terminator seeds dvbalve a concrete impact on this
economy by paralyzing traditional seed exchangdesys which depend on continuous
cycles of seed germination thereby eroding the ibérdity, traditional knowledge, and
/...
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associated local employment that underpin the lecahomy. The resulting dependency on
the purchase of Terminator seeds to guarantee $taggeurity would contribute to the further
disintegration of the local economy and consummtite extension of the formal,
multinational economy into indigenous communitiestiie form of the Terminator seed
market. Since indigenous farmers lack the finanmalources to prevail in this economy,
migration of indigenous peoples to urban centeredpes of seeking alternative livelihood
strategies would increase, thereby aggravatingnuabd rural poverty.

Marginalization of Women: In indigenous Andean and Amazonian society, women a
traditionally responsible for seed administratiomiet includes seed selection, storage,
sowing, and refinement across agricultural cycleswaell as the transmission of seed
knowledge to their children. In short, it is themen who are the traditional breeders of new
plant varieties, and it is the women who are largedsponsible for the tremendous
agrobiodiversity that exists today in Peru. Terrtongeeds would have a concrete impact on
the role of women in indigenous society by intetingp or altogether eliminating the practice
of seed saving, rendering the traditional seed kedge of indigenous women inoperative
and worthless. Without the traditional respect eded to indigenous women for their seed
expertise their social standing would plummet, atiy would suffer immediate
marginalization in indigenous society. The traditibroles and responsibilities of Andean
and Amazonian indigenous women would inevitablydseed to change.

Disruption of Indigenous Cultural and Spiritual Val ues: According to the worldview of
Andean and Amazonian indigenous peoples, all thingsature including humans, animals,
plants, soils, waters, winds, and valleys are iatety interconnected and form a unified
whole of cultural and spiritual significance call¢lde Pachamama(Mother Earth). For
indigenous peoples, demonstrating respect for Rlaehamama for example, through
offerings at the beginning of the agricultural @ah August, is fundamental for ensuring
high agricultural production and fertility for tlyear to come. Accordingly, concepts such as
fertility and continuity of life are central to ifgknous belief systems. Terminator seeds
would concretely have an impact on indigenous caltand spiritual values and way of life
by injecting the experience of seed infertility aparenness into a cultural context where
such phenomena are unprecedented and inexplid¢htiie Pachamamareviously explained

a process by which life continuously and reliatdplenishes itself, the introduction of sterile
offspring of Terminator plants into indigenous stgiwould precipitate a reconceptualization
by indigenous peoples of tiachamamaand the workings of nature. A realization of the
existence of sterile seeds in the natural orderavoast a dark cloud over indigenous society
which traditionally hopes and prays for fertilitgcacontinuity of life. In addition, the loss of
traditional varieties resulting from a new depertdenon Terminator technology could mean
the disappearance of those varieties which haveifgpeeremonial and ritual significance.
During the Quechua marriage ceremony, for exanipkehole andsuytuvarieties of potato
symbolize woman and man, respectively, and are iitapbfor bringing the bride and groom
together in happy union. Specific varieties areneused in ancestral rituals not only to
evaluate the current well being of the Pachamamaalso as means by which to predict the
future. Terminator technology puts the biodiversithich sustains a myriad of indigenous
customs such as these ones at risk.

Loss of access to seeds and disappearance of indggs agriculture: For centuries
indigenous peoples in the Andes and the Amazon Hapended on conserving seeds from
the harvest for use in subsequent agriculturalesyahd for diffusion among social networks
of exchange determined primarily by kinship bontiserefore, for indigenous peoples the
ownership of seeds is fundamentally collectiveagmangement which harnesses the creative
potential of group (as opposed to individual) afoto breed plant varieties and adapt to

/...
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complex Andean and Amazonian climactic conditidrexminator technology is the ultimate
form of intellectual property protection which seek claim private ownership over forms of
life. This approach to seed ownership—private gsoepd to collective—not only clashes
strikingly with an indigenous worldview, but threas to supplant traditional seed ownership
arrangements. Terminator seeds would have a cenionpict on indigenous farmers’ access
to seeds by creating a dependency on the purcligswately-owned Terminator seeds once
indigenous farmers lose faith in their own seecalst®ince indigenous farmers lack the
financial resources to sustain such a dependehey, dccess to seeds would be limited and
they would be forced to seek alternative livelihagichtegies. Migration to urban centers
would increase while indigenous agriculture wouldidish.

Considering the impacts indicated above we expregaiblicly our most strong rejection to any type

of development, commercialization, and/or field tagng of Terminator technology.

In response to the request from the CBD Secretimidinew comments” on GURTS so that it has “the

widest and most up-to-date information” for consadien,

We respectfully propose:

o That the Working Group on Atrticle 8(j) of the CBiform the & Conference of the Parties of

the CBD (COPS8) in Brazil (March 2006) of the darsgef GURTS to biodiversity, traditional
knowledge systems, and local and global food sgcas well as of the numerous potential
impacts of Terminator on indigenous peoples if vald to enter traditional indigenous
agricultural systems.

That the Parties to the COP8 thoroughly revied eonsider the conclusions of the “Ad Hoc
Technical Expert Group report on the potential iotpaf genetic use restriction technologies on
smallholder farmers, indigenous and local commesiit{AHTEG report)

That the Parties to the COP8 strengthen the nessdation of paragraph 23 of decision V/5,
that no GURTS should be approved for field testimgcommercial use. We urge Parties to
further strengthen the current moratorium on theriiator.

That the Parties to the COP8 secure the fulledfegttive participation of indigenous peoples in
all future processes overseen by the CDB concei@IdBTS.

Finally, we reserve the right to carry out campaigind actions that impede the reversal of the
international de facto moratorium on Terminator technology and the exeoutof corresponding
international and national legal actions that tteedhe interests of Peru and its indigenous psople
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Pauktuutit Inuit Women of Canada

[30 SEPTEMBER 2005]

[SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

AN INUIT PERSPECTIVE
ON GENETIC USE RESTRICTION TECHNOLOGY AND
BIOTECHNOLOGY

Advice on the Report of the Ad Hoc Technical Ex@eoup
on Genetic Use Restriction Technologies

September 19, 2005

Reference:
SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601

Submitted to:
Executive Secretariat,
Convention on Biological Diversity

Submitted by:
Pauktuutit Inuit Women of Canada
56 Sparks St., Suite 400
Ottawa, ON, Canada, K1P 5A9

Contact:
Jennifer Dickson, Executive Director
613 238 3977 ext. 26
jdickson@pauktuutit.ca

Phillip Bird
613 234 5261
pjb@pjbird.com

AN INUIT PERSPECTIVE

<D>*DN°
PAUKTUUTIT

INUIT WOMEN OF CANADA
AoA® 0l baCl

ON GENETIC USE RESTRICTION TECHNOLOGIES AND BIOTECH NOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

In 2002, Pauktuutit Inuit Women of Canada conduceanodest survey among Northern informants to
gauge Inuit thoughts and opinions about biotectgyold he study was prompted by a report released by
the Canadian Biotechnology Advisory Committee thmgide recommendations on how Canada might
amend the Patent Act to meet the demands of thisteehnology2 Pauktuutit considers the 2002 survey

2/ Canadian Biotechnology Advisory Committee, NovemB@01. Biotechnology and Intellectual

Property_: Patenting Higher Life Forms and Relatessues. Interim Report to the Government of Canada

Biotechnology Ministerial Coordinating Committeattawa.
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results relevant to the issue of Genetic Use Rutistni Technologies (GURTS) that is currently before
Convention on Biological Diversity’'s Working Groam Article 8(j)3

The debate over biotechnology and the manner iclwtiiis research is conducted is of great conaern t
Inuit as well as to all Indigenous peoples in Canand around the world. Much of the philosophy behi
the modern patent system and the World Trade Qzgtion (WTO) is in conflict with the world view of
Indigenous peoples. Inuit are struck by the lackmiddom and direction in modern society where
scientific progress to solve one problem can creatm greater damage to the environment and further
risks to human survival.

Pauktuutit is the national non-profit organizatr@presenting all Inuit women in Canada. Its mandate
to foster a greater awareness of the needs of imaihen, and to encourage their participation in
community, regional, and national concerns in refato social, cultural, and economic developmént.
is Pauktuutit's belief that Inuit women have aregral role to play in the governing of our commigst
and our society. As Inuit women, we are the lirkshie past and links to the future. Inuit womenthege
vessels of culture, language, traditions, teachimd) child rearing. These are the very importantiigs

to governing any society. Inuit women must takerthghtful place as equals in the implementatidmld
self-governing arrangements and institutions.

Pauktuutit has established a reputation as a ratiorganization with strong community roots and
support. The organization derives its mandate ae#issits instruction and direction from Inuit womian

the communities. Our work relies on keeping Inudmen in the communities informed and actively
involved in the development and implementation of mitiatives. Pauktuutit realizes that traditibna
knowledge can play an important role in biotechggland genetic research and therefore we feel we
should have some say in these discussions.

This submission will argue that biotechnology reskaand GURTs must proceed with caution and be
sensitive to the concerns of Inuit and other Indayes peoples. Though the biotechnology of seed
research may have little impact in the Arctic, tietechnology of aquaculture is of concern. Triflo
fish stocks that grow bigger and faster offer ecoicopotential in northern waters but they posertbie

of undermining wild fish stocks if they escape.

It is a mistake for humans to think that they ustherd the impact of these technologies. Lessonddho
be learned from the past when the patent systeliedune rapid introduction of chemical technolagie
During the 1950s and 1960s, the patent system ¢gigdvihe incentives to accelerate the development of
new chemicals like dioxins. These chemicals brougidsperity for many in the South but now
contaminate the plants, the animals, the fish,sssadmammals used by Inuit. Today, some Inuit mether
have twice the allowable levels of dioxins in thieieast milk. It is obvious that genetic technodsgare
much more powerful than the plastics and other atem of earlier decades, and therefore caution is
essential. Contamination of the environment throtinghuse of GURTs may have dire consequences and
may be irreversible.

Inuit rely heavily on harvested food. Traditionaldoitry foods provide valuable and unique nutritipna
cultural, spiritual, economic, and social bendfitdnuit. In general, harvesting and consumingitraual
foods is integral to the social fabric, culturaémdity, and overall health and well-being. In thertk,
nutritious southern foods are available but they expensive to buy and do not provide many of the

3/ This submission is offered in response to theiestiby the CBD's Executive Secretariat for new
comments on the potential impacts of GURTs on dmhlker farmers, Indigenous and local communitied an
farmers' rights (SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601).
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non-dietary benefits of our traditional/country 3o In addition, southern foods are linked to thaing
incidences of obesity, diabetes, and heart disease.

This submission is organized in the following mammebrief introduction will be provided of Inuiifé,
traditional knowledge, and Inuit views of natunecluded in this discussion is a summary of an mfdr
survey conducted by Pauktuutit to evaluate whait think about biotechnology and the use of tradiél
knowledge in research. It is clear that Inuit aistrdstful of the technology and the motivationsibe
the research. With this background discussion daisument will then focus on the implications of
biotechnology and GURTSs in the Arctic. Additionahements also will be offered.

INUIT TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE AND VALUES

Inuit have every reason to believe that the biatetdgy industry has an interest in our traditional
knowledge. We have a unique and specialized kn@eled the Arctic ecosystem. Within living memory

the small and regionalised populations of Inuitdhenoved into permanent communities. Even Inuit DNA
may be viewed as ideal for genetic research beazfube unique and isolated populatians.

Inuit have a strong connection to the fast connection to the land, to wildlife, and to eather. Even
though the wage economy has taken precedencelwvératlitional hunting way of life, it is not unadu
to live out on the land for a time. Many Inuit ptiae a mixed economy — earning a living through
employment and other times pursuing a hunting waliffe@ The wage economy provides the money to
buy the supplies and equipment for harvesting aguitiods. Sharing is an important feature of Inuit
culture. Inuit have always turned to one anotheihfdp. This, and by recognizing the importancehef
land and wildlife, has ensured Inuit survival thgbiuthe centuries.

In  Nunavut, traditional or Indigenous knowledge isferred to asQaujimajatugangit Inuit
QaujimajatugangiflQ) is to think in a very ecological way. Thisdwledge identifies different creatures
and the many factors that help Inuit understandr tbehaviour. Inuit still may depend upon these
resources directly for food and indirectly as thed for their food. The relationship of living tigs and
the environment is a complex web of lifeuit Qaujimajatugangitmay not be quantitative in nature but it
can be very precise.

Inuit maintain a holistic, ecosystemic view of thatural world and this is incompatible with the
commodification and privatization of animals, origams, cell lines, DNA, and genes. A fundamental
pillar of Inuit culture is sharing; some Inuit fintdifficult to embrace any notion that an indival or
company can claim to be the private owner of agj\species or the owner of a DNA sequence, gene, or
cell line. Inuit view the ecosystem as complex amdr-related and this is inconsistent with theaidieat
certain elements can be private property. The cadifimation and privatization of living things is
incompatible with the collectively-owned knowledaged world view of Inuit.

Inuit Views on Biotechnology and Related Issues

As noted earlier, a few years ago Pauktuutit cotetban informal survey of informants from across th
Arctic to get some sense of what Inuit thought loé trelationship between humans and nature, of
biotechnology, and of the use of traditional kna¥ge for research and commercial gain. The exercise
highlighted some of the challenges associated thithtype of inquiry. Any consultation with holdeo§
traditional knowledge must address the questiohow¥ to introduce the topic in a meaningful way and
how to solicit responses that can effectively infdhe debate. Providing too simple an introductmthe

4/ The National Geographic Society’s Genographigdetds an example of the interest in sampling DA
of admixed populations; groups that tend to be nsmiated and that tended to intermarry.
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subject can result in feedback that is not balarmecetiwhich does not readily apply to the specggues
at hand. This is especially true with respect topéc like biotechnology and GURTS.

Early in the process of conducting the informal aymportunistic survey, it became apparent that
individuals were unable to, or were unpreparedamroent about biotechnology without some form of
introduction to the topic. It proved too difficutt provide such a statement over the telephonecesdly

in Inuktitut. Pauktuutit therefore prepared a plEnguage document for translation that offereceiy v
basic statement on biotechnology and the kindsafes that the technology raises. The topic is @mp
and difficult to introduce in a brief plain languwaéprmat that is readily translated into Inuktitlitwas
necessary to avoid words like DNA, genes, andlicels because there are no Inuktitut equivalerite. T
plain language document was first distributed tteptial informants before efforts were made to aont
them. Both elders and youth were contacted as alindividuals working in regional and cultural
organizations across the Arctic.

When asked about Inuit views of nature and theablauit in the natural world, the respondentessed
that nature must be respected and left alone anthmpered with; that the natural world should keetk

in its natural state. Inuit are a part of the natworld. One western Arctic informant comment thavas

the role of human beings to respect the land,“tdature is a wonderful thing, clean and unspoiled a
should be kept this way.Another stated "Nature is its own producer" andhaéns should not tamper
with it. The land and the people have an intricati@tionship and the people should be consulted if
anything is planned that will alter this relatioipslin any way. An Elder from Rankin Inlet, Nunavut
offered a traditional view: “Animals are food arldosld not be bothered. Animals were placed on this
planet to serve a purpose, to serve as food foplpe®lants and animals should be respected and not
messed around with.” This was echoed by anothesrEiltho stated: “we are humans on Earth, we eat the
animals that are provided for us, they are notayumn. These animals are given to us for us to eahéy
creator.”

An lgaluit student commented that there is a sytibi@lationship between Inuit, their land, andunat
surroundings: “...nature has been respected by fouthousands of year and still is to this présay.
Inuit respect their natural surrounding and theeefauit have a positive place/role with natureth@s
expressed concern about the role of science. Aorrirdnt from Labrador felt some scientists had a
“simplistic understanding of a complex environmeatiid this is what causes mishaps within the
environment.

Informants were asked about their views on the mogmatent system and the movement towards
patenting higher life forms such as plants and atgnmThey were asked about the idea of patentilig ce
lines, the DNA, or the genes of people. The worddfighis question inevitably led to comments of
distrust about the financial motivations of goveemts and companies over the welfare of people.rgavi
reduced the topic and issues to a brief plain lagguntroductory statement, resulted in generatizat
that prompted strong comments. Most informants véghly critical of the notion of granting property
rights over the genes of plants and animals edpetfithe intent or motivation was for economiciga
For some it was disrespectful to the plants anthalsi to make such claims. Others argued that pteduc
from nature are for all humans to own collectivetyare completely beyond the realm of ownership. No
one, not even Inuit, can own any animal or ownrigjlets to any animal. Only animals can own theinow
genes and all animals belong to the land. Evergtioald benefit from research, but no one partylagn
claim to an animal. An Elder hunter from Rankirelnielt uncomfortable at the thought of patenting t
genes of animals that he had hunted for all hes lif

Some noted the dangers of the technology that coupdict the natural environment and leave Inuit
disadvantaged in practising their traditional wa@hanges to the plants and animals in an envirohmen
would affect the people closest to it.
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In general, the whole idea of owning animals oeespn’s genetics was viewed as unacceptable. As one
informant noted:

| don't think that any government, company hasrigji# to take a living animal or plant
or humans and test them to use as their produitglthings are not just simple objects
that you can pick at, test and take away sometfiyeges) to use for selfish reasons.
Mother nature and life is something that should b®imessed around with. People and
other living things are made up the way they areafreason and it's not right to interrupt
the natural process in which living things are saggul to go through...You can't put a
price on any living thing, they're more valuablarthany amount of money. Life is
priceless.

The informants were asked their views about goventsnor companies claiming rights over plants or
animals that have been used for centuries by the. [Mhe effort was to evaluate how Inuit viewee th
use of TK in research associated with biotechnoltmyit are familiar with the issues associatechwiite

use of traditional knowledgénuit Qaujimajatugangit and traditional ecological knowledge by outside
researchers. Researchers often come and ask aqsestiche benefit of their academic careers. The
consensus was that there must be a clear procesmsiiltation. Governments and companies should
consult with the people who have traditionally ugleel plants or animals if they have any plans &incl

it. “We, as Aboriginals, have rights. One righthsit we should be consulted with first if any useor
knowledge is being used.” A biology teacher fronbitzalor stated: “Inuit who are working with scietdis
have the right to be informed about the researdhvdrat they plan to do with the data collected.”

“Claiming ownership of a plant or animal that h&eb used for centuries by Inuit or any other peaple
not right.” The relationships Inuit have with thegsources and environment are based on very ald an
very successful traditions. Informants indicateesthrelationships cannot, and should not, be brbien
companies or by the government merely because ltla@g commercial interest in these resources.
Holders of traditional knowledge are challengedekigting intellectual property right (IPR) systethat

do not accommodate the age and collective natuneost TK. They are now discovering that companies
want to learn from the holders of 1Q, use modewcessing techniques to refine what is essentialljt |
intellectual property, and then claim patent protecfor their “inventions.” A typical comment byé
informants is “... scientists who use traditionablwledge should not be able to recognize a paatpént

or animal as theirs because it is collectively oavbg all people who use it.” Another stated: “It wid

not be right if scientists used traditional knowgedand not give any recognition to the sources they
used.”

Informants stressed the important long-term retstigp Inuit have maintained with the plants and
animals within the Arctic environment. Inuit knowllge is the result of generation after generation of
learning and this has fostered respect for therenrient and the collective ownership by all who tlee
resources. This has resulted in a remarkable aitapta the Arctic. It seems wrong for someonehert
claim ownership to these resources, especiallyei$¢ claims are developed from research baséuudn
Qaujimajatugangit Recognition must be given to the use of any Igesearch.

Informants were asked if there were certain orgasighat have cultural, spiritual, or traditional
importance and should therefore be exempt fromarebkeor experiments. Overall, informants indicated
that the plants and animals that Inuit depend wghauld be protected. As the Anglican priest noted “
all the plants and animals have a pretty deep f@sgnce in Inuit culture, any planned studies oesth
species should consult first with the people itlaiifect most.” An informant from Labrador stated:
“Plants proven to be associated with the Inuit peghould be legally recognized and protected from
commercial industry.” For some, all living thingsosild be outside of the domain of experimentation,
manipulation, and ultimate claims for patent owhgrs— everything belongs to nature.
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Some of the informants identified specific spechest were of particular significance but these weve
linked to spiritual or sacred importance. Plantedusor teas were of special note. One informant
indicated:

...certain types of plants like the ‘Labrador Tea’'tbe ‘Caribou Moss’ should not be

toyed with because there are many similar plamtsutthout the north and if these plants
were to be toyed with that could filter and affaditthe other similar plants throughout
the north and the plant in its natural state céngldome extinct.

Most informants felt that Inuit should not be dehi@e rights to continue to use natural producta in
traditional manner and fear that any scientifieegsh may prevent their legal access to them.

When asked if Inuit should be compensated or paidtfe use of any traditional knowledge that is
commercialized or made into a product or mediocomeg cure, informants stressed the value andyudifit
Inuit TK. The question of compensation, howeveg mplex one. Living organisms and the associated
traditional knowledge to use them as food or otle#ware collectively owned. Today's intellectual
property laws are geared toward individual owngrsfihe informants indicated that it stands to reaso
that Inuit should be compensated for the use af theit Qaujimajatugangit Inuit have the right to be
compensated for any information they have given i@y have lead to a commercialized product. Inuit
also have the right to be notified of what is beailoge with the knowledge they are providing.

One informant stated the public should be made ewhany products, medicines or cures that are made
from traditional knowledge. Inuit deserve the ctddi their creativity and practicality. For cerigsg Inuit
relied on such innovative and inventive productd #rey shouldn't be just taken away from them.tlnui
deserve some sort of payment.

Nonetheless, there runs an element of Inuit tiawkti altruistic values within some of the commeFRt.
example:

If Inuit traditional knowledge is used to createmduct that is later commercialized,
then Inuit should be compensated. However if ids hedicine, then | don’t think we
should be charging people or companies. Humantsaftercedes any monetary value,
but we should be accredited for the knowledge.

Another commented “...if an idea comes from Inlnyit are to be compensated, only one exception, if

it's for medicinal purposes, Inuit shouldn't hawe he compensated.” One student suggested that
compensation for the commercialization of Inuit Wiedge should be used for a monitoring system to

check wildlife for bacteria and environmental cont@ants.

AN EXAMPLE OF ARCTIC GENETIC RESEARCH, INUIT TRADIT IONAL KNOWLEDGE,
AND V-GURTS

Arctic char is an important traditional food soufoe many Inuit (see table 1). The species is thstm
northerly freshwater fish and is uniquely adaptethe very low productivity and temperature regiroés
the Arctic environment. Genetic studies of high thrdreshwater stocks reveal them to have very low
genetic diversity and suggest that existing popaiat are derived from a small number of founding
individuals. Generally, arctic char grow slowly kvisome genetically unique sub-populations being
sensitive to overfishing/ The fish are susceptible to persistent organltutamts and this is of concern

5/ SeeCase-study 3. An Indigenous Community Says No:ti¢igg Access to Charr Broodstock in Northern
Canada in David Greer and Brian HarveBlue Genes: Sharing and Conserving the World's AquBiodiversity

/...
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to Inuit. In addition, improperly managed genetianmipulation and cross-breeding of the species holds
the potential to further undermine a critical fagmlirce among Inuit. The fragile ecosystem of thetiér
makes this a very real possibility.

An aquaculture company in the Yukon Territory hasdba strain of arctic char under the trade-mark
brand “Yukon Gold.” Characteristics of the fish lude high feed conversion rates, growth in a ramige
temperatures, low metabolic rates, large harvestand tolerance to a range of environmental comdit
The company saves some eggs for breeding and ‘shibekrest to create sterile triploid fish; thdisf
have a set of three chromosomes instead of twaenkaly, this is a form of variety use restriction
technology (V-GURTS); the fish cannot reproduce dhd trade-mark protected strain is therefore
protected from unauthorized or unlicensed use. t€bbnology manipulates the genetic make-up of the
fish to render them sterile. In theory, if the lwig fish escape, they cannot reproduce. Howeviptoid

fish are known to occur occasionally in nature.

Cultured triploid fish populations are relativelgsy to mass produce and are therefore econorsical.
Triploid arctic char are favoured because they gbayger and faster in cold water. As such, arctiarc
has the potential to be a very valuable commepezduct throughout Canada's northern regions.

TABLE 1:

Top Five Traditional Foods Consumed in Each Inuit Rgion Ranked by Common Use Across

Regions and the Number of Days per Year the Food w&aten.

Inuvialuit | Kitikmeot | Kivalliq Baffin Labrador

Caribou 94 days 62 days| 99 dayp 68 days 68 days
Arctic Char 26 days 47 days 21 days 47 days 10 days
Trout 16 days 5 days 26 days
Muskox 5 days 16 days
Cloudberry 10 days 16 days
Beluga Muktuk 10 days 5 days
Seal 52 days
Partridge 16 days
Narwhal Muktuk 10 days
Eider Duck 10 days
Goose 10 days
Whitefish 10 days
Information was gathered during fall and late wintddapted fromCanadian Arctic Contaminants
Assessment Report 1l: Highlightpp. 73. Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, O#a®003. URL:
http://www.ainc-inac.gc.ca/NCP/pub/pub_e.html

Earthscan/IDRC 2004.URL: http://network.idrc.ca/garev-67657-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html (accessed September

2005).

6/ A problem with triploid salmon is that some shdeformities, such as lower jaw defects, slower gnownd
higher mortality. This has tended to discourageatjeaculture industry from using triploid salmomreS-isheries and Oceans

Canada

Biotechnology to

Help

Protect

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/science/aquaculture/bibtect7_e.htm

Wwild

Salmon

Stocks

URL:
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As a general rule, aquaculture has a high prolwtifi escape. For Inuit, who rely heavily on wildh
stocks (see Table 1), the question of hybrid fisbapes is very real. Yet the potential dangersirema
largely unknown. Escaped fish are likely to compeith wild fish stocks for food and habitat in whata
fragile, low productivity environment. Bred to beora temperature tolerant, triploid arctic char may
compete wild stocks for food. In addition, therditdée known about the breeding behaviours ofilger
triploid arctic char. There is concern that theish fnay compete for spawning beds and may initiate
fruitless breeding or mating behaviours. This caelduce the productivity, fecundity, and the loag+
viability of the wild fish stockg. It is with some of these concerns in mind thatWméted Nations’ Food
and Agriculture Organization's (FAO) Commission Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture
recommends that the effects of GURTs on aquatialptipns become an active and necessary study
areag/ More information is needed before triploid fishhgéeve widespread use in the fragile Arctic
ecosystem.

The arctic char aquaculture company has activalgisioto establish a joint venture with differentiin
communities across the Arctic in order to gain &ddal brood-stock. It was hoped each participating
community would provide the sperm from six fishrfrétwo separate locations near the community. The
planned venture involved the University of GuelphQntario which has conducted genetic mapping of
the species. The wild stocks are needed to brotdegenetic diversity and improve the cold toleeanc
and growth rates of the existing trade-marked stréhe original stock was bred two or three decades
earlier from a small number of fish.

Under the proposed venture, each participating lominmunity (Hunter Trapper Organizations) was to
receive an equity share in a newly founded compardy would retain ownership of the original stock.
The company, however, would own the new geneticatigroved and economically profitable hybrid
stock. Apart from the equity shares, the compamgygested the communities would benefit through
education and practical experience in fish farmimgit expressed concern that the sale of genftical
improved farmed fish would have a negative effattnoarkets and prices for wild-caught fish. As a
counter argument, it was suggested that succefsfuing of hybrid fish would increasing consumer
awareness of arctic char, that farming would rediaremercial harvesting pressure on wild stocks, and
this would ensure a viable and valuable sporttighndustry.

The proposed joint venture never materialized. dlocommunities were willing to participate andeaft
some study, the Nunavut Wildlife Management Boafuised to entertain the proposal. The company,
however, has gained access to new brood-stocky geoin the research activities of the University o
Guelph and from one Inuit community that has preuiavild fish. The nature of the arrangements with
the university and the community are unclear. FRaoit] outstanding issues included the IP rightatesl

to the genetic mapping conducted by the univessiy the impact of aquaculture on the health of wild
fish stocks and on the market value for wild fish.

7/ The Yukon company had a significant breach ofolding tank in May 2003 and lost about 12,000 fish.
Some fish escaped into a nearby creek and effats taken to prevent them from getting into a Il already contained char.
See Stephanie WaddellThousands of Char Lost in Fish Farm FiascWhitehorse Star, May 2, 2003. URL:
http://www.whitehorsestar.com/auth.php?r=28731&arcEscaped char have been reported in a local Woige lake as far
back as 1997. See Alan Macleod,Problems Bloom in Popular Pond Yukon News. URL:
http://www.yukonweb.com/community/yukon-news/19@pt8 . htmld/#problems.

8/ SeePotential Impacts of Genetic Use Restriction Tebbgies (GURTS) on Agricultural Biodiversity and
Agricultural Production System&€ommission on Genetic Resources For Food andélgre, Working Group on Plant Genetic
Resources for Food And Agriculture, Rome, 2 - -GREFA/WG-PGR-1/01/7). The document was also avaldbt the CBD's
COP7 meeting in February 2004. See UNEP/CBD/CORF/A, 12 January 2004:
http://www.biodiv.org/doc/meetings/cop/cop-07/infation/cop-07-inf-31-en.doc (accessed Septembes)200
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DISCUSSION

In the Northwest Territories and in Nunavut, a agsk license is required for scientific activitee$he
licenses cover both biological and cultural en@gsirincluding genetic research, traditional knowtedg
and ethnobotany. If properly applied and enfordbd, Scientists Act can serve as a model on how to
control access to biological resources and howdaage benefit sharing. Communities must consent to
research proposals using consent forms that muavééable in both English and Inuktitut. The forms
must detail the legal aspects of data collectitsngdésignated use, and may include IP considestiata
storage and security issues, confidentiality, &edrights of the participants. The Act respectsanid the
holders of TK based on this process of prior infednconsent and the obligation that the researclitses
must be returned to the knowledge holders andaa@dmmunity in a plain language, easy to understand
format.

With respect to the example presented here of Yakotic char fish production and the collectiomefv
genetic stock to enhance the existing aquacultwedsstock, it is unclear whether Inuit participantere
aware of the implications of genetic mapping, ttalé-mark branding of a strain, and the aquaculture
techniques that create triploid fish. Given themgeexpressed during Pauktuutit's 2002 survey, itat
likely that Inuit would have accepted these addsitas legitimate or appropriate. However, wherit Inu
were unwilling to participate in the company’s waet to provide wild brood-stock, the company gained
access to new stock through the activities of aarsity. 10/

The use of the modern IPR system — especially #tenp system — to accelerate the development of
biotechnology is of concern. The absence of a alederstanding of the power of these technologyes b
those who have the most to gain financially is veome. There is a need to challenge the technabgic
ideology that Western society is obligated to amedb R&D and must quickly market such powerful new
technologies as transgenic species and cloning.lditgyists who argue that the state should provide
economic subsidies to business through strengtheglets and lower standards under the patent system
adhere to this ideology. They adhere to the bdliet innovation is inherently good — that faster
innovation, even in the absence of society’s abilib fully understand the consequences of
biotechnology, is inherently good. In a small wiye genetic manipulation and use of arctic char for
aquaculture reflects these issues. The consequanee®t fully understood. Inuit are only now cogiin
to terms and living with the consequences of tiearielogical revolutions of past decades — the jgast
and chemical revolutions and the green revoluti@t brought herbicide and pesticide contaminants to
the fragile Arctic ecosystem. Like a microcosm ardmeter for the rest of the world to monitor, tnui
and the Arctic plants and animals are sensitivilhéotechnological innovations of the south. Thigrig

of GURTSs as well. Pauktuutit recommends that thé@Bntinues to advocate caution with respect to
GURTSs.

For Pauktuutit and other Indigenous peoples, tleithe question of what constitutes ‘invention’ and
what constitutes ‘discovery.” This is compoundedhwiespect to the use of traditional knowledge and
resources in new patentable genetic-based inventdinwhat point was the intellectual property of a
Indigenous person a mere ‘discovery’ and wherehercontinuum does it become an ‘invention’ that can
be protected under the IPR system? When doesdlzig of genetic material become an ‘inventidn’ i
it is based on the ‘discovery’ of the genetic matey value and utility generations before? Whathié

9 For most scientific activities, licensing is adiistered for the NWT by the Aurora Institute and thg
Nunavut Research Institute in the Nunavut Territory

10 The University of Guelpks Axelrod Institute of Ichthyology received NorthsteTerritories Scientific
Research licences in 1997 and 1998 for researghgbsdo (1) enhance arctic char culture in Cané@ap collect fish eggs and
cryopreserve sperm for the development of new reraif arctic char, and (3) to develop new straihsaratic char for
aquaculture. See the Arctic Science and Techndliefgymation System (ASTIS) licensing records 46726033, and 44979.
URL: http://136.159.147.171/scripts/minisa.dll/37&8is/contentse.htm?GET.
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laboratory techniques are standard and do not ibalestr new process or technique? Why does the
process of isolating genetic material using stashdkvoratory techniques constitute an inventionzkh
on the continuum do the ‘creations of the mind’ eamduring these processes?

Laws evolve to meet new challenges and new techieso Pauktuutit hopes that the evolution of IP
legislation will not only evolve to address theiaband ethical concerns of biotechnology, but thuaiill
consider related issues associated with the use aawedss to traditional knowledge. Admittedly,
Pauktuutit's concerns go beyond the realm of biotelogy and GURTs and encompass the broader
concerns about the loss of control over culturaithdge. Indigenous peoples have the right to befrefin
their collective and historical creativity and imations. It is with these concerns in mind that keawtit
looks to the wisdom enshrined in the ConventiorBamlogical Diversity and the potential it holds for
protecting the Arctic ecosystem and Inuit cultune itellectual property.

Indigenous World Association (Indigenous ECO-SOCNG [30 SEPTEMBER 2005]
& Na Koa lkaika o Ka Lahui Hawaii [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

General Comments Re: AHTEG Report

1. The report’s findings are at best speculations.neknl Sec A. | clearly indicates that “all the
impacts...are considered only as “potential” impaatsl not as something already proven.”
Given the significance of the GURT debate to HurRaghts and to Indigenous Peoples some
effort by the CBD must be made to obtain accuraié geal data on impacts to indigenous
peoples. In part the problem arises from the Haattsome of the ‘indigenous participants’ are
not representative of indigenous plants and agrastem Example: The Indigenous Peoples
Council on Bio-colonialism (IPCB) is a non-profit&l Corporation — not a council of indigenous
peoples or farmers.

There are real cases involving indigenous peoplesare opposing GURTS and GMO generally
such as the case of Hawaiians opposing GURTS an® Givitraditional foods and the White Earth
Recovery Project’s opposition to efforts to GMOImdian wild rice. Significant work has been one by
CINE - the Center for Indigenous Nutrition Educatia Canada on the impacts of endemic food crops
and health. These people should be included iGtHRTS debate but are not.

The CBD should make an effort to interface with teal indigenous peoples who are farmers
rather than continuing to legitimize purported igehous’ organizations such as the IPCB and Cahef
Earth who have dominated the 8j process to date.

2. The GURTS issues should not be under the 8j workjraup. It impacts much more than
traditional knowledge, including cultural survivalyman rights, food security & ABS issues.

A Dbetter approach would be to allow indigenous E®XQC credentialed natives and
organizations direct participation in the CBD andhave the AHTEG work directly with the CBD rather
than through the Working Group on Article 8j. @ribn should be specified to ensure that farmegs ar
included.

Specific Comments:
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l. Violations of Human Rights Law

Indigenous peoples and agronomists are opposinBT&Ubecause it threatens their cultural
survival, livelihoods and traditional agricultuadactices, foods, medicinals. As such, it is dation of
Article 1.1 and 1.2 of the International Human R&g@ovenants. These provisions provide in part:

Article |

1. All peoples have the right of self-determinatiddy virtue of that right they freely determine
their political status and freely pursue their eoamc, social and cultural development.

2. All peoples may, for their own ends, freely dispafstheir natural wealth and resources with
out prejudice to any obligations arising out oférmational economic cooperation, based
upon the principle of mutual benefit, and interpaal law. In no case may a people be
deprived of its own means of subsistence.

The current effort being pursued by the CBD andeurthe UPOV and the FAO Treaty on Plant
Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (FAOallyke are efforts “arising out of international
economic cooperation.” These efforts clearly haggative impacts on indigenous peoples. In additio
under the specific provisions of UPOV, CBD and B#O Treaty, the genetic resources of indigenous
peoples and communities are expropriated to staltiss prevents indigenous peoples from disposing o
their natural wealth and genetic resources andlyfrparsuing their economic, social and cultural
development. Most importantly, it is undeniablattim order to survive, indigenous peoples musilile
to maintain their ‘means of subsistence’. GURT&dtens the subsistence practices of indigenous
peoples.

In addition, the continuing practice of the CBDr&degate the GURTS issue to the 8j working
group and to deny indigenous peoples their rightiléointerventions and address issues on the floor
means that indigenous farmers, women and healersppctives will be marginalized and that indigenou
academics who do not work in their communities ssués relating to the propagation of food and
medicinals, will continue to control and marginelthe process.

Recommendations:

1. We call upon the Parties at COP8 and to the FA@isband the membership of the AHTEG
and to convene consultations with indigenous agrists, farmers, medicinal healers, health
and nutritionists regionally in order to obtainiable data from the indigenous peoples and
natives impacted by the GURTS on positive and megampacts of the GURTS on their
cultural survival and human rights.

2. We call upon the Working Group on Article 8j andk t@onference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity (COP8) to recoemd maintaining the language adopted
in 200 that supports a defacto moratorium on GURIN® accurate data from indigenous
planters, etc. can be obtained.
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Kenya Small Scale Farmers’ Forum [30 SEPTEMBER 2005]
[SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

Ref: SCBD/STTM/ DCO/va/48601

Advice on the Report of the Ad Hoc Technical Expertroup on Genetic Use Restriction
Technologies (GURTS)

From the Kenya Small Scale Farmers’ Forum
30 September 2005

Submission to the Convention on Biological Diversjt(CBD) Working Group on Article 8(j) on
GURTS

We, the Kenya Small Scale Farmers’ Forum (KESSKF&)resenting crop farmers, pastoralists and
fisherfolk, do call upon the Working Group on Ai@(j) to advise the"8meeting of the Convention on

Biological Diversity (CBD) that Genetic Use Restionn Technologies (GURTS) should not be
commercialised.

We call upon the parties at the COP8 to fully cdesiand implement the recommendations in the Ad
Hoc Technical Expert Group (AHTEG) on GURTS, tha international ban on GURTS should remain
intact. We also support the report's recommendatimat governments develop national laws that
prohibit commercialisation of GURTS.

1. GURTS is unacceptable to farmers

We oppose this genetically engineered technologause it produces crops whose seeds are
sterile. As farmers, we cannot accept this. Wesliecked that this technology exists,
and that anyone would even contemplate using it.

2. GURTS will make poor farmers poorer

All of our members save their seed. But these cvafs sterile seed will mean that farmers will

have to buy their seed. They are already poorhbving to buy seeds each season will make them eve
poorer.

3. GURTS will get accidentally planted and cause crofpsses

We do not trust regulations or seed companies sorenthat GURTS seeds do not accidentally
contaminate or get mixed in with conventional seedplanted by mistake. But farmers planting &teri
seed face disaster and hunger.

4. GURTS threatens our local varieties

We greatly fear that GURTS crops will contaminate open-pollinated local varieties. If this
happens we will lose our seed. Our seed has bexglaped by our ancestors and ourselves, and has
stood the test of time. Our seeds do well in dimate and our soil. We know that the more seed
diversity we have, the better equipped we are te the environmental and climate change challenges
ahead.

5. GURTS will cause us to lose our knowledge of seealving
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We also fear that if GURTS are commercialised,tthditional knowledge we have on breeding,
saving and preserving of seed will be lost. Wd béicome dependent on imported seed and knowledge
that we cannot access or afford.

6. GURTS threatens communities

Seed exchange is also an important part of villagelependency and relationships. This
technology will kill our communities.

It seems obvious to us that GURTS will cause hurger poverty. GURTS is a technology that will
cause dependence on multinational companies. We haard these companies’ claims that genetic
engineering will increase yields and help farmeBsit the threat to food security and farmers’ lifemsn
GURTS suggests to us that these promises are @msinc

We therefore urge the Working Group to apprecibtethreat that this dangerous technology poses to
Kenyan small scale farmers, and to farmers and &mwdss the world. Please ensure that GURTS seed
are never grown or commercialised.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Musyoka,
Vice Chairlady,
Kenya Small Scale Farmers’ Forum

Il SUBMISSIONS FROM OTHER RELEVANT ORGANIZATIONS

The Independent Science Panel (ISP) [12 SEPTEMBER 2005]
[SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

September 9, 2005
Prof. Joe Cummins
The Independent Science Panel
The Independent Science Panel (ISP) is a paneiaitssts from many disciplines, committed to the

Promotion of Science for the Public Good. The parf@me is London UK
http://www.indsp.org/index.php

Ref: SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601 “Advice on the repoftlee Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on
Genetic Use Restriction Technologies

Hamdallah Zedan

Executive Secretary

Convention on Biological Diversity
United Nations Environment Programme
World Trade Centre

413 Saint-Jacques Street

Suite 800

Montreal, Quebec
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Canada H2Y 1N9

scretariat@biodiv.org

“Genetic Use Restriction Technologies Should beniBated and Use of Public Funds to Develop Use
Restriction Technologies Should be Prevented”

Dear. Dr. Zedan:

I am providing advice on genetic use restrictiechhologies on behalf the independent science
panel. | am appending a copy of my speech “testoincorporations' suicide seeds” a lecture present
at sustainable world international conference, 34dly 2005, london. that speech report includes
references to numerous articles dealing with gemse restriction technologiegenetic use restriction
technologies are commonly referred to as “termirsito

Terminator technologies serve little benefit tty@ne other than corporations who profit from
the seed use restriction. Corporations such as &uashave backed away from the deployment of
terminators for the time being while there has baanexplosion in the development of novel use
restriction technologies based on startling nevealisries in plant molecular genetics that ledh® t
identification of homeotic genes that govern ththpays leading to cell differentiation. Homeotiangs
produce proteins that recognize regulatory gealsccMADS-boxes that control genes for formatidn o
reproductive tissue, leaves, branches ,etc. Tikabwkery has led to a flood of inventions that Mg&DS-
box factors to control flowering or gamete prodoctio create terminators in trees and in cropshSuc
techniques frequently use cell suicide toxins toraformation of gametes or flowers and those texin
provide tangible hazards to those consuming foodeed. From the plethora of patents and patent
applications for terminator technologies it sedikaly that regulatory agencies will soon be swachp
with applications for commercial release of sumthhologies. Many such technologies may be predgente
to the public as obfuscations , difficult for theyinan or farmer to grasp, they will be, in effdgtiden
terminators. It is essential that a clear princigleould be established. That principle is thahieators
have no place in human agriculture. Their use shbeloutlawed.

It is worth pointing out that the fundamental m®h and development of terminator was done by
the United States Department of Agriculture (USDiA) a collaboration with Delta and Pineland
Corporation. The financial support for the MADS-btwox family of terminators came from government
granting agencies and from the USDA-US forest servisovernment research granting agencies and
departments fund extensive research on terminatdtmblogies that serve the interests of corporation
and not the tax payers providing the funds to stpeahnologies that are designed to serve thedsit®
of corporations not family farmers. Government fimgdof terminator research should be stopped.

Family farmers and the public will both lose frahe widespread use of terminator technology.
Indigenous farmers will suffer from an inability tap into crop improvements. In Canada there was a
government funded study promoting the distresstgon that essentially all seeds production begaac
in the hands of corporate seed producers. Savied séhen seeds are not terminated, would be outlawe
Canada may be the first country to impose a dragcorsystem of corporate food production.
Unfortunately, Canada may not be the last courdrympose the corporate agenda on the public. The
World should demand of the United Nations that thejast stand up for the good of the people of the
world.

Appended Report
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TERMINATOR CORPORATIONS' SUICIDE SEEDS
Joe Cummins Department of Biology, University of Western Orgationdon, Ontario, Canada
Lecture presented at Sustainable World InternatiGoaference, 14-15 July 2005, London.

Canada has become the world’s leader in doing thagwhing in the area of genetically modified (GM)
food and feed. For example, Canada is the larggsbreer of canola in the World. The Canadian
government has promoted distribution and sale of &ola and has encouraged open field testing of
canola modified with pharmaceuticals such as th&@agulant hirudin. There has been little effart t
limit pollution of non-GM canola, and there is dleavidence that the canola of western Canada is
extensively polluted with transgenes from GM cr¢ps The Canadian government has, in a sense,
provided a welcome to GM pollution in order to mae the growth and distribution of GM crops.
Nevertheless, corporations and their lackeys inGaradian bureaucracy crave complete control of the
seed and thus food and feed production. The govamhreet up the Seed Sector Review advisory
committee, which issued a report calling for changelegislation to (a) collect royalties on farewsd
seeds, (b) compel farmers to buy officially ceetifiseed, and (c) terminate the right of farmersetb
common seed.

The report was financed by the Agriculture Miniseitya cost of nearly a million dollars to the
Canadian taxpayers that essentially rubber-stamfferl demands of multinational agricultural
corporations [2]. In this way, the onerous licegsirquirements of the biotechnology industry arbdo
extended to all seeds, imposing a form of serfdomary remaining independent farmers.

The development of “terminator” technology goesichan hand with the corporate move to
control use and production of seeds. Terminatdinelogy is the use of genetic modification to proelu
seed that produce a crop with seed that is indeffitoduces seeds that commit suicide when planted)
other words, terminator blocks viable seed produnctproduction of pollen or ovule or production of
flowers. The corporate gains complete control @reduction of seeds needed to produce food and feed

The first terminators were developed by the UnBatkes Department of Agriculture (USDA) and
corporate interests, and that technology was padgotntly by the corporation and USDA. As in Caaad
the regulator of GM crops also acts as an advoaate commercial developer of such crops (a clear
conflict of interest). The first terminator patewas granted to USDA and The Delta and Pineland
Corporation (later joined to Monsanto Corporation1999. That patent provoked a flurry of oppositio
both on the basis of the fundamental right of fagrte save seed, and on the scientific groundttieat
genetic changes might harm those consuming thescrop response to those concerns, Monsanto
Corporation backed off from immediate productiorterminator seeds. But in spite of that actioneagr
deal of government sponsored research In US hasddcon development of terminator technology to
provide financial benefits for corporations. Thesgmment research granting agencies have beeiliavis
providing taxpayer funds to prestigious universiti® develop new and more effective means of
producing terminator crops that primarily benefa@rmorations and reduce independent farmers to
serfdom.

Beginning in 1999, The Institute of Science in 8ogiin London, England has distributed a
number of reports by Dr. Mae-Wan Ho and myselfthiose reports we described the genetic technology
of the original and later biotechnology inventigBs/]. The basic design of the constructions hanlie
prevent reproductive tissue from developing in & weat allows the seed-producer to maintain fertile
lines in order to produce commercial seeds thad tai produce pollen, or produce seeds that witl no
germinate. The genes used to produce such linedlysavolve aborting reproductive cells with cell-
suicide genes producing toxins such as barnasiormuclease that digests cellular RNA, diptheoisrn
or excess phytohormone production in the reprodedissue. In some cases, anti-sense genes have bee
used to block reproductive cells from maturing. iAs@nse genes are complementary copies of the RNA
gene messages governing reproductive cell matar&ioning double stranded RNA that is recognized
as an invading virus by the plant cell and destloye

During the 1990s, a startling new discovery implaolecular genetics led to the identification of
homeotic genes that govern the pathways leadingeliodifferentiation. The homeotic genes produce

/...
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proteins that recognize short stretches of DNAedaMADS-boxes, regions controlling transcriptioh o
the genes involved in formation of reproductivestis, leaves, roots branches, etc. that govern plant
development [9]. That discovery has led to a floodf inventions employing the MADS-boxes
transcription factors to control flowering and gaeneroduction as terminators in trees and in crops
Steven Strauss of the US Forest Service in Oregsrbben field-testing poplar trees modified with ce
suicide genes to eliminate flowering and plansxiered that system to shade trees. Finish researether
Sopanen University are developing sterile silvectb{10]. Along with the cell suicide toxins artfaetr
impact on animal life, the sterile trees must beppgated asexually and thus lack genetic diversity
rendering them sensitive to attack by emergingqgghs and without a reservoir of diversity to naitig
the attack of the novel pathogen. A flood of patepplications has begun to appear for control of
flowering or sexual development in both evergreeas and crop plants [11].

I have described an armamentarium of evolving waysroduce terminator trees and crops. The
current array of genetic tools has been addedlaoge array of genetic tools for sterilizing or tasng
crops and trees to protect corporate control aofitpr When the first proposals to develop terrtona
plants were put forward, response from indepentienters and the public was strong and vocal. There
was a resounding negative response. For the tirimg mrporations publicly moved back from the
project. But behind the scenes academic, corp@matkgovernment laboratories connived to produce
terminators with new and more potent capabilitgeéms clear that copious government funding isgoei
squandered to promote the interests of rich cotjpor® against the expressed will of the majority of
people. The manner in which academe willingly amdjuestioningly promotes research which acts
against the rights of individual farmers shouldbibeught to the attention of the public. The peaplest
find a way to insure that that their governmemtsita their interests, not the interests of corgiores. As
we proposed four years ago Terminators must bdrated!
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Culture and Sustainable Development (MIO-ECSDE) [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

MEDITERRANEAN INFORMATION OFFICE
FOR ENVIRONMENT, CULTURE AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
Kyrristou 12, 10556 Athens, Greece
Tel: +30210-3247490, -3247267, Fax: +30210 3317127
e-mail: mio-ee-env@ath.forthnet.gr

Athens, 27 September 2005

To: Secretariat of the UN Convention on BiologiDaersity
413 St-Jacques Street, 8th floor, Office 800

Montreal, Quebec, Canada, H2Y 1N9

Tel: +1-514-288-2220 Fax: +1-514-288-6588

Email:  secretariat@biodiv.org URL.: http://www.biodiv.org

RE: Comments on the potential impacts of GURTs onndigenous Peoples, Local Communities,
Peasants and Small-Scale Farmers.

The Mediterranean Information Office for Environrhe@ulture and Sustainable Development (MIO-
ECSDE)112/ would like to express its high concerns regardimg application of Genetic Use Restriction
Technologies (GURTSs) and submit to your attentiolisiaof negative impacts they might produce on
indigenous people, local communities, smallholdamiers etc., in the Mediterranean as well as
worldwide.

Biosafety Hazards

The seed industry is promoting GURTs as a mechafisroontaining unwanted gene flow and genetic
contamination from genetically modified plants (@Mnts) in response to increased concerns (sugporte
by scientific findings and case-studies) that esdagenes from GM plants are posing threats to
agricultural biodiversity, especially in centerscobp genetic diversity.

The industry argues that engineered sterility afdseoffers a built-in safety feature for GM plants
because seeds produced from unwanted pollinatibrbevicompletelysterile. Saying so, it assumes that
the specific trait is secured for each single dedthe second generation, i.e. that the appliedrigcie
has 100% of success.

However, world leading experts and scientists aammg about the inherent instability of GM organss
due to unpredictable consequences resulting frenchianges produced in their genome, which can arise

1y The Mediterranean Information Office for Enviroem, Culture and Sustainable Development (MIO-
ECSDE) is a Federation of Mediterranean Non-Govemntal Organisations for Environment and Developmrith presently
counts 101 NGOs from the entire Mediterranean regdlO-ECSDE acts as a technical and political fplat for the
presentation of views and intervention of NGOs ime tMediterranean scene. In cooperation with Govenis)
Intergovernmental and International Organisatioms$ @ther socio-economic partners, MIO-ECSDE playsetive role for the
development of policies for the protection of thevieonment and the promotion of sustainable devalmt in the
Mediterranean region and in its countries.
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suddenly and even hundreds of generations afterrtps are originally modified. In the case of GURT
this could eventually result in the disabling oé tmechanism that make seeds sterile and contaminate
other crops as well as wild relatives. This woukbiér a serious impact diwod security and food
sovereignty for farmers and communities that unknowingly sdwse seeds. Farmers who save their
seeds and whose crops have been cross-pollinatéstesije’ plants in the area may suffer signifitan
yield losses in the following seasons due to acgedwgermination of the seeds. The consequencesiwoul
be particularly harsh for the poorest farm commeasiand those who depend on humanitarian food aid i
they re-plant food aid seeds containing the stgtilait.

Crop genetic diversity losses

Plant genetic resources for food and agricultur&s@@FA) are the biological basis of world food setyuri
and, directly or indirectly support the livelihood§ every person on earth. They comprise the diyeo$
genetic material contained in traditional varietiasad modern cultivars, as well as crop wild relagv
and other wild plant species that can be used now dhe future for food and agriculture. Broadly
defined, plant genetic resources for food and agtire include resources which contribute to petsple
livelihoods by providing food, medicine, feed fongstic animals, fibre, clothing, shelter, energy a
many other products and services. Throughout histbuman beings have used thousands of plant
species for food, many of which have also been skitated. Today only 150 plant species are
cultivated, 12 of which provide approximately 75qeat of our food and four of which produce ovelf ha
of the food we eat. This involution has increades ulnerability of agriculture and impoverisheceth
human diet. As a result, many local crops that haaditionally been important for feeding the postre
sectors of society are now under-utilized or neiglec

The contamination of crops through traits of seedlilty would even worsen these trends: farmersl co
loose trust in their own seed stock and, at theesiime, if the contamination persists, they coolask
their traditional and local varieties and be forcemlabandon their own seeds, adapted to local dmr
(soil, climate, water availability) and communitgeds (traditional medicinal system, nutrition vape
taste quality, spiritual/religious needs, etc).

Moreover, considering that local varieties are awdted using techniques that preserve the soil and
available natural resources in a broader sense ghire ecosystem would be negatively affected.

Cultural diversity at risk

The loss of traditional varieties and decline irdséreeding would threaten the practice and reteraf
traditional and local knowledge including experirtieg, developing new, improved strains, exchanging
seeds with each other. Farmers would become tad@ihendent on seed companies, and therefore on
whatever money they can borrow from the bank toibpyts, and their traditional knowledge about seed
breeding would be lost, at least for those culsuahich are 'taken over' by terminator seeds.

In addition, rituals and festivities celebrating tfecundity of earth and seeds (often in assodciatiih

the fecundity of women), also a remarkable culttnat of numerous indigenous and rural communjties
would be lost. In this way unique elements of thagible and intangible Mediterranean and world
cultural heritage are destined to disappear forever

The risks highlighted above are threatening evementbose countries that are not prepared, from a
legislative, institutional and administrative pouwit view, to control the widespreading of GMOs or t
challenge consequences that might arise as a agsrse®| of their application. This is the case oksalv
Southern and Eastern Mediterranean countries, disaseof many other countries —mainly in the
developing world- which are in a particularly vutable position vis-a-vis their commercial partners.

In these countries the information on on-going debaround GMOs in general and GURTS in particular
are almost inexistent, preventing the public anaceoned stakeholders to get sensitized and takeqgoos
accordingly.
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In view of the threats on cultural and biologicalatsity, indigenous knowledge systems, small-scale
farming and global food security that GURTSs repnésend in line with the precautionary principle, we
call for the BCD:

- to strengthen the existing internatiodal factomoratorium on GURTs

- to undertake all necessary steps to encouragergments to ban GURTSs once and for all, espedially
view of their forthcoming meeting (COP8, Brazil -20 March 2006)

- to promote information, awareness raising andsiieation of the public and of all concerned
stakeholders on the issue of GURTSs so that theyintig able to get involved in the relevant disaussi
and push for stricter regulations.

GeneEthics Network Australia [29 SEPTEMBER 2005]
[SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

Ref: SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601 “Advice on the repofttbe Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on
Genetic Use Restriction Technologies (GURTS) “

Hamdallah Zedan

Executive Secretary

Convention on Biological Diversity
United Nations Environment Programme
World Trade Centre

413 Saint-Jacques Street

Suite 800

Montreal, Quebec

Canada H2Y 1N9

28 September 2005
Adam Breasley
GenekEthics Network Australia

Dear Sir

I am writing on behalf of the GeneEthics Networkistralia, in response to the request for submission
the United Nations Working Group on Article 8(j) thie Convention on Biological Diversity on Genetic
Use Restriction Technologies (GURTS).

Technologies need to be guided and shaped by kfiticaiples, both in their development and in thei
application. To that end, we at the GeneEthicsvdgk call upon the Convention on Biological Diveysi
and the Working Group on Article 8(j) to uphold thecommendations of the AHTEG Report on
GURTS, including the recommendation that governs\@#velop national regulations to prohibit the
commercialisation of GURTS. We call upon the meagtif the UN Working Group on Article 8(j) to
advise the Eighth meeting of the Conference ofRheies to the Convention on Biological Diversity
(COP8) that GURTSs are a dangerous and unethidahééagy which threatens, biodiversity, indigenous
peoples, their cultures and knowledge systems,afjlédiod security and the livelihood and cultural
practices of billions of people around the plahée support the findings of the AHTEG report inte th
effect of GURTSs on indigenous people, local comriiesj and indigenous traditional ways of life, atsd
conclusion that the potential negative effects biR3's far outweigh the positive impacts, requiringtt
the precautionary principle be implemented in thsecof GURTs on an ongoing basis, reflected in
appropriate legislation at national and internalolevels, to ensure that indigenous peoples, local
communities and people's livelihoods around théglare not put in jeopardy.In recognition of the
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negative impacts of GURTSs as outlined in the AHTieBort we also call on the parties to strengthen th
recommendations of paragraph 23 of decision V/bribaGURTSs should be approved for field testing or
commercial use.

We exhort the Working Group to advise the Confegeoicthe Parties to consider the commercialization
of GURTs as being contrary to the stated objectiveshe Convention, namely the conservation of
biological diversity, the sustainable use of itsnponents, and the fair and equitable sharing of the
benefits arising from the use of genetic resoundéss believe that GURTs were developed in a syfidt t
runs counter to all three of these objectivesthatithe possible commercialisation of GURTSs pressan
triple-threat to biodiversity, sustainability anduity, in addition to posing unique threats to gehous
peoples, their ways of life, cultural practices axistence. We believe that the threats posed bRT3BU
need to be fully addressed by the convention antilyee states as a matter of urgency, recognizing the
enormous commercial impetus driving the developnaérihe technology and the continued push for
GURTs commercialisation by some governments. litiatidwve call upon the Working Group

to remind member states of their obligations asatigries to protect, conserve, support and promote
traditional knowledge and practices within thenigdictions.

We believe the engineering of seeds for sterilityindicative of the bankrupt imagination of theelif
science’s industry, and an affront to women, in ynplaces the traditional custodians sgfed, and of
nature's abundance, which is given free for all. eThgiving, sharing and
saving of seeds as practiced by indigenous peopbdesa] communities, rural women and farmers
worldwide is a laudable example of a gift-basednecay in directcontrast to the greedy, corporate
monopoly presently being imposed by internatioradies such as WIPO and the WTO through current
intellectual property laws which is now lookingdntrench itself through monopoly control of supahd
demand, through centralization of the global segubly and via the manufacturing of scarcity. In @st
case scenario, the deployment of GURTs would bengininkable biological extension of this poisonous
programme that would seek to write the dictatesasporate greed into the actual biological maketup o
plants, animals and human society, with potentiediiastrophic consequences.

We believe it is importantant that the Working Gradvise the Conference of the Parties that anyhan
GURTs be broad enough cover all applications eftéthnology and that it not be restricted to selec
bans on the use of the technology for specific €rér example, the use of GURTSs in trees and other
non-edible plants should also be opposed, as shbalduture development of GURTs for commercial
use in livestock or other animals. We believe the Bhould also extend to include so-called "traitor
technology, where flowering development, immunity,other elements of the life cycle be dependent
upon the application of a particular chemical, adesng such engineered chemical dependencies to be
both dangerous and unethical. We maintain thiatiinportant that the Working Group advise the COP
that the ban on commercialisation and field teséxgnd to all GURTS, existent and potential andbeo
confined solely to sterile seed technologies, raamgg the broad range of GURTS in the pipeline tred
commercial impetus toward the development of GURI®vided by the present intellectual property
regimes which allow for the patenting of lifeforms.

Suggestions that GURTSs are an acceptable formobddical control to prevent outcrossing, pollinatio
or flowering development in restricted, or expentad GMOS or to halt the spread of transgenes, lwhic
have been put forward by some governments andsotite misleading and diverts attention away from
the commercial imperative that has been drivirgy dievelopment of the technology, as well as from
guestions as to the safety of the GURTs themsel@&iRTs do not provide an adequate method of
biological control to prevent bio-pollution, nor sdheir own inherent safety been established. In
recognition of the broad scope of threats pose@GURTs, including but not restricted to food secyrut
and the unique threat posed to the world’s forests restate our contention that the Working Group
advise that the use of GURTSs in genetically modifiees be included in any ban also, recogniziag th

/...
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this is an area where arguments will be made feir thtility, and that specific attention be givem t
establishing the scientific validity of claims thatJRTs can be used safely as a biological contaitme
mechanism.

In recognition of the number of new patented lderis and the number of GMOs now being developed
for commercial purposes, as stated above we thiiskikely that there will be a complimentary pusin

the development of biotechnological restrictionshrsas GURTS as biotechnology companies try to find
biological means to police and restrict the uséhefr ‘products’. It is therefore necessary we khitinat

the Working Group advise that the COP8 come tcsalugion on the GURTS issue before the closure of
the March meeting in Brazil in order to make a clstatement and to put into place the process of
effective regulation. In addition, it is possiblen®e GURTS in the future may take forms very différe
from the interferences in reproductive and difféi@ndevelopment currently being developed and we
believe that advice should be given to the COP #émgt ban should therefore be sufficiently broad in
scope to include any application of genetic engingedesigned to biologically restrict people’s ude
biological resources . As stated above we beliéesd kinds of technologies run counter to the dtate
aims of the CBD. In fact, we believe GURTSs représanattempt to re-engineer biodiversity so that it
conforms to a programme exactly opposite that efstated aims of the CBD.

Concurring with the findings of the AHTEG reporathGURTSs are a threat to the poor and to other
already marginalised groups we see GURTSs are aeptealong with the WIPO and the WTO TRIPS
agreement the instrument of capital which is sepkineans to enforce monopoly control over
biodiversity and therefore the majority world's dithood. We therefore think it is important thaeth
Working Group advise the COP to move to demonstiataugh official opposition to GURTSs that the
CBD will continue to uphold its threefold mandatadawork in the best interests of people and
biodiversity.

Indigenous peoples, the poor, peasants, small-§gateers and rural women , although the majority of
the world’s population, are often sidelined andepnesented in debates over the introduction of new
technologies and the present meeting of the Worldngup affords an opportunity to democratically
address the concerns of these traditionally maligeth people and to advise the Parties’ of their
concerns. We exhort the COP to fully consider thienissions made by all concerned stakeholders in
response to the Working Group's request, in addittoupholding the findings of the AHTEG report. As
they stand to be in many ways the most affectésl imnportant that Indigenous People’s continuedo b
fully consulted in an ongoing basis in the CBD @m®x and we ask that the Working Group to advise
Parties to ensure that there are adequate progagsas place in their own countries to ensure thi
takes place.

The findings of the AHTEG report confirm that GURfhseaten to undermine the traditional relationship
between humanity and nature and between traditiandlindigenous people’s cultures and nature in a
fundamentally negative and potentially irreversibley. Where GURTS result in biologically interfagin

in the traditional relationships between indigenpesples and biodiversity and cultural practicesyt
are in violation of Indigenous people's fundamertaiman right to self-determination. We ask the
Working Group to advise the Conference of the Baitid fully address the issue of human rights,thad

the COP seek ways in future to harmonise the CB wternational human rights treaties so as to
preclude any future violations.

GURTSs is a type of technology that could lend ftselabuse and to hostile use. The hostile usengf a
biological agent is prohibited as biological waegfamder numerous international arm treaties. Wiéh t
plethora of dramatic negative impacts associateéd the deployment of GURTSs outlined in the AHTEG
report, it is imperative that the CBD moves novdistances itself from what by some could be seanas
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agent of biological warfare. This kind of activiy very far from the stated objectives of the CBile
ask that the Working Group ask the COP to condidirconsider the seriousness of this development.

Biodiversity forms the basis of the majority of twerld’s livelihood. Any biotechnology which seeks
restrict the natural economy of shared biodiversitgutting many people's lives at risk, particiyland
most immediately those billions of the world's padro have no other means of sustenance. Agricultura
biodiversity is conserved, cultivated and sustaimgthe practice of saving, sharing and exchangesyl.
Seeds are thereby adapted for local conditionsf@repecific nutritional or medicinal requirementhe
free sharing of seeds is essential to this prod&ss.are particularly concerned with the potental f
GURTSs to further reduce genetic diversity in agtime, different ecological economies and waysifef |
and the disastrous consequences this would haveufman life on planet Earth, not just in terms of
global food and medicinal security but also crdgiaid cultural impoverishment. As the Convention on
Biological Diversity we would ask the Working Grotgp remind the Conference of the Parties that they
have a very clear mandate under the Conventiorogterf, support and protect the conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity, and to promote dhaitable sharing of the benefits of biodiversity,
including promoting traditional ways of life. Indigous peoples and small farmers have been for
millennia the innovators of biodiversity and ittss many generations of them that we owe our gidgitu
for the great diversity of biological wealth whishhumanity’s present heritage. We believe it exdffiore

the responsibility of the Convention in this instanto support the custodians and cultivators of
biodiversity in their submissions, to uphold angesgthen the AHTEG’s recommendations on GURTS
and for the COP to denounce and ban this technology

Yours sincerely,

Adam John Breasley
GeneEthics Network Australia

Pan-African Conference on GMOs, Nairobi, Kenya 97-2 [30 SEPTEMBER 2005]
September 2005 [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

SUBMISSION TO THE UN CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVER SITY

Working Group on Article 8(j)
On Genetic Use Restriction Technology (GURTYS)

Advice on the report of the Ad Hoc Technical ExpertGroup on Genetic Use Restriction
Technologies (GURTS)

REF: SCBD/STTM/ DCO/VA/48601
Pan-African Conference on GMOs, Nairobi, Kenya
27-29 September 2005

We, the participants at a Pan-African gatheringGenetically Modified Organisms, comprising of
farmers’ organisations, environmental and consuonganisations from 20 different African countries,
meeting in Nairobi, Kenya, wish to make our submisso the Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD) Working Group on 8(j), on the issue of Généise Restriction Technologies (GURTS), also
known by many of us as “Terminator” and “Traitogthnology.
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We call upon the Working Group to consider our @ns about GURTS, and to do everything possible
to ensure that this technology is completely priddibaround the world.

GURTS are unacceptable to the African communitias Wwe represent, work with and come from.

The objective of this technology is simply to cats&l dependence, slavery even, on the multination
corporations that are behind these technologies.AFican farming communities, seeds and seedhsgavi
are the principle source of their livelihoods. Tlaag their source of food, their source of incoare] are
often their only available source of medicine. GUilRThreaten local seed systems by preventing
communities from saving their seed, contaminating sterilising their local crops, and causing thtem
lose their traditional knowledge of seed saving.

We are not talking about a minority. 80-90% of #eed planted in Africa is farmer-saved seed, and
African seed markets are a major target of theimatlbnal seed industry. Across Africa, many farsne
start the season with nothing but their seed they have saved. It is the only thing that carrhesnt
through the year. Seed is life for farmers acAfsica.

We come from cultures where there are many trawitipractices around the saving and honouring of
seed. Itis sacred to many communities who belibaecrops are gifts from God. For this reasomyna
farmers offer their best seed to their ancestotbanks, and in hope for a good year to come. GURES
therefore a complete violation of what is sacred.

For many farmers in Africa, living year to yeardrstate of permanent anxiety, GURTS are a formaaf b
terrorism. GURTS can never be an appropriate isoluto the industry’s deliberate attempts to
contaminate the world's seed supply with genetycabdified genes.

Everything must be done to ensure that these témiies never make it into farmers’ fields.

[03 OCTOBER 2005]
LOK SANJH [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

Lok Sanjh Foundation
House 494, Street 47, G-10/4
Islamabad, Pakistan
Telefax +92-51-2101043
e-mail:lok_sanjh@yahoo.com
www.loksanjh.org

September 26, 2005

1. We, the farmers in Pakistan have discussed seegsigmrticularly in reference with GMOs and
terminator seeds. We have found that more thanfa@¥ters can be categorized as small farmers
and do not have the capacity to purchase seedg.lEwe the traditional seed saving and sharing
systems within the communities. Any law or inteefece with their traditional systems will bring
poverty and food insecurity to these already pa@mnmunities. So we demand ban on terminator
seeds.

2. We call upon the Working Group on Article 8(j) tdvase the Eighth meeting of the Conference
of the parties to the Convention on Biological Daity (COP8) that GURTSs is a dangerous
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technology that threatens biodiversity, Indigenknswledge systems, smallholder farmers and
global food security.

3. We call upon the parties at the COPS8 to fully cdesithe AHTEG Report on GURTS, and
approve the Report’'s recommendation that governsng@ewelop national regulations to prohibit
commercialization of GURTS.

4. In recognition of the negative impacts GURTs pdsemdigenous peoples, local communities,
peasants and small-scale farmers we call on théieRPato the COP8 to strengthen the
recommendation of paragraph 23 of decision V/5 ttieGURTSs should be approved for field
testing or commercial use.

5. In recognition of the negative impacts that GUR®seto Indigenosu peoples, the parties to the
convention on Biological Diversity and Secretarmatst ensure the full and effective participation
of Indigenous peoples in all future processes ®f@BD related to GURTS.

Dr. Shahid Zia
Executive Director
Lok Sanjh Foundation

Endorsed by;

1. Lok Sanjh Foundation

2. Pakistan Dehgan Assembly

3. UD partners

Takhleeq Foundation

Holistic Understanding for Justified Research aation (HUJRA)
Socio Agri Development Forum (SADF)

Balochistan Rural Development & Research So¢BBDRS)

3. Sustainable Agriculture Action Group (SAAG)

SEARICE's (Southeast Asia Regional Initiatives for [07 OCTOBER 2005]
Community Empowerment) [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

TERMINATOR TECHNOLOGY

WHY IT SHOULD BE STOPPED BEFORE IT STOPS FARMERS' RIGHTS

No technology is ever neutral. A certain technologgy have its beneficiaries but so will there
be those who could suffer from the adverse effefctee development and spread of the same techyolog
Terminator technology, falling under the broad terhgenetic use restriction technologies (GURTS), i
one such technology wherein its benefits will leited to a very few but its impact could be disassr
adverse to millions of people around the world eesgly small farmers in developing countries.

In the context of small farmer agriculture that aéms the dominant mode of agricultural
production in much of the developing world, it esg to see how terminator technology will affecm
farmers. For small farmers, seed saving, sharimgesxchange are very important elements not only as
matter of cultural tradition but for economic amtisl reasons as well.

/...
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Seeds constitute a strong social and cultural londng farmers and between communities. It
has helped define and reinforce kinship, friendsdmp solidarity among farmers through sharing and
exchange of seeds. Seeds are also a lifeline passddom generation to generation, giving each
generation of farmers a chance to improve on optaitie seeds to new conditions or requirementsd See
sharing and exchange, among other mechanisms iall sotidarity, has helped communities to survive
and adapt themselves amid the vagaries of ecoridenand political turbulence that have swept sacinu
of the developing world in this era of globalizatio

Beyond this however, seed saving is an importaoh@uwic resource and safety net for farmers as
well. Seed saving translates into economic benffitéarmers who may not have to purchase seeds fro
other farmers or from the market every plantingseaa Moreover, saved seeds assure farmers of more
intimate knowledge of the quality of the materitidey are using. Cases have been documented wherein
the quality of farm-saved seed is shown to be coalpa to if not better than institutionally proddce
seeds, including registered and certified seedd.wimere farmers are trained on better techniqueséd
selection, storage and handling, farm yields cambeeased by up to 20% with improved seed quality
and purity. For small farmers, improved seed savimgkes good economic sense than reliance on
expensive commercial seeds supply every seasderrifinator seeds become the norm, farmers will
gradually lose that option and become entirely ddpat upon those who control the technology and the
seeds.

Among small farmers, income is not only derivedrirtheir own farms but also from working on
other farms, including work on seed harvestingragfe and re-sowing. In many cases, farm labor is
compensated by equivalent value in seeds insteadsbf, making this supplemental economic activity a
important source of farmers’ seeds as well. Moreotiee persistent problem of lack of land access
creates a mass of landless rural population wherdepargely on providing their raw labor power for
various farm work activities including seeds-retajebs. And even in these instances, labor malylsil
compensated with seeds, which landless workerstloam convert into a commodity for cash. With
terminator seeds however, this extensive seed-bmgmubrt systems for farmers and rural workers are
greatly diminished and marginalized, leaving mikoat the mercy of the market and companies in
control of the seeds.

All in all, we are presented with a dynamic pictwfesmall scale agriculture upon which seed
saving, sharing and exchange plays an importaatinothe cultural, social and economic life of fars
and farming communities. Seed saving is not justtraightforward activity of keeping seeds for thextn
planting but it is intimately linked to a whole gatmof cultural traditions, social relationships and
economic support systems that characterize and/ &lomers and farming communities to survive and
adapt through generations. It is said that up #ohlllion people depend on farm saved seeds far the
lifelines. It is these dynamic farmers’ seed systénat terminator technology, along with othernetve
seed technologies in combination with intellectpedperty protection, now threaten to marginalize or
displace in the process.

In many parts of the developing world small scaeailture has been and is being transformed
by external forces of change dating back to thecodrthe Green Revolution. The Green Revolution
introduced farmers in the developing world to atesys of capital-intensive agriculture. The system
immediately marginalized millions of farmers whaldiot have the resources to gain access to these
expensive and externally-available technologieademning them to subsistence and below subsistence
conditions. Over the years however, many farmerg whare able to ride on the Green Revolution wave
found themselves also thrown by the wayside asctist of the technologies persistently shot up,
productivity plateaued, ecological resources becdamaged by chemical and intensive farming, and
market forces dictating credit and prices becameeraad more exploitative.
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The era of the Green Revolution was also the erthefgreatest exodus of people from the
countryside to the cities, which continues toddye Targinalization of farmers and their familieartly
because of the Green Revolution’s impact, causesl falk by the millions, unable to make a living
anymore due to ever-constricting access to progeicgsources in agriculture, to march into theesito
eventually populate the slums and urban underbketie societies. Terminator technology is but an
extension of the so-called Gene Revolution thdbfedd the Green Revolution, and it continues alibreg
path of technological development that effectivetgrginalizes small farmers. We therefore look at
terminator technology in the context of the tecbgadal, as well as political-economic, transforraatin
agriculture that has affected, and in many waydjnized farmers and farming communities, partidyla
in the developing world. Terminator technology es@mt an ever tightening web of control over seeds
masquerading as “one of farmers' choices.”

We are now in an era in which intellectual propeights have converged with self-restricting
seed technologies to create tighter forms of cbaind monopoly over access to and use of planttigene
resources. We are in the era of patents on gembdifanforms, genetic modification, and Pinkerton
detectives harassing farmers for infringement ofepiarights of Monsanto. We are in the era of
agricultural trade liberalization bringing in chesybsidized goods from the developed to the deurgdop
countries that are slowly killing small farmers amighing them off the agricultural landscape. We iare
the era in which the seed market in the developiodd represents an increasingly lucrative market f
the global seed giants, if only farmers can bedoro depend on and buy their proprietary seedsen
same way that has happened in the developed cesintvhere the market now has become saturated and
profit margins are tapering off.

In this context, terminator technology is not atr@technology that farmers simply may or may
not opt to use among a range of choices supposedijable to them. In reality it is one layer irstack
of technologies, reinforced by IPR restrictiongtthims to keep or restrict farmers from savinglsesd
to make them reliant on the seed market. Hybridisegansgenics, and now GURTS, and soon nano-
biotechnology, combined with plant variety protentiand patent regimes are lethal combination that
certainly diminishes farmers’ rights to seeds asts happening now to farmers across both devejopi
and industrialized world.

But more than other restrictive seed technolog8dRTS and terminator technology represent
the ultimate form of technological control beyongliséng genetic modification techniques. It is
potentially the ultimate profit maker for globalesegiants, which will incorporate terminator teclugy
in all their GM plants. By making seeds sterilentmator technology altogether stops any savingrand
use of seeds, which spells disaster to farmershale traditionally depended on seed saving, shairiilg
exchange. There is no assurance that terminatds seece commercialized, will not commingle and mix
with farmers’ seeds, just as cases of mixturesmaadhanical contamination have taken place with GM
seeds. Such instances, multiplied across commsaratieund the world, will cause adverse impacts on
local seed supply, and ultimately food securitynéke to even consider terminator technology as a
biosafety measure to contain GM contamination i®af@ount to treating a patient suffering from
infection by shooting the infectious wound with ang The cure is worse, in this case fatal, than the
disease itself.

And it is rightly so that the Convention on Biologl Diversity (CBD) has adopted since 2000 a
virtual moratorium on the further development of IELS and terminator technology. The same position
had been affirmed in the 2003 report of the Ad Hechnical Expert Group (AHTEG) of the CBD,
which recommended that Parties and other Goverrsm&unsider the development of regulatory
frameworks not to approve GURTS for field testimgl @ommercial use.” Unfortunately, such a position
is now being threatened by interest groups tha geeverturn the moratorium, specifically the Cdiaa
government, which almost succeeded in doing shaetBangkok meeting this year of the Subsidiary

/...
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Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological fdv (SBSTTA). Such attempts to overturn the
moratorium on GURTS and terminator technology sthdnd resisted by States, civil society and farmers’
groups. Further, countries are encouraged to auiipinal bans on the development and use of GURTS,
such as what Brazil and India have already done.

We at SEARICE, together with farmers and farmingnownities whom we work with to
conserve, develop and sustainably utilize plantetienresources, therefore affirm our continuing
opposition to terminator technologies in any forthat they are being developed. We believe that
terminator technologies are an affront to Farneights to which we remain committed to promote and
to protect. We hope that responsible global anibmal authorities will act swiftly and decisively stop
terminator technologies before they stop FarmagitR.

Seeds of Survival [03 OCTOBER 2005]
[SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

USC CANADA tel: (613) 234-6827

56 SPARKS STREET FAX: (613) 234-6842

SUITE 705 E-MAIL: info@usc-canada.org

WEB SITE: www.usc-canada.org

OTTAWA, ONTARIO Founder: Dr. Lotta Hitschmanova
K1P 5B1, Canada T

Submission to the Secretariat for the ConventioBmhogical Diversity regarding Genetic Use
Restriction Technologies (GURTS) (Ref: SCBD/STTM/D/Za/48601)

FROM: USC CANADA
OTTAWA, SEPTEMBER 30, 2005

USC Canada is a voluntary organization founded®4blby humanitarian Lotta Hitschmanova. We work
with partner organizations in Africa, Asia, and ibhaAmerica to strengthen community livelihoods,

promote food security, and support peoples’ actimnssocial justice and equality. USC Canada aims
through all of its programs to promote resilientalthy, and just communities. In Canada, we build
awareness and support for international social gadmrough public education and policy dialogue.

Seeds of Survival (SoS) is an international progadrdSC Canada that works with farmers to improve
food security through on-farm conservation and aoable uses of agro-biodiversity. The program
includes promotion of community seed and gene hafskener-led research, conservation and use of
underutilized crops and land rehabilitation. Thigard-winning program began in Ethiopia in the late
1980s as an answer to seed insecurity challenge®decurrent drought.

Our partners have told us repeatedly of the impedeof locally-adapted seeds in the hands of fasmer
for meeting local food needs and for maintaining digricultural biodiversity that is essential fdolgal
food security.

Farmers, using their time-tested knowledge andtioes; have generated and maintained crop diversity
for thousands of years. Many agricultural systéhzd have been productive, stable and resilient for

/...
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millennia are, however, currently failing to meetreasing demands in a context of unpredictable
climatic variability, inappropriate land use praes and unfair trade policies. Genetic erosiorttaiging
at rapid pace, as seeds developed for industnisdwiyire displace local crop varieties or landsace

Crop diversity is crucial in the fight against paye food insecurity and environmental degradatiorop
diversity provides the raw materials needed to kgvdardy, dependable, productive and nutritious
crops. Crop diversity is equally crucial to copethwclimate change, disease and pest outbreaks.
Biodiversity is truly the foundation of humanityfeod supply.

Technology that prevents plants from producing lgadeeds would have significant implications for
farming systems and biodiversity. 1.4 billion pkogepend on farmer-saved seed. Many farmers draw
on their own breeding skills to adapt purchasedetias for use on their lands. If farmers have no
credible choice but to adopt new Terminator (GURVa)eties, they will become dependent on seeds
they cannot afford—seeds that are not adapteceterthiironmental and social context of local promunct
systems. They will have lost the option to corgirta breed their varieties to fit their own partau
circumstances and to generate agricultural biodityer

By establishing Terminator technology as a platfarpon which all plant breeding will take place,
corporations are further limiting farmers’ accessd arights to seed supply systems. Patented
characteristics—such as a plant’s ability to deiéth wlimate change or disease—will only be avagath

the Terminator platform.

In light of our experience in the Seeds of Survimalgram, we agree with and reiterate the requddte
Ban Terminator campaign:

We call upon the Working Group on Article 8(j) tdvise the Eighth meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversig(P8) that GURTSs is a dangerous technology that
threatens biodiversity, Indigenous knowledge systemallholder farmers and global food security.

We call upon the Parties at the COPS8 to fully cdasithe AHTEG Report on GURTS, and
approve the Report’s recommendation that governsngevelop national regulations to prohibit
commercialization of GURTS.

In recognition of the negative impacts GURTs pdselmdigenous peoples, local communities,
peasants and small-scale farmers, we call on thetiézato the COP8 to strengthen the
recommendation of paragraph 23 of decision V/5t ttm GURTS should be approved for field
testing or commercial use.

In recognition of the negative impacts that GUR®septo Indigenous peoples, the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity and the Secretmust ensure the full and effective
participation of Indigenous peoples in all futun@pesses of the CBD related to GURTSs.

We believe that due to unacceptable risks and iMegatpacts on food security and agricultural
biodiversity, Terminator technology (GURTS) must he permitted.

Thank you for your attention.
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SEMENCES POUR LA SURVIE (USC-SOS)

POUR AFRIQUE DE IOUEST Tel.: 223-229-90-26
B.P. E 180 BAMAKO TELECOPIEUR: 223-229-94-61
COURIER ELECTRONIQUE:
PORTE 30: RUE 409 manausccm@usccanadamali.org
HAMDALLAYE - ACI 2000 SITE WEB: www.usc-canada.otg

BAMAKO, MALI

Submission to the Secretariat for the Convention omiological Diversity regarding Genetic
Use Restriction Technologies (GURTS) (Ref: SCBD/STM/DCO/va/48601)

From: USC-Canada Seeds of Survival (SoS) program iWest Africa

Bamako, September 17, 2005

Sustainable human development cannot be achievdtuwtithe enjoyment of farmers’ full
rights. Farmers in West Africa have a unique cbaotion to food security for all even under the most
difficult conditions. They have time-tested knodge of seeds, soils, climate and the relevant socio
economic practices that bind and save their comtiesniThey may swing between scarcity and bounty
from one year to another but they still have cdrafanost elements that influence their lives.

There is great genetic diversity even in the waral land conditions in West Africa. A single
community genebank, in Douentza (Mali), at the edigthe Sahara desert, possesses a great divefsity
25 species of crops and each species has a rafgadodices or farmers’ varieties. For example glaze
over 15 farmers’ varieties of pearl millet. Thesenmunities, despite difficult climatic conditiorare
striving to use and conserve their landrace seedsissociated knowledge.

Genetically-modified organisms (GMOs) and poterifiatminator seeds (GURTS) are the new
threats to farmers’ livelihoods. Risks associatéti these biotechnologies are not clear. They ate n
culturally acceptable given current seeds supyesys in use throughout the region. Their introdact
will be most devastating for the smallholder angbrgce-poor farmer. The introduced seeds are not
adapted to the ecological heterogeneity and sooiatkexts of West Africa and they will not be colied
by farmers or by African governments and localitngbns. Farmers are not correctly informed about
these issues.

Increasingly, many farmers in West Africa are sabje environmental pressures that bring them
to reseed their fields more than three times wherrains fail to wet the soils. Will farmers hawebiuy
seeds and the accompanying inputs more than twidd@ course of an agricultural season? Is this
economically viable?

African governments and seed companies from thehNbacked by their governments and
financial institutions should be held accountalie problems related to the introduction and use of
GMOs and potentially also Terminator seeds in Asfric

We must ask ourselves: What are the real benefifarmers—ecologically, economically and
culturally? African agriculture, it is known, hagdn highly receptive to all kind of innovations and
introductions. However, Terminator seeds shouldbeocallowed to make their way to Africa and add to
the vulnerability of the African farmer who alrealilyes on the margins. What will happen to the worl
biodiversity heritage if the priorities of agribness companies take precedence over farmer-led
agricultural diversification?
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Based on this questioning and concerns, we aring/rin behalf of the farmers’ communities we work
with in West Africa to request prohibition of thesting and commercialization of Terminator techgglo
Please put a stop to this most inhuman and wraorgtprinitiative.

ETC GroupL?/ [07 OCTOBER 2005]
[SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

7 October 2005

Contact

ETC Group

431 Gilmour Street
Ottawa, Ontario

K2P OR5

Canada

Phone: 613 241 2267
Fax: 613 241 2506
etc@etcgroup.org

Hamdallah Zedan

Executive Secretary

Convention on Biological Diversity
United Nations Environment Programme
World Trade Centre

413 Saint-Jacques Street

Suite 800

Montreal, Quebec

Canada H2Y 1N9

Ref: SCBD/STTM/DCO/va/48601 “Advice on the repofttbe Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on
Genetic Use Restriction Technologies

Dear Dr. Zedan,

On behalf of the undersigned organizations, ETCQu@neishes to submit the attached comments
to the CBD’s Working Group on Article 8(j) on thelbgect of genetic use restriction technologies
(GURTS), also known as Terminator technology.

We are grateful for the continued work of the Cantian on Biological Diversity in facilitating
information gathering and discussion on the posénimpacts of GURTS. It is our hope that
substantial progress will be made at the upcomiagtmg of the Working Group on Article 8(j),
followed by COPS.

12/ These comments are submitted on behalf of tHeviolg organizations: ANDES (The Quechua-Aymara
Association for Nature Conservation and Sustaindideelopment), Call of the Earth, Catholic Instubor International
Relations, ETC Group, Gaia Foundation, GRAIN, lraigus Peoples Biodiversity Network, Internationalidh of Food,
Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobaeod Allied Worker's Associations (IUF), Third Worlietwork.

/...
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As requested, we have limited our comments to mé@rrnation that we believe is important for
the Working Group to consider as it prepares tas@d€OP8 regarding the report of the Ad Hoc
Technical Expert Group on the potential impactsgehetic use restriction technologies on
smallholder farmers, indigenous and local commesiti

Although the issue of GURTS is not new, the seedsiry and some governments have recently
renewed efforts to promote and win acceptance ésminator technology. GURTS, therefore, is
no longer a distant or abstract threat for farmerdigenous peoples and biodiversity, but a real
and present danger. Although field tests have rm#nbundertaken (to our knowledge),
greenhouse experiments are underway.

In the past, civil society organizations have meférto GURTs (plants that are genetically

modified to kill their own seeds) as “suicide seé@ven the fact that 1.4 billion people depend

on farm-saved seeds as their primary seed soutdBT& could more accurately be described as
“homicide seeds.”

We congratulate the CBD for facilitating importaiiscussion on the potential impacts of GURTS amd fo
incorporating the views of Indigenous and local oamities and smallholder farmers — those who will
be most directly and adversely affected by GURT®. thank you for the opportunity to submit these
comments to the CBD’s Working Group on Article 84p it deliberates the future of GURTS, and the
potential impacts for Indigenous peoples, smallbofdrmers and Farmers’ Rights.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Hope Shand, Research Director, ETC Group and meaflibe Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group
on GURTSs, member of the Ban Terminator Campaign

Comments submitted on behalf of;

ANDES (The Quechua-Aymara Association for Naturesaovation and Sustainable Development)

Call of the Earth Llamado de la Tierra

Catholic Institute for International Relations

ETC Group

Gaia Foundation

GRAIN

Indigenous Peoples Biodiversity Network

International Union of Food, Agricultural, Hotel,eRaurant, Catering, Tobacco and Allied Workers'
Associations (IUF)

Third World Network

Introduction: Promotion and Development of GURTS islncreasing

When patents on GURTs/Terminator seeds first cantieet attention of the CBD in 1998, the technology
seemed a distant threat — many years away from eoomh reality. Some governments now mistakenly
assume that the seed industry has abandoned &stqueommercialize Terminator seeds, in response t
widespread opposition from some scientific bodiadjgenous peoples and farmers’ organizations, and
civil society. Unfortunately, this is not the cageecent months have withessed a sharp increase in
industry efforts to promote Terminator technologyd again acceptance for the technology through the
CBD. For the seed industry, GURTSs is the equivaleihnt “biological patent” that offers perpetual
exclusive monopoly — it is a technology that isgiyrtoo profitable to be abandoned.
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Companies continue to apply for, and win, patent&SORTs. For example, agrochemical giant Syngenta
won its most recent US patent on Terminator teagoin March 2004.

Delta & Pine Land (D&PL), a US-based seed compdrat ows to commercialize Terminator (the
company ranks I worldwide in terms of seed sales), distributed eavrbrochure on GURTs at
SBSTTA10 in Bangkok. The D&PL brochure states tfidte system is being developed further and we
expect that it will be a few years before TPS [Testbgy Protection System, the company’s proprietary
V-GURT technology] transgenic varieties are comradized.” According to company officials, the
technology is now being tested in greenhouses hdmihot yet been field-tested.

Seed Industry Concentration Has Accelerated

Genetic use restriction technologies (GURTS) armdoeleveloped by the private sector in OECD
countries. We believe it is important to understtresocio-economic context in which GURTSs are ¢pein
developed in order to fully examine the potentiaplications for Indigenous peoples, local commaasii
smallholder farmers and Farmers’ Rights. Today,aadful of multinational seed and agrochemical
companies dominate global seed sales and 2004-88@5an upsurge in seed industry takeovers.
According to two recently released studies, the 1d@p multinational seed firms now account for
approximately half of the commercial seed marketdvaide.

According to Phillips McDougall, a UK-based consut firm, the top 10 seed companies account for
51% of the US$19,000 million global seed marketldwide.” A new report by the ETC Group reaches a
similar conclusion: The top 10 companies contré¥4® the US$21,000 million commercial seed sales
in 2004! Both studies’ company rankings are presented below

World’s Top 10 Seed Companies (US millions), Leading Seed Company Sales, 2004
2004 (US millions)
1.Monsanto* (includes Seminis) $2,803 1.Dupont* $2,620
2.Dupont* $2600 2.Monsanto* $2,353
3.Syngenta* $1239 3. Syngenta* $1,239
4.Limagrain $1044 4. Limagrain $1,016
5.KWS $622 5. KWS $551
6.Land O’Lakes $538 6. Seminis $526
7.Sakata $416 7. Bayer $386
8.Bayer $387 8. Takii $3$379
9. Takii $$366 9. DLF-Trifolium $346
10. DLF-Trifolium $320 10. Delta & Pine Land* $319
Source: ETC Group, September 2005. Source: Phillips McDougall, July 2005.
The top 10 companies control 49% of the worldEhe top 10 seed firms account for 51.2% of the
$21,000 million $19,000 million

*Companies known to have patents on GURTs

By definition, GURTs are genetically modified (GMgeds. The market for GM seeds is even more

concentrated than the overall seed market. In 200d,company’s biotech seeds and traits — Monsanto’

- accounted for 88% of the total GM crop area wwitt®." According to Monsanto, its biotech seed and

trait acreage covered 71 million hectares (175.lfiamiacres) in 2004 — roughly the size of Zambia.
/...



UNEP/CBD/WGB8J/4/INF/6
Page 40

According to ISAAA, the estimated global area of biotech crops for 2834 81.0 million hectares,
equivalent to 200 million acres.

Why does seed industry concentration matter, amddues it relate to GURTS? If commercialized, will
GURTs bring benefits to farmers? Will GURTs resultincreased competition, greater R&D and an
increase in improved varieties?

The 2001 report on GURTs commissioned by the FamdAericulture Organization “Potential Impacts
of Genetic Use Restriction Technologies (GURTS) Agricultural Biodiversity and Agricultural
Production Systems” (FAO report) concludes (58,tmat “...GURTs may well reinforce the
concentration and integration trends in the bregdiector in such a way as to lead to possibilifibes
misuses of monopoly power, rendering farmers fdigpendent on formal seed supply systems.” The
report warns (44), “GURTSs could further concentnai@ket power in the formal seed sectors for some
crops, due to economies of scale. This has leafltisiconcern that firms may have the capacitydb s
process non-competitively.”

The FAO report noted (49) that there “is concelat tBURTS will narrow farmers’ choices by reducing
the number of suppliers.” A 2003 paper by the mtional Seed Federation that was submitted té\the
Hoc Technical Expert Group on GURTSs asserts thaRTdJwill be beneficial for farmers and result in
increased choices:

“...employment of GURTs will result in increased otes to farmers. The possibility of a
return on research investment will result in arréase in competition among companies, with
more companies entering a market area and an seram production of new improved
varieties. This would obviously be beneficial &orhers. Prices should remain competitive and
support a steady flow of new and improved varie&esry year, to provide the farmers with
more choices than in the past.”

Given the current levels of concentration in thebgl seed industry, however, the reality is thamn&xs
would havefewer choices if GURTs were commercialized. A new regoyin the US Department of
Agriculture (USDA) examines how seed industry cdistion has affected agricultural research and
developmerit and finds that, in the US, private sector spendingrop variety R&D increased 14-fold
between 1960 and 1996, while public expendituragrstted. Looking at biotech maize, cotton and
soybeans, USDA researchers found that researchsititeslowed as seed markets became more
concentrated:

“Those companies that survived seed industry cafetadn appear to be sponsoring less
research relative to the size of their individuahrkets than when more companies were
involved...Also fewer companies developing crops amarketing seeds may translate into
fewer varieties.”

While the report of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Guareport on the potential impacts of genetic use
restriction technologies on smallholder farmerdjgenous and local communities (AHTEG report) noted
(4.b) the potential positive impact that “GURTS magrease agricultural biodiversity through incies
activity in the plant-breeding sector”

the USDA study finds that, in the case of agbiotecthe USA, reduced competition is associated with
reduced R&D. Despite seed industry claims to thetramy, concentration in the seed industry has
resulted in_lesénnovation — not more. Ultimately, a highly contrated seed market means less choice
for farmers — not more. The experience of the USatds relevant because the US accounts for 60% of
the total GM crop area worldwide.
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If GURTs are commercialized, they will be introddcky a small number of very large firms in the
private seed sector. The USDA study indicates tfiagén the highly concentrated seed market, we aann
expect R&D to increase following the commercialigatof GURTs. Contrary to seed industry claims,
farmers would likely havéewerchoices — not more — than in the past.

GURTSs Threatens National Sovereignty

If commercialized, GURTSs pose threats to natiom&eseignty which in turn jeopardizes the ability of
national governments to respond to the concerndndigenous peoples, local communities and
smallholder farmers and adopt regulatory measwgwdtect Farmers’ Rights. GURTs are now being
promoted as a technological means of forcing iet#lial property (IP) protection in countries thavéa
chosen not to recognize strong IP for plants aratiseFor seed companies, GURTs offers “perfect
enforcement of property rights.” This analysis esponds to the conclusion of the AHTEG report (13.c
under the category of “Dependency,” that, “Practioader legal intellectual-property regimes woutd b
undermined (e.g. no time limit, no farmers’ reshaend breeders’ exemptions and no compulsory
licensing).” The FAO report (51) points to the pgliquestion facing governments, “whether increased
technological protection to genetic resources byR®Y is desirable, and how this would interface with
IPR regimes. In this governments may wish to digtish between GURTs applications that offer
intrinsic production increases, and those thatesergrely as use restriction strategies.”

In 2005, the government of Argentina suspended treggms with Monsanto over the creation of a
payment system that would allow the company toectltoyalties on use of its Roundup Ready soybeans
after Monsanto initiated lawsuits in Denmark agaimg importers of Argentine soybeans. Argentina’s
national laws do not recognize Monsanto’s pateaitd on Roundup Ready soybeans and a 1973 seed
law intended to protect small producers ensuresigi of Argentinean farmers to save the seedselff
fertilizing plants like soy or wheat.

It should be noted that some countries have passesito prohibit GURTSs at the national level. Most
notably, Brazil's biosafety law (Law 11.105), whigassed in March 2005, includes the following
language on GURTSs:

Art. 60 The following are prohibited:
[...] VIl - the use, sale, registration, patentingnd licensing of genetic use restriction
technologies.

For the purposes of this Law, genetic use restnictiechnologies are understood to be any
process of human intervention aimed at generatinghaltiplying genetically modified plants in
order to produce sterile reproductive structurasaddition to any form of genetic manipulation
aimed at activating or disactivating genes relatedplant fertility through external chemical
inducers.

Delta & Pine Land is currently promoting GURTSs hiftipg North farmers against South farmers. The
company asserts that, “farmers in these other degrdre receiving the advantages of [GM cropdtait
without paying for their use, a situation that umdi@es the competitive viability of many farmersves|

as seed and trait producers.” According to D&PL, a9 “will insure a more level playing field”
because farmers everywhere would be forced to @athé right to use GM seeds.

A forthcoming article (November 2005) in tAenerican Journal of Agricultural Economijoso-authored
by lowa State University economists and Dupontréi§es (the world’s second-largest seed company and
a company that holds patents on GURTS), notes@1aRTs should be viewed as a way to introduce IPP
[intellectual property protection] and not as ateraative to existing IPP regulation$.In other words,

/...



UNEP/CBD/WGB8J/4/INF/6
Page 42

GURTSs/Terminator could become a giant crowbar to imiellectual property monopoly in the South
where it is not legally recognized and/or enforced.

Agricultural economists in the United States argrantly promoting GURTs by making the dangerous
argument that the technology would be “world-wedfanhancing” because, with stronger intellectual
property protection in the South and the Northtdib firms would have more returns and greater
incentive to conduct R&D. The argument is basedemoneous assumptions, and ignores the current
reality of oligopolistic seed markets (one comparlyiotech seeds and traits currently account foost
90% of total biotech area worldwide). The authasoede that exclusive monopoly power of seed firms
could be excessive with GURTS, but they suggegtithraight be possible to place “restrictions oe th
degree to which R&D firms are allowed to captureréits.” This conclusion mirrors that of the FAO
report (58,vi) that, “This issue requires continsiguonitoring of the situation on a case-by-casésbas
and probably strengthening of competition and &n8t institutions in developing countries and rag t
international level.”

Although anti-trust measures are a reasonable stiggeit is difficult to point to examples whereey
have been implemented — especially in the globaed sedustry. If GURTs were commercialized,
governments would need to implement strong meagaresrb excessive corporate monopoly, but there
is little evidence that these kinds of regulatoryaati-trust measures are available to protect éasm
indigenous and local communities and biodiversitye FAO report notes that, relating to Market Pqwer
(46) “it should be noted that anti-trust laws ardjulation are national, and that no international
institutions support countries lacking relevantuletpry capacity. Although some developments whn t
WTO address this issue, significant difficultieslatelays are likely in agreeing international stand.”

REGARDING THE AHTEG REPORT ON GURTS

The Working Group on Article 8] has been askedrapare its advice to the COP8 regarding the regiort

the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group (AHTEG) on thetdtial Impacts of Genetic Use Restriction
Technologies (GURTs) on Smallholder Farmers, Intigs and Local Communities and Farmer’s
Rights.

At SBSTTA10, a few Parties raised objections toARETEG Report on GURTS, claiming that it lacked
“scientific rigour.” We disagree with this charagzation and wish to point out that the AHTEG
included diverse representation, including Partséiser governments, indigenous and local commugjitie
international organizations, civil society organiaas and the seed industry. The AHTEG also indude
representatives from two companies and one governthat hold patents on Terminator technology —
institutions that have a vested interest in the mencialization of the technology. The CBD should be
congratulated for convening an AHTEG which includigerse representation from many stakeholders.
The AHTEG report provides a valid and importantasment of the potential impacts of GURTs — both
positive and negative. Although the expert grouguded many scientists, the AHTEG’s mandate was
not to provide a scientific/technical assessment ofRGE, but to examine its potential impacts on
smallholder farmers, indigenous and local commesitvho are traditional stewards of biodiversity.

The AHTEG Report on GURTSs does not represent asrmus viewpoint on all aspects of GURTs. The
report clearly states that it is not a consensperteEven so, the AHTEG Report was attacked bgva f
Parties during SBSTTAL10 because it did not reprteaeoonsensus. We urge the Working Group on
Article 8j to consider the report as a non-consemeport. To dismiss the report is to marginalimevery
valuable input of indigenous peoples and local camities, smallholder farmers and civil society
representatives.
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Recommendation: The undersigned organizations unambiguously caolecthat GURTS is a dangerous
technology that threatens biodiversity; the liveblds, traditional knowledge and cultures of Indmen
peoples, peasant farmers; and global food sec@itsen the current levels of concentration in thabgl
seed industry, we reject the industry argument thatintroduction of GURTSs will result in increased
competition and more choices for farmers. If conuisized, GURTs will reinforce corporate
concentration in the seed industry, heighten then@wmic dependency of farming communities on a
handful of corporate seed firms, and threaten naticsovereignty by introducing technological
monopolies that are not regulated by governments.

Over the course of the past seven years, the OBDoaperation with other relevant organizations ha

undertaken a number of important studies on theaatgpof GURTSs. Given renewed efforts to develop
and commercialize GURTSs, however, it is urgenttfar CBD to go beyond a reaffirmation of Decision

VI5 section Ill. In recognition of the multiple aratlverse potential impacts on Indigenous and local
communities, smallholder farmers and Farmers’ Riglate urge the CBD to recommend that Parties
develop legal mechanisms to prohibit field testimgl commercialization of GURTSs.

To conclude, we recommend that the Working GroupAditle 8(j) forward the AHTEG Report on
GURTs to COPS8 for its consideration and advise @@P8 to recommend that Parties and other
governments develop recommendations to prohibd festing and commercialization of GURTS.

Ban Terminator [10 OCTOBER 2005]
www.banterminator.org [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]

Terminator Technology and Genetic Contamination
October 2005

The biotechnology industry is vigorously assertingt Terminator technology — genetic seed stetitina
technology - offers a means of preventing the utedfiow of genes from genetically modified (GM)
crops. The industry argues that Terminator offdssafety’ benefits. However, the truth is that
Terminator would not stop GM contamination, but Vdbitiself pose a serious biosafety risk. Industry’s
goal is to win acceptance for a technology thadldsigned to protect corporate patents and maximize
profits by stopping farmers from saving harvesteddsand forcing them to buy new seed every season.

What is Terminator? Terminator technology refers to plants that haeer genetically modified to
render sterile seeds at harvest (through an indecibolecular mechanism, which means that the
gene for seed sterility or germination can be tarioa or off from the outside — by treating the pgan
with a chemical or other factor). It is technicakjpown as a Genetic Use Restriction Technology or
GURTSs. Terminator technology was developed by thiémational seed/agrochemical industry and
the United States government to prevent farmersn fiaving and re-planting harvested seed
developed by biotechnology and seed corporatioaenihator has not yet been commercialized or
field-tested but tests are currently being conddici@ greenhouses in the United States.

The biotechnology and seed industry is promotingnmiigator as a ‘biosafety’ solution to disguisetitse
role as a biological means of preventing farmeosnfisaving and re-using proprietary seed. Terminator
has been widely condemned as a threat to food iseéor the 1.4 billion people who depend on farm-
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saved seed”
Genetic Contamination

In many areas of the world, gene flow (includingotigh cross-pollination and seed dispersal) from
genetically modified plants is causing unwantedegencontamination — even in the South’s centers of
genetic diversity (the areas where our major faagps originate or where genetic diversity is grsgtdn
essence, GM contamination is a new type of indalsfpollution that involves living, replicating
organisms. This genetic pollution cannot be colddobr recalled, and contamination can increase ove
time.

Corporations are increasingly worried about legability and bad public relations resulting frometh
unwanted spread of genetic material from GM cropd #he contamination of conventional and
traditional seed stocks with GM seeds. The realibiecontamination threaten to stop the approvalesé
GM crops that are potentially lucrative for corgaras, including “pharma” crops (plants modified to
produce pharmaceutical compounds) and geneticalyifred trees. The biotechnology industry is eager
to persuade the public that biotechnology can fig GM contamination problem it has caused.
L . . In August 2005, a tornado destroyed two ofIt IS
ironic that, in response to heightened conce| pejta & Pine Land’s greenhouses and damaged @bout
genetic pollution, the industry is promotin| others. We do not know if Terminator plants
Terminator technology as a ‘biosafety’ tod were being tested in the greenhouses or whatwhich
requires even further genetic modification al biosafety risks, if any, might be posed — Qut  the
introduction of additional modified genes. TH this event shows that even seemingly secure
argument put forward is that engineerq Physical containmentis vulnerable.
sterility offers a built-in safety feature; i| (D&PL storm losses top $1 million”
modified genes (whether pharma gend \é\(l)(;(c))g/r(c));v Wilkins Jr.,Delta Democrat Timeg
herbicide resistance genes or Terminator ger ) from a

GM Terminator crop get transferred to related plants

via cross-pollination, the seed produced from suallination would be sterile — it would not germiea
thus contamination would not spread. However, #usnario fails even in its design to offer any
protection against transgene contamination of lsedeseed used as food or feed, since the genetic
sequences, and possibly proteins, from engineezadsg(both trait genes and Terminator genes) would
be present  after  cross pollination, irrespective ofintended seed sterility.

Terminator Failure: Terminator will not stop GM con tamination.

Delta & Pine Land, the US seed company that is goinalg greenhouse trials of Terminator plants and
lobbies for its commercialisation claims in its mp@tion materials that Terminatdiprovides the
biosafety advantage of preventing even the remossilpility of transgene movemenit.”There is no
scientific data made available to support this giree claim. There is not even any data from the
greenhouse trials. In order for Terminator to batemplated as a ‘biosafety’ tool - that is “to et
even the remote possibility of transgene movementt must offer 100% sterility. Every single
Terminator seed would need to be completely starithe second generation. This implies zero tolesa
for even the slightest failure. In other words, Mgrator technology would need to be 100% effective
order to be considered as a potential option o stmtamination via gene flow.

Scientists who have studied genetic seed sterilimat models believe that Terminator will never be
100% effective or reliable as a gene containment rakanism because it will not achieve 100% seed
sterility.* Terminator is a system that is made up of manystroats or pieces of genetic material that
are genetically engineered into plants. In ordesréate sterile seeds, the technology relies oof diese
constructs to work perfectly, over generationsesdsbreeding. Terminator depends on a number jof ste
and mechanisms to function and interact in sucoesene after the other. The chances of failurenagie
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and will increase with each component includechandystem. Like any technology, Terminator willyonl
be as good as its weakest link.

Given that, at this stage, the individual composeoit V-GURTSs [Terminator] offer less than 100%
efficiency or reliability, the combination of thesemponents in one organism will amount to stiisle
For example, if each of the 4 components perform85%, in combination their performance could
reduce efficiency or reliability to as little as &L

There are a number of known biological events ¢haatinterfere with the reliable performance of ang

of Terminator's many components, thus rendering ttoimplex technology incapable of fulfilling its
claimed ‘biosafety’ role. For example, events saslgene silencing and epigenetic changes to traesge
(alterations to the molecular appearance of the DINA block the cell’'s own reading mechanism from
accessing the genetic information of the affectedeg), mutations and loss or reduction of transgene
activity, are problems that have been observed @ith technologies. Additionally, segregation of the
genetic components that make up the Terminator amsim from each other or from the GM trait that is
to be ‘contained’ can occur during reproduction arwould disable the Terminator mechanism.
Importantly, the main aim of all living organisnss successful reproduction and this strong evolatipn
pressure means that everything in the plant itg#llfoe working to counteract and overcome Terminat
genes and remain fertile.

The industry’s promotion of Terminator as a tecbgygl to prevent gene flow is an admission that
contamination is a problem. Ironically, the veryrmgmanies that are responsible for GM contaminatien a
now insisting that society accept a new, unreliggiehnology to try to fix this pollution problem.

In fact, Terminator could actuallyncrease the level and seriousness of GM contamination. If
governments allow corporations to use Terminatohrielogy in an attempt to stop contamination, it
could accelerate the development and field-testingontroversial new GM plants that pose additional
risks to human health and the environment. For gkam

* Plants are being modified to produce plastics artdero industrial chemicals as well as
pharmaceuticals and vaccines (pharma crops). Elktésting of these crops is controversial because
it is impossible to control or contain geneticallyodified organisms in open-air experiments.
Scientists have warned that plants that constitotel and feed crops should not be genetically
modified to develop pharma crops because uninteaiticontamination of the food supply is virtually

XVi

inevitable’

» Experiments with genetically modified trees haverarous potential for gene flow as trees are large
organisms with a long life span, and trees progmendant pollen and seed that is designed to travel
long distance§”

Terminator could be a biosafety hazard with seriousconsequences for Indigenous peoples, local

communities, peasants and small-scale farmers

If Terminator were to be accepted under the guidgiasafety, it would have devastating consequences
for farmers, food security and food safety. Irredppe of any capacity to produce sterile seedfiepo
movement from Terminator crops would take place laad to contamination of other (open pollinated)
plants nearby, at least in the first generatioedSee.g. grain for food) from those plants wowdtain

the initial trait gene (e.g. pharma gene, herbicidsistance gene or Bt-endotoxin gene) plus the
Terminator genes intended to make them steriles Thintamination would affect related crops as a=ll
wild relatives.

Terminator would have serious impacts on food sgcuand food sovereignty for farmers and
communities. Farmers who saved their seeds foaméiply and whose crops had been cross-pollinated by
Terminator plants grown in the area, could findt thaercentage of their seeds did not germinates Th
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percentage could translate into significant yietdels. Farmers would not be able to identify the
Terminator seeds until they replanted seed fromfifs¢ harvest, and found that the seed does not
germinate. People who depend on humanitarian fabd/@uld risk particularly devastating crop losges
they kept food aid seed that contained Terminatoeg for re-planting.

Farmers who found their seed contaminated with Treatar from nearby fields could lose trust in their

own seed stock. If contamination is persistentnéas could lose their traditional and local vaegstand

be forced to abandon their own seed that is adaptéacal conditions and community needs. Loss of
traditional varieties and decline in seed breedvmuld also threaten the practice and retention of
traditional and local knowledge.

If corporations use Terminator as an experimefiakafety’ tool to try and stop the spread of genas
high risk GM crops, like pharma plants, and it ddil farmers in the region who save seeds could
unknowingly produce food contaminated with genesffpharmaceutical-producing plants, which are not
intended for human consumption and pose health andafety risks.

Terminator genes could also spread unnoticed witimitially causing sterile seeds in the seconthax
generation. During the phase of seed productionthiey seed company, the GM plant itself could
potentially render Terminator genes inactive thtoagprocess called gene silencing. Under the gene
silencing scenario, seeds contaminated with Ternmingenes could be fertile. As gene silencing is
reversible over generations, “silent* individualrifénator plants might at a later stage produceepoll
with active Terminator genes thus resulting in ikteseeds at an unpredictable point in the future.

Additionally, Terminator itself gives rise to safetoncerns and potential risks for food, feed and
biodiversity, born out of the fact that it is a hig complex system of genetic engineering. For gXairit

is known that modification processes (transfornratod tissue culture) result in genome scrambling a
the integration site of transgenes and introduatioinundreds or thousands of genome wide mutatidns.
The application of Terminator would thus be morkelly to enhance risks than minimize them.

Terminator is designed to maximize industry profits not stop contamination

Corporations have always been clear that Terminassr developed to be a patent protection tddie
new technique is to protect U.S. technology and patents,”stated Terminator inventor Melvin Oliver
from the United States Department of AgricultfteDelta & Pine Land, a US-based company that is
developing Terminator seeds, refers to its methbgemetic seed sterilization as their “Technology
Protection System” because it is designed to ptefeemers from re-planting the company’s genetycall
modified seed. The corporate seed industry begaasstg the ‘environmental’ arguments for Terminato
after global protest threatened to shut down dewetmt and commercialization of the technology.

Monsanto’s activities show what biotechnology cogpons really want with Terminator. The company
is vigorously suing farmers in the United Stated @anada for allegedly infringing patents by saving
seeds that contain Monsanto’s proprietary g&hés a means of preventing farmers from re-using
patented seed without paying, Terminator would be perfect solution for Monsanto and other
biotechnology corporations. If commercialized, Terator technology would allow Monsanto to enforce
protection over its patents while avoiding costyvsuits, high-priced lawyers and the bad publicity
generated by taking farmers to court.

Although Terminator needs to be 100% effectiveriheo to prevent contamination via gene flow, a lowe
effectiveness of only 80% sterility of harvestedd&vould be sufficient to deter farmers from sawangl
replanting seeds and force them to buy seed ondimmercial market. Yet 80% efficiency would open
the doors wide for uncontrollable escape of traneggboth GM trait genes and Terminator genes).
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Summary

It is paramount to reject the dangerous argumeatt Trerminator can be used as a ‘biosafety’ tool.
Terminator would not stop contamination, and indtahe technology would itself pose an additional
biosafety hazard. The potential consequences ahihator for peasant farmers and Indigenous peoples
around the world are serious and warrant a bamemévelopment, field-testing and commercialization
of Terminator technology.

* Note: This briefing draws on the in-depth analysis ofifii@ator models presented by EcoNexus. For
more informationwww.econexus.info

More Resources:

Ban Terminator Campaign www.banterminator.org

Biosafety Information Centre  www.biosafety-infotne

ETC Group www.etcgroup.org

EcoNexus www.econexus.info - This website will sooffer detailed

scientific analysis of Terminator
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