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International
frameworks on biosafety
and socio-economic
considerations

® Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety

® WTO treaties: SPS, TBT
® Agenda 21, Chapt. |16




CPB Article 26.1

|. The Parties, in reaching a decision on import under this
Protocol or under its domestic measures implementing the
Protocol, may take into account, consistent with
their international obligations, socio-economic
considerations arising from the impact of living
modified organisms on the conservation and
sustainable use of biological diversity, especially
with regard to the value of biological diversity to
indigenous and local communities.

Il. The Parties are encouraged to cooperate on research and
information exchange on any socio-economic impacts of
living modified organisms, especially on indigenous and local
communities.




WTO SPS,Article 5.3

The Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary
measures addresses economic issues that may lead a member to
restrict trade:

“In assessing the risk to animal or plant life or health and determining
the measure to be applied for achieving the appropriate level of
sanitary or phytosanitary protection from such risk. Members shall
take into account as relevant economic factors: the
potential damage in terms of loss of production or
sales in the event of the entry, establishment or spread
of a pest or disease; the costs of control or eradication
in the territory or the importing Member;and the relative cost-
effectiveness of alternative approaches to limiting risks.”




WTO TBT,Art.2

The Agreement on Technical Barriers to trade recognizes countries’
right to adopt the technical regulations and standards they consider
appropriate to achieve “legitimate trade objectives” such
national security, preventing deceptive trade
practices, protecting human health or safety, animal
or plant life or health, or the environment,
consumers’ protection and prevention against
deceptive practices and other objectives such as
quality, technical harmonization or simply trade
facilitation, taking account of the risks of non-fulfillment (Art.
2.2). In assessing such risks, relevant elements for consideration are,
inter alia, available scientific and technical information, related
processing technology or intended end-uses of products (Annex,
Art. 2.2).They should not cause unnecessary barriers to trade and

should be applied equally to national and imported products (Art.
2.1).




Agenda 21, Ch. 16

® Agenda 21 notes that food supply questions are
also related to food distribution problems, and
highlights the importance of taking into account
the needs of farmers, the socio-economic, cultural
and environmental impacts; the need to promote
sustainable social and economic development
while paying particular attention to how the use of
biotechnology will affect the maintenance of
environmental integrity (Chapter 16.4).




What does this mean!?

® | egal implications

® |imited opportunities for inclusion of
socio-economic factors in context of
international agreements

® Practical implications
® |imited does not mean none

® alternatives




Examples of
references to
SOCio-economic
considerations in
national

biosafety laws
(Falck-Zepeda 2009)

e

Flubpysms 17




Given the microscopic nature
of that table...

® potential negative effects on exports (Argentina)
® socio-economic opportunity (Brazil)
® socio-economic/environmental linkage (Kenya)

® non-specified socio-economic and/or religious/ethical concerns (Uganda,
Nigeria, Indonesia)

® |ocal communities (R.S.Africa); indigenous people, small farmers, women
(Philippines)

® economic benefit evaluation (India)

® no specific reference (USA)




Two examples from
subnational government

® (California: direct and indirect inclusion of
socio-economic concerns -- the case of fish
(indirect) and rice (direct)







Legislation and
regulation

® California ban on open-ocean transgenic
aquaculture and permitting for all
transgenic aquaculture

® Process included substantial input from
artisinal fishermen regarding potential
economic harm

® The arguments were generally framed in
biosafety terms




GloFish

Perceived benefits!?
Ethical and moral issues







Novel varieties

® The California Rice Commission addresses
ALL novel varieties of rice on the basis of
potential economic impacts; not exclusive
to transgenic rice, but encompassing it




What have you done?

o Q&A




Thank you very much




