
elements of a framework for conceptual clarity on socio-economic considerations
Synthesis of views and comments submitted by Parties, other Governments, relevant organizations and indigenous and local communities, pursuant to decision BS-VII/13
I. introduction

1. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (COP-MOP), at its sixth meeting, established an ad hoc technical expert group on socio-economic considerations (AHTEG-SEC). Among others, the AHTEG-SEC was required to develop conceptual clarity on socio-economic considerations and to submit its report for consideration by the seventh meeting of COP-MOP. 
2. The meeting of the AHTEG-SEC was held in Seoul, Republic of Korea, from 17 to 21 February 2014. Among others, the AHTEG-SEC agreed to ‘elements of a framework for conceptual clarity on socio-economic considerations’ (Elements) that were presented in an annex to the report of the AHTEG-SEC. At its seventh meeting, COP-MOP considered the report of the AHTEG-SEC, including the Elements, and extended the AHTEG-SEC to further work on conceptual-clarity and to develop an outline for guidance with a view to making progress towards achieving operational objective 1.7 of the Strategic Plan and its outcomes. 
3. COP-MOP furthermore requested Parties and invited other Governments, relevant organizations and indigenous and local communities to submit views and comments on the Elements. In January 2015, by way of notification 2015-007
, the Executive Secretary called for the submission of views and comments on the Elements by 13 March 2015. The deadline was later extended to 31 March 2015.
 In paragraph 5(c) of decision BS-VII/13, COP-MOP requested the Executive Secretary to compile and prepare a synthesis of the views and comments for consideration by the AHTEG-SEC. In the absence of a face-to-face meeting of the AHTEG, this document will be made available for the online discussions, to be held from 9 May to 17 June 2016. 
4. A total of 24 submissions were received, of which 18 were from Parties, 2 from other Governments and 4 from organizations. The submissions are available on the website of the Secretariat at: https://bch.cbd.int/onlineconferences/portal_art26/submissions.shtml. 
5. In this document, a synthesis of the views and comments is presented, following the structure of the Elements. 
II. SYnthesis of views and comments provided on the elements of a framework for conceptual clarity on socio-economic considerations
6. In their submissions, Parties, other Governments and organizations presented both general observations that apply to several sections of the Elements or the document as a whole, as well as specific comments and views on particular parts of the Elements. In this section, a synthesis of the general observations is presented in subsection (a), and a synthesis of specific comments and views is provided in subsection (b). 
(a) General views and comments
7. In a number of contributions, it was stated that the Elements provide a good basis for future work and that the document constitutes an important step or progress towards conceptual clarity.
 In some submissions, appreciation was expressed for the descriptive nature of the Elements.
 In other submissions, it was recognized that the Elements did not sufficiently provide conceptual clarity and that further work was needed to refine conceptual clarity.
 
8. In one submission, it was argued that there is no need to reach consensus on a single definition of socio-economic considerations but that elements should be identified that may constitute socio-economic considerations for Parties.
 In another submission, however, the need to first develop an operational definition of socio-economic considerations, as well as definitions of key terms used in the document, was emphasized.
 
9. In addition, the following general views and comments were presented:

· It is important that the Elements remain within the scope of Article 26(1) of the Protocol,
 in particular by ensuring that the Elements:

· reflect the voluntary nature of Article 26(1).
 
· focus on socio-economic considerations in relation to decision-making (on import).
 
· are limited in scope to socio-economic considerations arising from the impact of LMOs on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, as opposed to socio-economic impacts in general.
 
· The document should emphasize the importance of taking into account both positive and negative socio-economic considerations.
 
· Socio-economic considerations must be taken into account based on scientific assessments.
 
· The Elements focus on social aspects, as opposed to socio-economic considerations.
 
· The impact on conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity should be considered in comprehensive terms, particular in centres of origin,
 for example in relation to food-sovereignty, ecosystem functions and cultural aspects.
 
· Conflicts with international trade law should be avoided.
 However, consideration of international obligations should not be restricted to those arising from international trade agreements.
 
· The application of the Elements is subject to national procedures, policy and law.
 
10. In a few submissions, the need for ensuring procedural clarity was emphasized.
 The AHTEG had been requested to further develop conceptual clarity, taking into account and improving upon the Elements, and to develop an outline for guidance with a view to making progress towards achieving operational objective 1.7 of the Strategic Plan and its outcomes. In some submissions, the need to keep the two processes apart was emphasized and it was noted that the current format of the Elements could not provide the basis for the development of such guidance.

(b) Specific views and comments
11. In several submissions, views and comments on the objective were provided. In some, it was argued that the wording of the objective should be closer to the wording of Article 26(1) of the Protocol, in particular by ensuring that:

· the scope of the document is restricted to socio-economic considerations arising from the impact of LMOs on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, especially with regard to the value of biological diversity to indigenous and local communities;

· the scope of the document is restricted to decision-making on import of LMOs, rather than to decision-making on LMOs in general;

· the document focuses on impacts as opposed to potential impacts of LMOs on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity;

· the objective reflect the voluntary nature of Article 26(1);

12. In a few submissions, it was argued that the objective of the document was not clear.
 In order to provide conceptual clarity, it was argued that the document should be shortened and only contain agreed, self-explanatory elements, while the details could be used for a guidance document.
 It was also argued that the objective should contain a description of the type of instrument it constitutes (guidelines, criteria, roadmap, procedures) and a precise description of its scope.

13. In relation to the general principles views and comments were provided and are presented following the part of the general principles to which they relate. The text of the Elements is reproduced in italics and placed between quotation marks. 
“General principles”
14. Some argued that the voluntary nature of Article 26(1) should be more clearly reflected,
 including by considering renaming the heading ‘general recommendations’.
 
“Paragraph 1 of Article 26 provides that Parties may take socio-economic considerations into account in decision-making on living modified organisms”
15. Several views and comments were provided, including:
· Socio-economic considerations should be restricted to those arising from the impact of the LMO on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, as set out in Article 26(1);

· The scope should be restricted to decision-making on import of LMOs;

· Explicit support for the current wording;

“Taking socio-economic considerations into account in decision-making on living modified organisms should be consistent with relevant international obligations, which include trade agreements, environmental agreements and human rights agreements.”
16. The following views and comments were raised:
· The importance of avoiding conflicts with international obligations, in particular trade law, should be emphasized.
 Others argued to de-emphasize the prominence of trade agreements in the current text by moving it to the end of the phrase and by suggesting to insert ‘inter alia’ before the reference to trade agreements;
 
· Add reference to research agreements and to the obligation under Articles 16 and 19 of the CBD in relation to the obligation to engage in biotechnology transfer;

“Taking socio-economic considerations into account in decision-making on living modified organisms should be consistent with existing national regulatory frameworks and policies”

17. In relation to this principle, following issues were raised:
· Other elements that need to be taken into account are the holistic vision and approaches to achieve sustainable development;

· Socio-economic considerations should be subject to, rather than consistent with national regulatory frameworks and policies.
 The term should is inconsistent with the voluntary nature of Article 26(1).

“In taking socio-economic considerations into account, Parties should consider their local, national and regional circumstances, cultural practices, priorities and needs, in particular those related to the value of biological diversity to indigenous and local communities”
18. Following views and comments were provided in relation to this principle:
· Socio-economic considerations that are taken into consideration must be relevant for the specific circumstances of the Parties and useful for supporting the decision-making process, particularly where resources are limited and data are scarce;

· This principle is problematic in view of the lack of quantifiable methodologies available to undertake assessments of this nature and the variation in socio-economic issues at local, national and regional levels;

· The voluntary nature of Article 26(1) should be reflected in the use of the verb ‘may’ as opposed to ‘should’ in this principle;

· Following additional elements should be added to this principle: religious believes and practices;
 traditional knowledge and farming practices;
 the ‘intrinsic and relational’ value of biological diversity to indigenous and local communities.

“Taking socio-economic considerations into account in decision-making on living modified organisms should be clear, transparent and non-discriminatory”
19. The views and comments on this principle included:
· The term non-discriminatory needs further clarification;

· Inclusion of socio-economic considerations should be transparently and consistently applied, and should be clearly distinguished from science-based risk assessment and considered as appropriate to national circumstances.

“Human health-related issues arising from impacts of living modified organisms on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity should also form part of socio-economic considerations, provided that they are not already addressed in the risk assessment”
20. Views and comments submitted relate to the following issues:
· Singling out human health in the general principles may give rise to confusion of the consideration of impacts on human health as part of the risk assessment process and as part of consideration of socio-economic impacts;

· A better distinction must be made between risks to human health addressed as part of the risk assessment and as part of the socio-economic considerations;

· The impact on human health should not be part of socio-economic considerations, but of the risk assessment;
 
· The principle was supported in its current wording.
 Additional wording was provided to extend the principle to human, plant and animal health-related issues.

“A situation of uncertainty or insufficient information on socio-economic impacts should not prevent socio-economic considerations from being taken into account in reaching a decision”
21. Views and comments related to this principle include:

· Decisions taken in relation to LMOs must always be scientifically sound and adopted in a transparent manner. They should be measureable and verifiable, and be based on qualitative and qualitative sound date. This also applies when taking into account socio-economic considerations;
 
· More detail needs to be provided so as to qualify uncertainty by requiring that the identified uncertainty must be significant in nature, must outweigh other (positive) factors considered in the assessment of socio-economic considerations.
 Decisions taken on the basis of uncertainty must be proportionate and be subject to review.
 Reference is made to Article 5.7 of the SPS Agreement, where similar considerations are raised in the context of insufficiency of relevant scientific evidence in risk assessments related to the adoption of sanitary or phytosanitary measures.

· Precaution should be part of the risk assessment and not of the process of taking into account socio-economic considerations;

· The precautionary principle is applied to justify taking action to prevent, avoid or minimize possible adverse effects (as opposed to any effects), in view of uncertainty or insufficient information or knowledge regarding the extent of potential adverse effects of LMOs.
 However, others call for consideration of also socio-economic uncertainties and ambiguities, especially in centers of origin;

· The definitions of the terms used should be clarified.
 
“Conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity relies on a wide range of elements, including socio-economic ones, which supports the application of sustainability principles”
22. Views and comments related to this principle include:

· The principle lacks specificity and clarity.
 In particular, ‘sustainability principles’ should be defined.
 
· Reference should also be made to Article 16 of the CBD, which explicitly states that access to and transfer of biotechnologies is essential to the attainment of the goals of the Convention.

“Planning and conducting risk assessments and taking socio-economic considerations into account may be complementary in the decision-making process”
23. Views and comments related to this principle include:

· Risk assessments should be treated separately from taking socio-economic considerations into account in decision-making.
 While the former is a mandatory requirement under the Protocol, the latter is not. This distinction should be reflected more clearly in this principle.
 There may be complementarities between the two processes.
 
“Public participation and consultation form part of the process of taking socio-economic considerations into account”
24. Views and comments related to this principle include:

· Participation of the public and access to relevant information is important and can strengthen decision-making,
 subject to national legal frameworks.

· The wording of this principle should reflect that public participation and consultation is subject to national laws and not a mandatory requirement.

· In addition to public participation, ‘access to information’
 should be added, as well as the specific role of ‘indigenous and local communities’
.

25. In a number of submissions, additional general principles were suggested, including:

· Decisions based on socio-economic considerations must be based on sound evidence and kept under review;

· Conservation and sustainable use relies on a wide range of aspects, including socio-economic ones;

26. In relation to the Methodological considerations views and comments were provided and are presented following the part of the Methodological considerations to which they relate. The text of the Elements is reproduced in italics and placed between quotation marks. 

“Methodological considerations”
27. Views and comments related to the methodological considerations in general include:

· Any socio-economic consideration taken into account should be supported by the existence of measurable indicators (qualitative or quantitative, plausible impact mechanism and sound assessment methods,
 which should be practical in nature.

“Scope”

28. Views and comments related to the scope include:
· The broad scope and lack of detail on ways in which the methodological considerations can be applied fails to provide clarity,
 and does not reflect the restraints of Article 26(1).

· The inclusion of ecological and human-health related considerations without defining their relationship with risk assessment is problematic, as safety aspects are considered as part of the risk assessment
 and should therefore not be included as part of socio-economic considerations.

· ‘Economic’ and ‘Social’ and ‘cultural/traditional/religious/ethical’ issues can only be included when quantifiable models are available.

· ‘Ecological’ issues as part of socio-economic considerations should be distinct from ecological issues considered in risk assessment.
 

· Rather than ‘ecological’ use ‘socio-ecological and economic systems’.

· ‘Religious’ issues should be excluded for its heterogeneity and for its overlap with ‘cultural and traditional’ issues’.
 
· In addition to ‘human health-related’ issues, ‘plant and animal health related issues should be considered.

“Methodological approaches”

29. General views and comments related to the methodological approaches include:

· The methodological approaches should be preceded by an introductory text that provides the context within which the approaches should be used;

· Methodologies to take socio-economic considerations into account must be transparent and decisions must be verifiable and taken on the basis of quantitative or qualitative data.
 Only methods that comply with such criteria should be considered for application. In addition, socio-economic considerations may only be taken into account, if baseline data are available.
 

· The choice of methodology to be applied must be based on scientific evidence and the circumstances in which a particular methodological approach is appropriate must be provided in the document, to facilitate a comparison of results.
 
30. Views and comments on specific methodological approaches listed in the document included:

· Baseline information is not a methodology in itself;

· Ex-ante studies are inappropriate to measure impact;

· In addition to consultation and participation add ‘information’ and make reference to ‘participatory methods adapted to the local context’. 
 Consultation and participation should not affect the objectivity and scientific character of the assessment.

· As a methodological approach ‘socio-economic impact assessment’ is too general.

· Rather than valuation of biological diversity, ‘multidimensional valuation’ should be used, and ‘ecosystem services’ should be added.
 Specify that valuation is not only related to valuation in economic terms.

· Other methodologies that were suggested to be added are: ‘assessment of socio-economic uncertainties and ambiguities’, ‘analysis of systems of life of Mother Earth’, ‘effects on the life systems and their components / biological diversity to indigenous people and local communities’, ‘effects on the sustainability of living systems and their components’ and ‘holistic and indigenous and local knowledge based methodologies’.
 Also ‘public opinion surveys’ were added to the list of methodological approaches.

“Factors affecting methodological approaches”
31. Views and comments related to the factors affecting methodological approaches include:

· A general statement should be added to explain that the methods used must fulfil the needs of decision-makers, that they are appropriate to the nature of the organism, its trait and intended use, and that a variety of methodological approaches are available.

· To be added as an additional factor ‘socio-economic situation of the indigenous people and local communities’.

· The methodology that is applied must reconcile various sub-national data into a cohesive result.
 In this context, both variation and similarities of socio0economic considerations among States and at the subnational level should be considered a factor affecting methodological approaches.

· Specific textual additions were proposed, including the addition of the inherent technological package of the organisms on which the macro-, micro or market structure levels of analysis depend.

“Points to consider”

32. Views and comments related to points to consider include:

· Details are inappropriate in a framework document and should be provided in the ‘guidance’ document.

· An important consideration is the need to ensure that consideration of socio-economic issues must be compliant with international obligations, and particular with those require that established risk assessment guidelines and methodologies that require scientifically quantifiable outcomes.

· Human health and ecological dimensions should be included only in risk assessment procedures, not in the context of consideration of socio-economic issues.

· An additional consideration is that lessons learnt from socio-economic considerations in relation to other innovations and technology adoption processes should be taken into consideration where relevant.

· For comprehensive assessments, elements of socio-economic considerations should fall into more than one dimension, considering that socio-economic factors and effects are multi-dimensional.

· Not only human, but also plant and animal health related and ecological dimensions should be mentioned.

“Dimensions”
33. General views and comments related to dimensions include:

· A prioritization of these dimensions is needed.

· The dimensions are unclear and overlap with risk assessment under the Protocol, in particular the human health-related issues.

34. Views and comments related to specific dimensions include:
· In relation to economic dimension, impacts on productivity, competitiveness and efficacy could added.

· In relation to ecological dimension, ecosystem functions should be assessed as part of the risk assessment.

· In relation to cultural/traditional/religious/ethical, vegetarian practices, halal practices and source of gene should be added. Ethical should be a separate dimension, referring to e.g. human gene transferred to crops or livestock, sacrificing animals in an unethical manner in LMO trials, negative labelling of LMOs.

· Cultural and traditional should be a dimension on its own with reference to impact on seed saving and exchange practices, access to local and traditional foods. Religious and ethical should be a dimension on its own with reference to impact of availability of alternatives and choices.

· In relation to human health-related, the impact of the quality of food should be added.
 The impacts of GM crop co-technologies, for example herbicides used with herbicide-resistant crops and their residues on GM food , must be taken into consideration and therefore added to this dimension.
 
· Considering impact on nutritional status in the human health-related dimension would be overlapping with the impact on food security, mentioned under the social dimension, as food security refers to the accessibility to all people to sufficient safe and nutritious food. In addition, the nutritional status may be assessed as part of the risk assessment.

-----
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