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Biofuels and food sovereignty in Africa 


Africa increased its ethanol production from 100 million gallons in 2006 to more than 160 million gallons in 2007. India, Brazil and Europe are investing hundreds of millions of dollars in Africa to develop crops for agrofuels – and monopolising tens of thousands of hectares.


This threatens the food sovereignty of African countries.

Promoters of these crops look for high yields. That is why they prefer mechanised cultivation of large swathes of fertile land.  These crops need both copious irrigation and large quantities of fertilizers and pesticides. Moreover, the introduction of GM crops and the large-scale cultivation of a single plant threaten the biodiversity that is vital for the people. In turn, the amount of staple foods available on the market is reduced and this triggers higher prices. This price increase is accelerated by four factors: 

· Growing population which increases the demand for food while reducing the amount of land available for agriculture;

· The reduction of reserves needed to control price changes in the market since the surplus is used for energy production; 

· Increasing cost of food production: improving the yield per hectare increases industrial  expenses such as fertilizers, pesticides and fuel for agricultural machinery; 

· Finally, global warming and climatic disturbances in Africa reduce harvests.
In Africa, between January 2006 and January 2007, the food costs of the poor rose by 9.6% in rural areas and by 8.3% in urban areas. Devoting 10% of sugar to ethanol production has caused the price of sugar to double. The price of wheat, maize and rice has already significantly increased. This is serious for the poor who are net consumers (they buy and do not sell corn), and also for countries that are not self-sufficient in food. Meanwhile, stocks available for emergency food aid are declining.

Some African governments are taking the opportunity to earn money by signing contracts with international companies. Some do not hesitate to expropriate villagers and farmers, and some do not pay the promised compensation. When they cite energy independence as a reason for promoting biofuels, they omit to speak of the need for oil, fertilizers and pesticides. Besides, it is obvious that even if Jatropha, for example, grows in soil of low fertility, the company who invests $ 20 million in 9000 hectares in Tanzania, will also cultivate it on fertile and well-irrigated land.

Last but not least, the energy efficiency of biofuels, and the positive effects on reducing emissions of greenhouse gases (responsible for the global warming from which Africa is already suffering) have been contested, including by scientific bodies within the European Commission.


Several scientific committees and civil groups in Africa are sounding the alarm. It is good to stimulate the production of renewable energy and to promote access to energy for people, but not at any price! These African organizations rose to defend human rights on farms: decent work, a healthy environment and the right to food. They also struggle for their hard work and finances to be better channelled: developing local or regional projects that produce renewable energy in an effective way for the people, without competing with food: encouraging cooperatives to produce electricity for the village; applying techniques for baking bricks or for cooking with less wood or oil; promoting the use of waste to produce energy. These organizations warn their governments against multinationals that promote developments of agricultural biotechnology that have negative effects on food security and health. They underline that, once again, African countries will be exporting raw materials without the benefits of ‘added value’ that come from processing their agricultural products. The amount of agricultural land required to fill the tank of one Land Rover is enough to feed a person for one year. 

Within the European Union, ministers are calling for the promotion of the use and marketing of biofuels in accordance with the conditions of "sustainable" production.  This stirs up debate on all sides. The Environment and Energy units of the European Commission disagree about certificates of sustainable production. MEPs clash over the criteria and the economic implications for Europe. Nor do biofuels make for unanimity within the industrial sector. For their part, civil society groups are divided on the issue of "social and environmental criteria of sustainability." Some argue that we must have valid and effective criteria to ensure acceptable conditions of production while others argue that no certification system can provide guarantees. These base their opinion on their observation of current criteria (for wood, for example) that prove inadequate, mostly because trade will always find loopholes.

Meanwhile, African farmers are losing what they need: land, water, seeds and freedom of action.

AEFJN launched a campaign in November 2007. It called on the EU and member states for a 5-year moratorium on imports of agrofuels produced by intensive, large-scale monoculture in Africa and on any kind of support for the production of first and second generation agrofuels. AEFJN is following through this action. European Antennae are writing to their energy and environment ministers and to their prime minister as these are actively working on finalising the EU directive for energy. Additionally, in July the G8 will focus on "Climate Change and Sustainability" and in May there will be a meeting of the international Convention for Biological Diversity (CBD) where the focus will be "Bioenergy and Biofuels."

Every citizen of the European Union - and elsewhere - plays a key role in relaying this campaign.

(See: http://www.aefjn.be/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=284&Itemid=77)
C. Fouarge

EPAs still a hot issue for 2008

In the last months of 2007 there was a lot of excitement, fear and questioning among those who had been following from inside or from outside the negotiations of the Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) between the European Union and the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries. The EU wanted EPAs to be signed before the expiry of the waiver (2008), but the ACP countries were reluctant to accept the deadline. They agreed to liberalize their markets, but needed more time for the negotiations because there were still major divergences on the critical issues of development and aid which were supposed to be the very basis of EPAs. 

The ACP countries had expressed their concern about exports to the EU, when the waiver of the World Trade Organization (WTO) to allow non-reciprocal conditions in the trade between the two blocks (EU and ACP) expired on 31st December 2007. The EU had insisted that it would not allow for “special conditions” to protect the exports from the ACP countries who had not signed the EPAs. While the offer of full market access - removal of all tariffs and quotas - for their trade with Europe applied to EPA signatories, the EU warned the better off Developing Countries (DCs) not signing up that, from January 2008, there would be custom duties on their exports to the European market and that this would mean a rise in the price of their products, and with it economic loss and the certainty of lost jobs. The exports of the Least Developed Countries (LDC) could still access the European market free from tariffs and quotas, under the “Everything But Arms” (EBA) regulation. 

Just before the end of the year there were contradictory signals. While the EU affirmed that many countries would be signing the EPAs, many African countries said they would not sign EPAs because they were not ready and there were still many questions to be negotiated. Faced with this situation the European Commission (EC) did not want to appear to be failing, so it came up with a compromise: regions or individual countries could sign “interim EPA”, on goods only, with a commitment to continue the negotiations in 2008. This unilateral measure meant a fracture in the regional integration if all countries did not sign up, which was indeed the case. 

The Caribbean is the only region to have concluded a full EPA, including trade in goods and services before the end of the year. For the other ACP countries, not signing was a way of showing their dissatisfaction. However, many of the better off African countries that did not want to sign had to do so, so that their exports could enter the European market without tariffs or quotas. This explains why most countries that have initialled “interim EPA”, are the “developing countries”, while most of the Least Developed Countries - the poor ones - have not signed.  

Out of the 51 ACP countries (not counting the Caribbean) only 20 initialled an “interim EPA” by the deadline. Twelve of them were DCs. In Southern Africa: Botswana, Lesotho, Swaziland, Namibia and Mozambique signed, but South Africa did not. This has created a crisis in the Southern African Custom Union (SACU), and thus in the regional integration.  Of the 16 East African countries, the East African Community (Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Rwanda, Burundi), signed as a sub-region. Other countries signing were: Seychelles, Mauritius and Zimbabwe. In West Africa, only Ivory Coast and Ghana did. Nigeria is not interested in the EPAs, as its main income is from petrol. In Central Africa, only Cameroon signed - to protect its cocoa trade. In the Pacific, only Papua New Guinea and Fiji signed. These “interim EPAs” commit the ACP countries to liberalising their imports from the EU deeper and faster than had been expected (more than 80% of imports to be liberalised, mostly within fifteen years). 

Despite the market access granted by the EU to products coming from the EPA signatory countries, the problem for the ACP is not market access but to have something to sell that is different from the traditional “raw commodities”. African countries need help to build an infrastructure that would help them to produce “added value” merchandise and to trade it. Only this will promote sustainable development. This is why ACP negotiators insist on “Aid for Trade” from the EU as part of the EPAs. Simplification of the rules of origin and the EU sanitary standards is needed so that the ACP can take full advantage of these agreements. 

ACP countries want trade liberalisation, but are reluctant to open their markets too quickly to more competitive EU exports and industries. They see the EU will be the main winner, as its exports to Africa will increase by more than 20%. African countries doubt how far their producers and exporters can benefit from the market access offered by the EU and question the role of the EPAs in regional integration. 

The negotiations are supposed to continue in 2008. This will bring another source of misunderstanding as the EU insists on negotiating services and trade-related issues: investment, competition and government procurement that African countries regard as detrimental to development. 

At the Lisbon Summit, as an answer to the African leaders’ criticism, Barroso made the commitment to open up for re-negotiation some contentious clauses of the interim EPAs. This, together with a monitoring mechanism on the impact of the EPAs on the development dimension, would be a way forward towards win-win pro-development EPAs. 

At the ACP-EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly in March 2008 that brought together 78 EU Parliamentarians and 78 parliamentarians from the ACP, the EPAs were high on the on the agenda. The negotiation of the EPAs has drawn criticism for its lack of transparency or democratic consultation. A demonstration by civil society groups and MPs from ACP countries outside the meeting carried the message: “Brussels-made EPAs will not fit ACPs.” “The negotiations on EPAs have to a large extent taken place behind closed doors. We want to see ACP countries in the driving seat on trade”. The participation of African civil society, churches, farmers, business, industrialists and parliamentarians in the EPA debate is a sign of hope for pro-development EPAs that will benefit the ACP population. 
The fight has to go on and the participation of all will be important to shape EPAs that are truly pro-development. 

Begoña Iñarra

SMALL ARMS AND LIGHT WEAPONS 

The two articles are somehow linked; denouncing the humiliating sexual violence women are suffering from in East RD Congo because of the war is probably helping some governments to take their responsibilities in the arm’s trade.

1. Putting an end to sexual violence in the Congo 

EurAC - European Network for Central Africa published a document relating the humiliating and awful sexual violences towards women and children in East Congo. We want to disseminate this information to help the international community to react and ask for an end of this horror. 
Because of the sexual violence to which the women are subjected, communities are destroyed and their values undermined. When villages are attacked and plundered, nobody is spared: women, children and men are all killed. Sometimes the men are forced to take part in the rapes of their wives and daughters. Militiamen belonging to the various armed groups still present in the province commit the majority of the rapes, with the FDLR/Interahamwe being the main perpetrator of these crimes. 
Data from the Provincial Commission to Combat Sexual Violence shows that 26.000 victims received medical treatment in 2006, but there are a great number of women who do not go to the medical centres. In Bukavu, there are easily 40.000 victims each year. In comparison to the enormous number of recorded rapes, only 304 cases (MONUC data, 2007) were brought to justice between 2005 and 2006. Even if the trials award some kind of reparation to the victims, this is never seen through. 

A mixed delegation of Belgian and European NGOs (including the two co-authors of this editorial), four members of Belgian Parliament, and two journalists went to the South-Kivu in February. They were shocked by the impunity and insecurity which reign in the province due to the rehabilitation of the Congolese State still being in its infancy and the fact that mechanisms for a State of Law, such as a powerful army and a credible justice system, have not been implemented as yet. The unlawful exploitation of natural resources by a number of Congolese, Rwandan and international entities is continuing due to a total absence of any control mechanisms, in a black market economy. The forests and hills are full of bands of young, as well as not so young, people who live off the population, because there is no other way to escape their exclusion. 

The population of South Kivu asks only for peace. Two recently signed agreements are giving them a window of opportunity. The European Union and its Member States must provide encouragement and support the implementation of these two agreements: the Nairobi Agreement, between Rwanda and Congo on 9 November 2007, to achieve a common approach to the threat posed by the ex-FAR/ Interahamwe, and of the Act of engagement for peace between various armed groups and the Congolese government, signed on 23 January 2008 in Goma. The lack of progress in the implementation of these agreements is a matter of grave concern for us. At the same time, the population of the Kivu awaits an end to its suffering. 

Sabine Kakunda, CNCD, 
Donatella Rostagno, 
Administratrice EurAc 
Policy Officer EurAc

2. A Swedish initiative

SIPRI recently received three research grants from the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs to conduct studies on small arms and light weapons (SALW): 

· exploring the prospects of expanding the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database coverage to include SALW transfers to Africa;

· conducting a major mapping effort to fully detail existing international efforts for identifying brokers and shipping agents engaged in illicit SALW shipments to Africa and ways to improve the coordination and effectiveness of these efforts; and 

· examining SALW transfer submissions to the UN Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) and providing policy recommendations for improving the quality and consistency of information that states submit to the UNROCA on their transfers of SALW.

For more information on these studies, contact the SIPRI Arms Transfers Project.

MEDICINES

Towards drugs of quality for all

Today the quality of drugs administered to patients is a great concern for health services and those wishing a better quality of life for the populations in Africa. Access to medicines of quality is part of the human right to health services, and every patient has the right to be treated with drugs of good quality. But the reality is that millions of people around the world do not have access to medicines of quality to treat their diseases or to alleviate their suffering, because they or their government cannot afford them or because the quality of the medicines available has not been verified. 

For years AEFJN has been working on access to medicines for all. Though still active on that field, we now put also an emphasis on the quality of the drugs. AEFJN is part of the coalition Be-cause Health that is actually working at a Charter for the quality of drugs, vaccines, diagnostic products and medical equipment. 

In the rich countries, the safety standards for the medicines produced for export are less strict than those produced to be used in the developed countries or in the domestic market. The government of the countries where the medicines are produced put the responsibility of the safety with the government in whose country the drug will be used. Some of the medicine produced for export in rich countries, as well as in emergent countries does not comply with international standards due to lack of political will and in the case of the emergent countries to the weak capacity for production. In the countries of destination, the lack of economic means, as well as the lack of political will makes the checking of standards quite difficult, and nearly impossible.

Tell me where the medicines will be used, and I will tell you its quality

The final destination of the drug determines its quality, more than the country where it has been produced. In the case of European Production while the quality standards assurance used for the products to be used in the EU follows the international standards, those for export to Third World Countries do not. The Indian Generic Production that is exported to Europe, USA or Australia is inspected and approved by the strictest pharmaceutical authorities, but the same producers do not use these standards for the products destined to their domestic market or to the developing countries: Africa, South East Asia, and Latin America. 

Most medicines destined to the poorest population are not bought with reference to concrete standards of quality (OMC, ICH, EMEA, Pharmacopoeias). These standards are not well known and in consequence they are hardly used. 

Today in the medicine market the price is the main factor. Due to the great competition, there is a downward shift in the prizes and as a result in the quality of the drugs. Added to this is the lack of responsibility of the donors who leave the quality of the medicines to the appreciation of their partners buying the drug. The open bidding is another factor that worsens the situation, together with the belief that with the same subsidies more patients will be able to be treated, but are these medicines of enough good quality? Those buying medicines though they are responsible for the quality of medicines, often they lack technical expertise and added to this is the fact that the international regulations are too complicated. 

Towards a Charter for the quality of drugs

The market of medicines has become a high risk market since the quality standards are often left to the appreciation of producers and distributors that are mainly traders. They are not going to impose themselves constraints that will affect their benefits. The solution is that all those involved in the supply take their responsibility and start pooling their resources and information together. It is with this view that the coalition Be-cause Health is preparing a Charter for the quality of drugs. 

This Charter will consider certain products qualified if they are qualified by the WHO, those registered in a high-regulated country (EU, USA, Japan) and that are on the list of essential drugs. 

This Charter will represent a commitment by those signing it, to buy according to recognized standards, as well as to come together to have the possibility that qualified auditors evaluate the products that do not meet these standards. The products at the disposal of those in health care must have the same quality and safety standards as in the developed countries.

The Charter is at its last revision and will be ready in a month time. If you or somebody around you is interested in it, gives us the address and AEFJN will send it. 

Begoña Iñarra 

WATER 

The CEO Water Mandate – a wolf in sheep’s clothing?


As I was leaving England to begin working here at the AEFJN secretariat in Brussels, a friend remarked, almost casually, how some of her acquaintances saw all Justice and Peace workers as hard, strident fanatics, to be avoided rather than imitated.  This set me thinking.  For those of us who are haunted, for example, by the faces of the millions of people without access to good quality water or sanitation, what is the best way to make a difference – and to encourage others to become involved in the movement, too?  How can we be as cunning as serpents and yet gentle as doves, as Jesus recommended?  How can the general urge always to have more be transformed into a spirituality of enough that ensures the world’s resources are equitably shared?

As I was toying unsuccessfully with these questions, the name ‘Coca-Cola’ kept coming to mind.  So much is heard these days about the negative effects on its employees and on the environment of Coca Cola’s greed for ever greater profits that I began to wonder if prejudice was blinding me to the benefits the company could be having for society as a whole.  After all, it had recently been promoting the ‘CEO Water Mandate’
 in which it acknowledged how a lack of access to clean water and good sanitation causes ‘great suffering in humanitarian, social, environmental and economic terms’ and presented a strategic plan to face up to the challenges of the increasing global water scarcity. 

Coca Cola, along with other major water users such as Suez, Nestlé and Levi Strauss, presented the ‘CEO Water Mandate’ to the UN Global Compact Leaders Summit last July and encouraged Chief Executive Officers of other companies to join forces.  In January this year, Ban Ki-Moon, Secretary-General of the UN, endorsed the Water Mandate at the World Economic Forum in Davos, pleased to see business ‘becoming part of the solution, not the problem’. The Mandate states that ‘the private sector has an important stake in helping to address the water challenge faced by the world today’.  It talks of the realisation of the Millennium Development Goals and of partnership with the public sector and civil society.  All this might sound promising were it not for the words ‘important stake’ that ring alarm bells with their implications of possession and control.  

Besides, what does ‘partnership’ really mean?  As Steve Bloomfield said in his address to the African Water Network last November
, genuine partnership is ‘a relationship of mutual dependency’, not a commercial contract between a private company and a public body.  Like many who have experience of Africa’s particular water issues, he favours PUPS, non-profit-making partnerships between two or more water service providers established for the sharing of information and skills. Such a partnership project can last from a few months to a few years.

This is a far cry from the ethos of major private enterprises who seek long-term, profit-enhancing contracts.  PUPs recognise and support local experience and wisdom; they recognise but do not create or maintain dependency in the other party.  We need to be wary of initiatives such as the CEO Water Mandate.  Although its stated purpose is to make progress toward protecting water resources, Tony Clarke of the Polaris Institute in Canada
 expressed a concern that ‘it is really a thinly veiled public relations effort by for-profit corporations to gain greater control over water resources and services around the world’. What is more, it is predicted that private control of water will lead inexorably to major water wars.   It was Tony Clarke who wrote a letter to Ban Ki-Moon, published on World Water Day 2008, asking him to reconsider the wisdom of endorsing corporate control of water. Tony enlisted the aid of AEFJN in inviting more civil society groups to become signatories to this letter.  We now await Ban Ki-Moon’s reaction.  

While corporations like Coca-Cola, Suez and Nestlé seem to be protecting their interests by trying to turn water into a high-priced commodity, where does the European Union stand in relation to water privatisation now?  When it set up the EU-Africa Strategic Partnership on Water Affairs and Sanitation in 2002, with the achievement of the MDGs in mind, there was a huge bias towards the involvement of private companies in delivering the necessary infrastructure and services.  This was a strangely blinkered view considering the failure of several European enterprises in African countries in the 1990s.  

In January 2008, Biwater was ordered to pay the Tanzanian water authority nearly $8 million because of mismanagement of a project.  When Suez, a French-owned company, was responsible for delivering water to townships in South Africa, charges increased by 600%, resulting in poorer access for many people.  Experience shows that when the cost of delivering water to the people most in need eats into profits, private companies tend to fail to live up to their commitments.
However, there have been hints of a change in EU policy and in the first week of March, Commission officials confirmed that they wanted to see more funding available for water projects led by publicly owned companies
.  It is rumoured, though, that initially a maximum of just 10% of the EU Water Facility’s funds could be reserved for projects with a public sector dimension [not necessarily purely public].   This is a move in the right direction, but clearly not enough.
We have to continue to bring to the notice of the European Institutions and our National Parliaments examples of good practice in water provision in Africa.  We have to insist that more funding is made available for public-public partnerships.  Finally, we have to keep an eagle eye on action taken by private enterprise, such as the CEO Water Mandate, that favours their control of water and ignores the crying needs of the poorest in our world who are least able to defend their access to one of the most basic of human rights: enough water.
All this will take both the cunning of the serpent and the gentle but insistent cooing of the dove.
Anne Rutter
 SOME NEWS OF AEFJN
Antennae

In Madrid there is a new coordinator: Itxiar Alfaro. We thank her for what she has already done for AEFJN and will continue to do during the coming years. We also want to thank Isabel Fesser for her commitment to the antenna and in a very special way for the control of small arms and light weapons.

We welcome a new antenna in Malta. Begoña Iñarra went there earlier this year and met with the major Religious and then also with some members of Congregations interested in funding an antenna there. We wish them success and welcome them in our network.

International Secretariat in Brussels

Since January we have welcomed Anne Rutter, who was a member of the English antenna and has now joined the other members of the office. She is in charge of the accounts in Brussels and of the dossier on Water.

Website

On our Website www.aefjn.org, you can find information on the various issues we have committed ourselves to, on actions undertaken by our network, on updates and on the publications. Don’t hesitate to visit it.

AFJN
AFJN is the Africa Faith and Justice Network operating in the United States.
We wish very fruitful celebrations to AFJN for its 25th anniversary. We are very happy that our President, Jim Greene and Begoña Iñarra, from the International Secretariat will represent us there for the celebrations later this month. 
�  HTUhttp ://www.unglobalcompact.org/Issues/Environment/Water-sustainability/index.htmlUTH


�  www.africawaternetwork.org/UNISON%20WOPs%20AWN%20PRESENTATION.doc -


� http://www.polarisinstitute.org/water


� Europe : Water Aid to go Public, A Little … David Cronin; http:///www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=41510
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