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Alternatives for Action:
SRISTI's vision on prioritization of investments under Biodiversity Convention1
The development of agenda for action under Biodiversity Convention, many NGOs and international Organizations believe, is contingent upon the availability of funds, particularly from developed coun​tries. SRISTI (Society for Research and Initiatives for Sustainable Technologies and Institutions) de​parts from this assumption fundamentally. SRISTI believes that funds will indeed be necessary for achieving most of the provisions of the Convention. But provision of global funds without any national commitment to redirect the national strategy in favour of communities and individuals who conserve the biodiversity will serve little purpose. In fact it may merely cement the structures which have kept these communities and individual poor despite their richness in ecological, ethical, cultural, technological and institutional knowledge about conservation.
SRISTI therefore argues for simultaneous action at global, national and local levels for generating alter​natives for action for conserving biodiversity and associated knowledge systems and institutions. One of the most important criteria for allocating funds from global resources could as well be the extent to which national and regional resources and policies have been redirected towards the disadvantaged communities in high biodiversity regions. We suggest in this paper, the processes and criteria that could be followed for prioritization of investments. We also add certain areas for urgent action at dif​ferent levels for in situ as well as ex situ conservation of diversity.
Another criteria could be whether the processes of involving village councils and other bodies at re​gional level in generating local and national priorities of action have been put in place. Many times, involvement of articulate NGOs particularly from metropolitan towns is considered a sufficient condi​tion for eliciting people's perception in to the process of prioritization. Various international for a including the Commission on Sustainable Development have followed precisely the same process. It is obvious that priorities generated through such process even if funded through global resources will have only marginal positive consequence for the conservation if at all because of lack of local commitment about these priorities.
The third criteria for making funds available could be the extent to which co-management has been accepted as an operative principle for natural resource management. National Forest Action plans in most developing countries as well as developed countries ignore this aspect of participative manage​ment.
l. This draft note presents tentative position of  SRISTI. We will like to revise this draft in the light of comments. Authors will
appreciate receiving literature on innovative funding and compensation experiments. Comments can be sent to:
Prof Anil K Gupta and Vijay Sherry Chand, SRISTI (Society for Research and Initiatives for Sustainable Technologies and
Institutions) c/o Indian Institute of Management, Ahmedabad 380015, India, fax 91 79 427896:
E. Mail: Honeybee@iimahd.ernet.in
Part 1: Processes and Criteria for prioritization:
The experience of the process of developing National Conservation Strategies in various developing countries shows that public bureaucracies very seldom try to involve representative community struc​tures wherever these exist in generating national strategies. In many south Asian countries, these strate​gies were developed without any explicit involvement of various grassroots level institutions in generat​ing alternatives and action plans.
We suggest following processes of consultative planning and implementation of conservation strategies which can become the basis for investment allocation at global as well as national level.
1. Each nation state can circulate broad agenda and issues for in situ and ex situ biodiversity conserve​
tion to each district and village council with the request that they identify concrete action alternatives,
local responsibility and contribution, time frame and resource requirement for conservation agenda. In
economically developed regions, attempt should be made that at least 90 per cent funding of local activ​ities is done through local resources. Just as only 10 per cent funding of this kind may sought to be
needed locally in most disadvantaged regions. Even this ten percent or lesser contribution can be in
terms of voluntary time and knowledge. The alternatives so generated can be pooled and processed at
national level to develop a national Biodiversity Action Plan. Voluntary organizations or NGOs should
be involved in galvanizing the unheard voices but it must be ensured that only those NGOs be involved
which share their work with local communities in local language.
2. The communities and regions which conserve biodiversity are unlikely to continue with their conser​
vation ethic if they continue to remain poor. Even though the states are supposed to have sovereign
rights over the biodiversity with in their territory, it is obvious that investments for conservation will
have little consequence if these did not reach the relevant communities often in remote regions. The
mechanisms which would ensure such allocation have to be in place even before the global funds
become available. Any country which does not have such mechanisms in place should not get priority
in allocation of funds.
3. It is the usual experience that any major global activity generates a tremendous international consul​
tancy chain reaction consuming considerable resources allocated for the purpose. It must be made
mandatory that only those scholars, professionals and institutions be involved in this process of capaci​
ty building who are willing to work at less than half or one third of the UN rates so that their contribu​
tion towards the cause of conservation matches the contribution of the local communities.
4. Almost all the projects funded by UN or international funding agencies like world bank have one
thing in common. The project document and its summary is never shared with local communities in
local language. The question of people's participation does not arise with their not having even access
to the basic documents. If people have access to plans, budgets and other details, undoubtedly they
could put pressure to avoid wasteful expenditure which pubic bureaucracies are known for. Even on
ethical grounds, it is necessary that the local communities and creative people are involved in the con-​
servation efforts.
5. The erosion of resources is bad enough but erosion of knowledge is even worse. The degraded
resources may in some cases be restored to their original productivity and diversity. But knowledge
once lost,  is lost for ever. National and international efforts with regard to conservation of biological
diversity have been largely concerned with natural diversity. The knowledge about the diversity which
is often intertwined with cultural diversity has not received adequate attention. Efforts of the kind
spearheaded by Honey Bee Network across the world may help contribute in this regard. Many more
similar efforts aimed at documenting local ecological knowledge about technological and institutional
innovations aimed at sustainable natural resource use need to be supported and spawned in different
parts of the world. The horizontal networking among the communities through local language newsletters​ is most essential to augment people to people learning. This must receive high priority lest the entire discourse on diversity is dominated by metropolitan intellectuals and bureaucrats.
Part 2: Priorities for conservation investments

Use of social, economic and biological factors in selecting priority activities:
Green revolution technologies in agriculture sector and Operation Flood strategies in dairy sector have been most influential in reduction of agricultural biodiversity. These strategies were designed and implemented without paying adequate attention to the in situ conservation of biodiversity or cross subsidization of the diverse agro-ecosystems which were bypassed by the green revolution technologies. The food production situation did improve at a great environmental cost. The issue is that conservation strategies can not be effective if the forces that are responsible for decline of diversity whether defores​tation or spread of mono-cultures is not simultaneously checked. This process will need to be reversed in both the developing and developed countries and may have high pay off for restoring predator popu​lations for controlling pests in agriculture. Similarly in livestock sector, preservation of valuable breeds is impossible if the entire public attention continues to be focused on cross bred cattle only. Strength​ening conservation efforts involves rethinking present set of incentives and disincentives for the pur​pose. Resources will need to be invested in demonstrating the linkage between biodiversity augmenting and degrading systems in place in various parts of the world. There is no point in focussing attention only on conserving biodiversity leaving the other processes and forces untouched.
Similarly, the macro-economic factors in the post GATT phase may imply larger trade in food grains and at lower prices which may depress domestic prices and demand for local varieties. This may further decline diversity. On the other hand increase in global demand for organically grown local varieties of different crops may also stimulate diversity. There is a need to monitor such trends globally and create facilities which help local low economic resource communities gain access to global markets and thus conserve diversity. Investment in certification facilities for organic production in various developing countries may mean that the poor growers in drought prone regions, forest regions and hill areas may get incentives to continue organic production systems. Most studies on Biodiversity Conservation have never thrown up such options for investments probably because of the segmented nature of analysis.
Biological factors such as uniqueness of niche, vulnerability to natural as well as man-made threats, degree of information available, nature of complexity,’ any large scale disturbance like epidemics of diseases of tree or fish species, adverse consequence of pollution on bio-diversity etc., may influence the priority of a given region for conservation.  Critical factor that we may draw attention to is that many times ‘interesting ' species take priority over ‘relevant’ species. It is of course a value laden issue as to what is interesting to one may not be relevant to other. But when the resource are scarce and only some niches can be conserved through various kind of investments, which niches should priority is a relevant issue. In general, unknown over known may have priority. Simply because we often try to know what is easily knowable. If that also becomes a priority for conservation then there may be a double fault. However, this is a general principle. Exceptions may have to be made for instance in the case of some of the endangered species.  It may also be kept in mind that when critical information is known, a constituency for conservation may evolve but when nothing is known, there is hardly a consti​tuency except of a minuscule minority of deep ecologists.  International investments may be warranted much more in such cases. This will also mean that more resources should move towards those countries which have poorer knowledge infrastructure and thus have much more " unknown' biodiversity.
There are many other considerations that will influence priority setting process. What we have men​tioned are only some less appreciated processes. SRISTI will be willing to participate in this discourse actively and generate more alternatives.
How priority setting affected by perceptions of responsibilities:
The priorities will change when each nation and community also identifies its own responsibility in the matter. For instance, Biosafety issues will certainly not become a priority- urgent as these are- com​pared to the issue of compensation of the communities which conserve biodiversity. However, since
compensation may require nation states to make their own position explicit and allocate resources from their own side, they may for petty political reasons advocate priority to biosafety issues. Again, even on the biosafety issue, developing national guidelines is much more important than having an international protocol. Reasons are obvious, the guidelines can be developed in each country without having to wait for any other actor to agree and can be enforced immediately. These guidelines will be consistent with the GATT also. Where as the international protocol will take years to develop and damage may already have been done in the meanwhile if at all.
Similarly, small island countries which are likely to be affected very adversely if sea level rise does take place due to global warming may be justifiably worried. But so should be the entire global community because of the human dimension of the possible catastrophe but also biodiversity dimension. The priorities from there perspective will be different.
The local disadvantaged communities and inventive but poor individual discoverers of biodiversity uses may appreciate the importance of various measures that global NGOs may plead for. However, their priority will be to put systems of compensation as well as structural reforms in place so that their child​ren will like to take pride in their knowledge and resource heritage and aspire for better standards of living. Delay of every day in this regard will push many more younger and old people to become ‘unskilled’ labourers in urban and rural labour markets. Erosion of ecological knowledge will only speed up the erosion of biodiversity and related institutions.
Part 3: Specific alternatives for action
Conservation of Biodiversity involves in situ as well as ex situ measures. The biological diversity can not be conserved without creating, strengthening and rejuvenating various institutional structures at different levels.
Institutional initiatives may be of several kinds: mechanisms for publicizing threatened ecosystems, species etc.; exchange mechanisms -- for information and material (exchange of material may be recip​rocal or non-reciprocal); establishment of data bases of various kinds: taxonomic, uses of diversity in vernacular languages for use by local communities, literature on scientific and institutional aspects of diversity etc.; management of international commons; and most importantly, instruments for compensa​tion for communities as well as creative and inventive individuals.
1.         In situ conservation of land races and other kinds of biodiversity:
People have been conserving crop land races through selection, reproduction and maintenance breeding from time immemorial. These land races usually have low marketability (lower returns), are grown in mixtures, and have harvesting schedules which are non-synchronous unlike that of commer​cially viable varieties. The market channels often fail to generate consumer demand for these products of varying shapes, sizes, tastes, colours and maturity periods. The question is how can the people conserving such land races be motivated to persist with their production systems.
Price Incentives:
a) Acreage linked incentives: Such incentives can be on the proportionate basis of acreage under land races. The acreage may fluctuate from year to year with changes in the weather and environmental conditions. The incentives can be linked to the differences in prices between the land races and the dominant crops. All the growers in a particular area need not be entitled to the incentive. A randomized allocation of entitlements may be worked out. Thus some people may receive incentive in one year and others may receive in another year. The produce procured through such a system of incentives and
entitlements may be routed to regional public distributions systems1, welfare schemes, mid day meal program for school etc.
b)         Alternatively, compensation may be considered for everyone involved in conservation. This will necessitate an examination of mechanisms for both revenue collection (for instance, similar to a land revenue tax from green revolution areas ) and of forms of compensation (for instance, food stamps, exchange vouchers etc., in biodiversity rich areas).
c.
Trust funds: This mechanism is applicable to areas in which everyone is involved in conserva​
tion. A fund set up for the purpose may be used to provide compensation for alternative sources of
energy, working capital needs of the communities engaged in conservation, provision of interest subsi​
dies to cover the interest costs on local loans for conservation purposes, developing local gene banks,
herbal gardens, organization of biodiversity contest etc.
d.
Building negotiating capabilities: Funding of inventorization may lead to an enhancement of
negotiating capacities of the communities because of greater control over information. Inventorization
may also lead to generation of conservation agenda because what is disappearing may get known well in
time. Biodiversity Contests among children and adults mentioned earlier did lead to this consequence.
Inventorization can also generate many more entrepreneurial opportunities for local people through
blending modern science an technologies with indigenous innovations and knowledge system. Some of
the endangered species may also be conserved in ex situ conditions.
e.
A cess or tax on agricultural produce of green revolution areas at the market yard levels can be
used to build up community trusts for encouraging local varieties in bio-diverse regions. As the Honey
bee data base2
2.         Ex situ Conservation:
Many measures mentioned here may apply equally well to some of the in situ conditions as well.
f.
A turnover tax on natural products like herbal pesticides, anti oxidants, veterinary medicines
etc., which can go to individual innovators or communities for in situ as well as ex situ conservation
measures.
g.
Funding of ex-situ sites which are located close to the ‘hot spots'. This approach is in contrast
to the existing classical model of locating depositories far away from the providing countries or places
of origin. Centralization of information, however, can go as a corollary to this decentralization of ex-
situ measures. Distributed data bases make central coordination without requiring pooling of all the
information at one place.
--------------

1.
It is obvious that if populist measures of distributing cheap rice or wheat in rural areas are continued, the demand for
local land races will not be there and thus the stocks procured may not be lifted. Sale prices should not discriminate against the local varieties of grain like sorghums, millets etc.)
2.In one of the perhaps largest global data base, Honey bee network of Innovations by farmers, pastor lists, fishermen and women, each of the biodiversity based innovation is documented with the name and address of the innovating individual or community as well as the communicator through whom we learned about the same.   These innovations deal with hundreds of formulations for herbal pesticides, veterinary medicines, growth regulators, etc., besides creative soil and water conservation measures, trap crops, animal nutrition practices, dyes, etc. We have been campaigning that such data bases in different parts of the world should become eligible for intellectual property protection in a way that there are no disincentives for sharing the same among people in different language cultures.
h.        Insuring collections -- possibly private ones - in order to mitigate the effects of natural calami​ties, inter-generational change in values and perspectives and thus erosion of biodiversity etc.
i.
Data base strengthening: inventorization and characterization of biodiversity are essential first
steps. Funding support for such an initiative is of high priority.

3.         Compensation of creativity
SRISTI has come out with several models for compensating creative individuals and communities. We suggest that an urgent action is called for creating a registration system for each of the innovative prac​tice developed by communities over generations called as traditional knowledge as distinct from con​temporary innovations produces by individuals or groups there of during last few years.
We also feel that material-specific, material-non specific, non-material-specific and non-material  non​specific measures will be needed for generating diverse ways of compensating communities and indi​viduals. We do not approve of the tendency to merge traditional knowledge with contemporary innova​tions. Both need compensation but measures will vary.
We may conclude that unless Global Biodiversity Forum creates a continuing dialogue such that consid​erable home work is done before COP, the impact of creative alternatives offered by various groups around the world is likely to be limited. There is a need to critique attempts by various NGOs to deflect the agenda in favour of issues that may not help the local communities and creative individual get anything in foreseeable future. The conservation of Biological diversity requires that we build upon the spirit of the convention by generating some concrete alternatives of north-south and south-south cooper​ation leaving contentious issues for resolution in due course. The risk of an alternative course of action may be that the whole convention may meet the fate of Law of Sea which never got beyond the abstract understanding achieved in costly international negotiations.
