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new jobs, it has brought considerable hardship , notably to the 
communities of Llata, which is now cut off from its fanning 
areas since the access routes have been barred by the com­
pany, or that of Huarn1ey, which cannot reach its fishing 
areas on the other side of the company's pier. 

The lack of consultation and engagement of the stakeholders 
in the deci sion-making process, the fast-track construction 
mode, the underestimation of the efforts required to address 
particular issues linked to the park are all contributing factors 
to these deleterious impacts. 

For more information on Antamina, visit 
www.eca-watch.org. 

7.2. THE CAMISEA LIQUID PETROLEUM GAS (LPG) 
PROJECT IN PERU 

A US$ 2.7 billion gas project, Camisea, involves the 
construction of wells, a processing plant and two parallel 
pipelines to the Peruvian coast. Preliminary construction has 
begun, and the project is expected to be on line by December 
2003. This project, the first major gas development in Peru , 
is located in one of the world's most ecologically prized rain­
forests in the remote Lower Urubamba Valley of the Peru­
vian Amazon, between the Alpurimac Reserve and the Manu 
National Park. According to the biological inventory of the 
Smithsonian Institute, the biodiversity of the Camisea region 
is unsurpassed in the world. The Netherlands Committee of 
IUCN stated that, in view of the global uniqueness of the 
Camisea region, the latter should be one of the last places on 
earth from which to extract fossil fuels 17. Moreover, the gas 
development area covers the legally titled territory of several 
isolated and uncontacted indigenous peoples. 

Citigroup, the project's financial advisor, is arranging financ­
ing. Cu1Tently the Inter-American Development Bank and 
three ECAs are implicated: the Belgian Office National du 
Ducroire, the US Export-Import Bank (Ex-Im) and the Ital­
ian SACE are supporting or reviewing application for sup­
port. In May 2002, Ducroire awarded US$ 170 million in in­
vestment insurance to Tractebel, one of the companies in­
volved. 

The impacts on biodiversity and on uncontacted indigenous 
peoples in the Camisea region have been documented18 in 
detail. Cami sea is home to Machiguenga, Yine, Nanti , Nahua 
and possibly Kirineri peoples, including indigenous 
populations living in voluntary isolation. Each one of these 
peoples has a distinctive identity, language, culture, as well 
as socio-economjc practices and geographic territories. 
While they subsist almost entirely from the forest , some 
Nahua and Nanti engage in the market economy by voluntar­
ily trading forest goods to acquire medicines, outboard mo­
tors and other products. However, when the outside world 
begins to intrude aggressively upon their territories and re­
duce their natural resource base, the pace of socio-economic 

17. Netherlands Committee for !UCN, Posi tion on Camisea, 1998. 

and cultural change spins out of control for both semi-con­
tacted and uncontacted peoples , leaving isolated peoples to 
suffer the effects of cultural dislocation and to grapple with 
social and hea lth problems, such as introduced illnesses and 
malnutrition . Clearly, the Camisea Gas Project will bring fac­
tors into play that will trigger such consequences. 

The project' s gas exploration, extraction and processing are 
situated in primary forest- mostly tropical moist forest. This 
area is a critical natural habitat, due to the very high levels of 
biodiversity and endemism, pristine state of conservation 
and proximity to several national parks 19. Inevitably, degra­
dation and significant conversion of this area will occur. Pri­
mary forest is being destroyed and wildlife, including endan­
gered species, affected. The pristine habitat and delicate bal­
ance of forest and aquatic ecosystems will be damaged un­
less zero contamination is achieved. The migration of people 
to the area and the construction of a pipeline that will give 
access to Las Malvinas will in all likelihood lead to conver­
sion of the forest over the long term. 

It is ironic that the protected areas, established to preserve 
critical natural habitats and the indigenous cultures and live­
lihoods of the people who live within them are themselves 
unprotected in the face of this massive development project. 
The Camisea Gas Project, designed to benefit the few at the 
expense of the many, gravely threatens these valuable natural 
resources, directly and indirectly. 

For more information on Cami sea, visit www.eca-watch.org 

8. Recommendations 

There are no insum10untable technical obstacles to overcome 
in order to make ECAs accountable. A detailed list of de­
mands to reform ECAs has been developed by the EU ECA 
campaign20. If met, these demands would ensure that ECAs 
would not contribute to serious biodiversity loss and social 
di sruption but promote sustainable development. Increasing 
transparency and eliminating co1Tuption are significant first 
hurdles; addressing social issues, such as full prior informed 
consent and land rights , present a second hurdle. 

Under the CBD, the EU and its Member States have commit­
ted themselves to integrate biodiversity issues into all rel­
evant (cross) sectoral21 policies. Furthe1more as per Decision 
VI/7 of the CBD22, the EU and its Member States need to 

18. Patricia B. Caffrey in 'An Independent Environmental and Social As­
sessment of Ihe Cami sea Gas Project,' April 2002. 

19. Manu National Park, Santuario Machiguenga Meganloni , Reserva del 
Estado al Favor de las Poblaciones Nativas Nomade Kugapakori y 
Nahua and the Zona Reservada de Apurimac. 

20. Available at www.fern.org 
21. Such as: CBD Article 6(b) on the integration of conservation and sus­

tainable use of biological diversity into relevant cross-sectoral policies , 
CBD A1ticle 1 O(a) to integrate consideration of conservation and sus­
tainable use of biological resources into national decision making. 

22. http ://www. bi odi v.org/decisions/defau lt .asp 7 lg=O&dec= V l/7 
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ensure that their ECAs adopt EIA and SEA procedures to 
incorporate biodiversity considerations into their procedures. 
The functions of biodiversity and its values that could be 
affected by the proposed project or programme must be made 
public , as well as the type of mitigation/rehabilitation meas­
ures required and the exact procedures for ensuring the par­
ticipation of local communities and indigenous peoples in 
decision making. 

Finally, the integration of environmental protection, includ­
ing biodiversity issues, in the definition and implementation 
of the EU's trade, internal market and development policies 
is mandatory under the Amsterdam Treaty.23 

None of these requirements is enforced against European 
companies operating abroad, a double standard that benefits 
big companies at the expense of biodiversity and peoples 
worldwide. 

23. Articles 3 and 3c, Amsterdam Treaty. 

9. Conclusion 

For EU Member States to implement the requirements of the 
CBD, they must address the impact of the activities of EU­
based ECAs . The wider application and enforcement of ex­
isting rules to ECAs, and the development of stringent social 
and environment guidelines based on existing guidelines en­
dorsed by these governments as parties to the CBD, is needed 
for the EU to avoid the hypocrisy of elaborating rules to pro­
tect its own environment while taking a pern1issive attitude 
to the destruction its industries cause abroad. 
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