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INTRODUCTION

1. At the kind invitation of the Government of Germatiye fourth meeting othe Conference of
the Parties tahe Conventionon Biological Diversityserving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafetyas heldn Bonn, from 12 to 16 May 2008. It was heldlz¢ Maritim
Hotel Bonn backto-back with the ninthordinary meeting of theConfaence of the Partieto the
Convention which was convened at the same venue ft8rto 30 May 2008

2. All States were invited to participate in the meeting. The following Parties to the Cartagena
Protocol attended:
Algeria Gabon Peru
Antigua and Barbuda Germany Philippines
Armenia Ghana Portugal
Austria Greece Qatar
Bahamas Guinea Republic of Korea
Bangladesh Hungary Republic of Moldova
Belarus India Romania
Belgium Indonesia Rwanda
Belize Iran (Islamic Republic Saint Lucia
Bhutan of) Saint Vincent and the
Bolivia Ireland Grenadines
Brazil Italy Saudi Arabia
Bulgaria Japan Senegal
Burkina Faso Jordan Slovakia
Cambodia Kenya Slovenia
Cameroon Kiribati Solomon Islands
Cape Verde Lao People's South Africa
China Democratic Spain
Colombia Republic Sri Lanka
Congo Latvia Sudan
Costa Rica Liberia Swaziland
Croatia Lithuania Sweden
Cuba Madagascar Switzerland
Czech Republic Malaysia Syrian Arab Republic
Democratic Republic Mali Thailand
of the Congo Marshall Islands Togo
Denmark Mauritius Trinidad and Tobago
Djibouti Mexico Tunisia
Dominica Mozambique Turkey
Dominican Repuli¢ Namibia Uganda
Ecuador Nauru Ukraine
Egypt Netherlands United Kingdomof
El Salvador New Zealand Great Britain and
Estonia Nigeria Northern Ireland
Ethiopia Norway Venezuela
European Community Oman Viet Nam
Fiji Palau Yemen
Finland Panama Zambia
France Paraguay Zimbabwe

3.

The following States not party to the Protocol were also represemedentina, Australig
CanadaHonduraslrag, Malawi, Morocca Russian Federatiotynited States of Amerg Uruguay
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4. Observers from the following United Nations bodies, Secretariat units, specialized agencies and

related organizations also attended

Aarhus Convention
Codex Alimentarius Commission

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United

Nations
Global Environment Facility
International Plant Protection Convention
Secretariat
United Nationsvolunteers(UNV)
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Environment Programme

United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change

United Nations Idustrial Development
Organization

United Nations Regional Information
Centre for Western Europe (UNRIC)

United Nations University

World Bank

5. The following othelorganizationsvere represented:

A SEED Europe

A SEED Japan

ABRASEM

African Agricultural Tehnology
Foundation

African Centre for Biosafety

African Union

Arab Center for the Studies of Arid
Zones and Dry Lands

Arbeitsgemeinschaft Bauerliche
Landwirtschaft e.V. (Farmers'
cooperative)

Assessoria e Servicos a Projetos em
Agricultura Alternativa

Association of German Engineerd/DI

Ateneo de Manila University

Biosafety Interdisciplinary Network

Biotechnology Coalition of the
Philippines

Brazilian Business Council for
Sustainable Development

BUND e.V. Friends of the Earth
Germany

Canadian Biotechrogy Action
Network

CBD Alliance and Kalpavriksh

Centre for Community Economics and
Development Consultants Society

Centro de Estudios para el Cambio en el
Campo Mexicano

Christian Care

Church Development Service
(Evangelischer Entwicklungsdienst)

Collegeof the Atlantic

Comission for the Information on
Biotechnology

Community Biodiversity Development
and Conservation

Community Biodiversity Development
and Conservation Programme

Community Technology Development
Trust

Consumers International

Corporate Europ®bservatory

CropLife International

Deutscher Naturschutzringserman
League for Nature and Environment

ECONEXUS

ECOROPA

EcoStrat GmbH

ECT Oekotoxikologie GmbH

ELKANA - Biological Farming
Association, Georgia

ENDA Tiers Monde

European Parliament

Federatio of German Scientists

Federation of German Scientists

Forum Environment & Development

Forum Umwelt und Entwicklung

Friends of the Earth Denmark

Friends of the Earth International

Fundacao Heinrich Boll

Fundacion Semillas de Vida

Fundacion Sociedades Susgtles

GE Free (NZ) in Food and Environment

Gene Campaign

Gene Ethics Network

GeneWatch UK

German Forum on Environment and
Development

Global Forest Coalition

Global Industry Coalition

GMO ERA Project

Greenpeace

Grupo de estudios Ambientales

Grupo de Re#xion Rural
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Grupo Semillas

IDEC

Institut National de la Recherche
Agronomique

Institute for Integrated Rural
Development

Institute for Responsible Technology

Instituto de Estudos do Comercio e
Negociacoes Internacionais

Inter-American Institute for Coopetian
on Agriculture

International Centre for Genetic
Engineering and Biotechnology

International Centre for Trade and
Sustainable Development

International Food Policy Research
Institute

International Foundation of Organic
Agricultural Movements

International Grain Trade Coalition

International Institute for Environment
& Development

International Life Sciences Institute
Research Foundation

International Research Institute for
Sustainability

International Rice Research Institute

IUCN - The World ConservatioUnion

IUCN Environmental Law Centre

Kobe University

Landless Rural Workers Movement

LIFE e.V.

Malaysian Biotechnology Corporation

NABU - German Nature and
Biodiversity Conservation Union

Natural Justice (Lawyers for
Communities and the Environment)

Norwegian Institute of Gene Ecology

Oxfam America

Peasant Farmers Association of Ghana

Pelum Association Tanzania

Permanent Court of Arbitration

Pesticide Action Network Latin
America

Pietermaritzburg Agency for Christian
Social Awareness

Plataforma Transgécs Fora

Policy Research Institute for the Civil
Sector- Japan

Pontifica Universidade Catolica de Sao
Paulo

Practical Action

Program for Biosafety Systems

Public Advocacy Initiatives for Rights
and Values in IndiaPAIRVI

Public Research and Regulation
Foundation

Public Research and Regulation
Initiative

Quaker International Affairs Programme

Radboud University Nijmegen
(Netherlands)

RAEIN-Africa

Red por une América Latina Libre de
Transgénicos

Reserach and Information System for
Developing Countries (RIS)

Small Farmers Movement

Society for Threatened Peoples

Southeast Asia Regional Initiatives for
Community Empowerment

State Committee on Biosafety

Stichting Peakoil Netherland

Sustainability Council of New Zealand

SWAN International

Swedish Biodiversity Cdre

Terra de Direitos

Terra de Direitos

The Nature Conservation Society of
Japan

Third World Network

Transnational Institute

UBINIG

Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina

Université de Bordeaux

University of Bonn

University of California, Santa Barbara

University of Canterbury

University of Rome La Sapienza

Via Campesina

Washington Biotechnology Action
Council / 49th Parallel Biotechnology
Consortium

Women in Europe for a Common Future
(WECF)

Wuppertal Institut focClimate,
Environment and Energyur Klima,
Umwelt, Energie)

WWEF International

é
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l. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTE RS

ITEM 1. OPENING OF THE MEETI NG

6. The fourth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety was opeaiei0 an. on 12May 2008by His Excellency Ambassador
Raymundo Magno of Brazil, on behalf of Marina Silva, Minister of the Environment of Brazil and
President of the Conference of the Parties.

7. At the opening session of the etimg, statements were made His ExcellencyAmbassador
Raymundo Magno of Brazil, on behalf bfs. Marina Silva, Minister of the Environment of Brazil and
President of the Conference of the Partis; Ursula Heinen, Deputy Ministin the Federal Ministry of
Food Agriculture and Consumer Protemti of GermanyMs. Maryam NiamitFuller, on behalf of Mr.
Achim Steiner, Executive Director of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEPXhmed
Djoghlaf, Executive Secretary of the Convention on Biological Diversir, Alexander Schink,
Secretay of State in the Ministry for the Environment and Conservation, Agriculture and Consumer
Protection of the State of North RhikidestphaliaandMr. Jochen Flasbarttirector of the Department

of Nature Conservation, German Federal Ministry for EnvirammmiBature Conservation and Nuclear
Safety

1.1. Opening statement by His Excellency Ambassador Raymundo Magno
of Brazil, on behalf ofMs. Marina Silva, Minister of the Environment
of Brazil and President of the Conference of the Parties

8. Speaking on behatif Ms. Marina Silva, Minister of the Environment of Brazil and President of

the Conference of the Parties, Ambassador Magno said that it was an honour for him to welcome
participants to the fourth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving asthmgrokthe Parties to

the Protocol. In the beautiful city of Bofirthe German city of the United Natighshe hosts had made
excellent arrangements and he personally thanked them for making participants iedtsue He
personally had the fondest rdleations of Bonn, which had been his first assignment as a diplomat in
1978.

9. Sharing some thoughts about the tasks facing the meeting, he said that, just over two years
previously, the Parties had met in Curitiba, Brazil, where they adopted the créasiod on detailed
documentation requirements foreseen by paragraph 2 (a) of Article 18 of the Protocol. That decision was
a crucial one for the Protocol because of its capacity to bridge the existing differences between Parties
and forge a common visionThe Parties now had the opportunity to put in place another key element of
the Protocol: rules and procedures on liability and redress referred to in Article 27 and in accordance with
decision BSI/8. Delegates had been working on the issue overasiefpuryears includingat ameeting

of the Friends of the GGhairs, held in Bonn the previous week. He was happy to see the progress that
had been made on that difficult and sensitive topic. He was also hopeful that the Parties would be able to
strive to achieve again, in a good spirit, positive resultsttie regotiations, which would adequately
address the mandate contained in the Protocol.

10. Beyond liability and redress, there were also many issues before the meeting, including-capacity
building, compliance, risk assessment and risk management and the Biosafety cHearseg which

were all important to ensure that, through cooperatiom dollaborative and constructive manner, the
meeting made balanced progress in implementing the Protocalasiooking forward to working with

all participants to craft decisions that will shape the future of the Protocol and help ensure that its
achievements contribute to the achievement of the three objectives of the Convention, as well as the
promotion of sistainable development.

11. While looking forward to the future, it was also worth while keeping in mind the past. September
2008 would mark the fifth anniversary of the entry into force of the Protocol. Not only had the Protocol
matured over the previous/é years, but the implementation of national systentsdexeloped in the

light of experience. There was still much to be done, however, and he urged all participants to remain

/I é
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dedicated to the fully cooperative implementation of the Protocol and thetiobjit represented. All
Parties should therefore fulfil their commitments in accordance with their common but differentiated
responsibilities in order to achieve that aim.

12. In conclusion, he recalled that the rules of procedure of the Convention pravide the
Presidency of the Conference of the Parties began at the commencement of the first session of each
ordinary meeting of the Conference of the Parties and continued until the commencement of the next
ordinary meeting. For that reason, Brazil wagently still the President of the Conference of the Parties
and therefore also President of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the tarties
Protocol. It hagdhoweve, become a customary practice for international meetinge tmnducted by the

host country. Notwithstanding the importance that it attributed to the current proceedings, the Brazilian
delegationwas honoured to cede to the gracious hosts of the meeting, Germany, which he again
congratulated for the excellent fisoes that it had provided and for the warm hospitality extended to all
participants. He therefore invited Ms. Ursula Heinen, Parliamentary State Secretary and Deputy Minister
in the German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protedtiotgake over the
proceedings.

1.2. Openingstatemenby Ms. Ursula Heinen, Deputy Minister in the
Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture and Consumer Protection of
Germany

13. Ms. Ursula Heinen, Deputy Minister of the Federal Ministry of Food, AgricultudeConsumer
Protection of Germany, welcomed the participants to Bonn and commended the Government of Brazil for
the progress made under its presidency of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Cartagena ProtocQuotingArticle 1 of the Convention on Biological Diversity, she said

that conserving agrobiodiversity as an integral part of biodiversity while tapping its potential in a
sustainable manner was a key challenge. As other components of biological diversitygdaggodity

was under threat. While the emergence of biotechnology provided new opportunities to increase crop
yields and improve the quality of food, it also harboured possible riskbidtogical diversity The
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety was a w@udnstrument in the quest for sustainable use of
biotechnology. One pending issue relating to its implementation was liability and redress in the event of
damage tdiological diversityas a result of genetically modified organisntSignificant progressad

been made in the negotiations and she hoped that the present meeting might bring about aShéution.
called on all Parties to engage in a spirit of compromise to facilitate the successful conclusion of the
deliberations.

1.3. Opening statement byhe representative of the Executive Director of
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)

14. Speaking on behalf of Mr. Achim Steiner, Executive Director of UNHEB, Maryam Niami¥

Fuller said that Mr. Steiner was grateful to the German Governam@hpegle for hosting the meeting in

Bonn. He thanked the Secretariat and Executive Secretary for their excellent preparatory work. He paid
tribute to the 147 countries that had ratified the Cartagena Protocol and urged others to do so. Together
with the GlobalEnvironment Facility (GEF), UNEP had launched a global capéditiging programme

to help countries develop their national biosafety frameworks (NBFs). Over 100 countries had finalized
their NBFs, which were ready for implementation, and GEF had atide@dost US$ 50 million to them.

Since 2002, UNEP had helped 19 countries to implement their NBFs, with funding of nearly US$ 20
million. Over 100 States parties had received support and over US$ 13 million in funding to make full
use of the Biosafety I€aringHouse. In August 2006, the Strategy for Financing Biosafety had been
renewed, and in April 2008 a new Biosafety Programme had been approved. A number of agencies had
disbursed a total of almost US$ 70 million to assist developing countries withntitional biosafety
frameworks. Moreover, there had been strong national demand for support with technical documentation
to make possible the detection of transboundary movemetitangf modified organismsL(MOs). In
conclusion, he said that the thh enge was to turn the Protocol 6s
concerted efforts and strategic partnerships, as well as clear targets to measure progress. Noting the
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increasing importance of the issue of biosafety in a world faced by a food ang ensigyand climate
change, he expressed the hope that the biosafety agenda could be advanced at the current meeting so as to
meet the challenges of the tweifingst century.

14 Opening address by Mr. Ahmed DjoghldExecutive Secretary of the
Conventionon Biological Diversity

15. Mr. Djoghlaf said that since the entry into force of the Cartagena Protocol important decisions
hadbeen taken, extensive efforts at implementation have been initatedupport for the Protocol had
continued to grow. Since thethird meeting of the Parties, 17 States ldagosited their instrument of
ratification oraccession, thus bringing the number of Parties to He/paidtribute toMs. Marina Silva,
Minister of the Environment of Brazil arttie Presidenbf the Conferene of the Partigdor the previas

two years, for her outstanding leadership in guiding the organizational arrangemeritge far
intereessional meetings that have been held since that fiilmecurrent meeting wathe largest gathering
under the Protoddboth in terms of attendaneadin numberof Parties. He expressed his deep gratitude
to the German people and Governmfamthosting it Noting that, at the previous meeting of the Parties,
in Curitiba, a legakequirement relatetb Article 18.2 (a)had beerfulfilled, he said that the current
meeting was called on to fulfil another swemmitmend thatis on liability and redress, as contained in
Article 27 of the ProtocolThe meeting hatieforeit thefinal report ofthe OperendedAd Hoc Working
Group convened fahatpurpose, including the outcomes of the meetinthefFriends of the G€hairs,
which hadfinalized its work in Bonn over thgreviousweekend. Significant progress litbeen achieved

on the most critical sections of the negotiatilngftd those on scope, damage and primary compensation
scheme. He paidtribute to Ms Jimena Nieto and Mr. Rene Lefeber, the-Clmairs of the Working
Group, for their outstanding leadership, and congrauilatewho participated irnthe meeting of the
Friends of the Ca&chairs. He paidtribute to the Government of Colombia for hosting the last meeting of
the Working Group, and to the Government of the Netherlands and other partners for providing the
extrabudgetaryresourcedor convening it. In conclusim, he called on Parties to complete the process
referred to in Article 27 of the Protocol before the end of the meeting.

1.5. Openingstatemenby Mr. Alexander Schink, Secretary of State in the
Ministry for the Environment and Conservation, Agriculture ah
Consumer Protection of the State of North Rhis#estphalia

16. Mr. Alexander Schink, Secretary of State in the Ministry for the Environment and Conservation,
Agriculture and Consumer Protection of the State of North Riastphalia welcomed participants to

his North RhineWestphalia, which was pleased to host the fourth meeting of the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Pratbeoglobal loss of biodiversity

had taken on dimensions that were just as threafexsrclimate change. The protection of biodiversity

was a key policy in North Rhiré/estphalia. The state was home to a wide range of habitats and,
consequently, diverse fauna and flora. Local environmental policy focused on reversing the trend of
biodiversity loss, and relevant activities were conducted in close cooperation with the forestry and
agriculture sectors.The local government had only recently agremda series of measures aimed at
protecting certain speciesMany of the programmes and jgots in the area of conservation were
presented in the framework of an exposition organized on the margins of the Conference. Noting that
safety in international trade in LMOs was the central topic of the meeting and a key component of
protecting biologial diversity at the global level, he said that the Protocol was of primary importance in
that regard, as it enabled importers to refuse the entry of LMOs as a precautionary measure and thus
prevent the introduction of genetically modified organisms iallecosystems.

1.6. Openingstatement by Mr. Jochen Flasbartiirector of the
Department of Nature Conservation, German Federal Ministry for
Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety

17. Mr. Jochen Flasbarth said that the Protocol marked a sigmifgtap to meeting the needs of
trade while conserving biodiversity. Genetically modified organisms (GMOs) were high on the agenda
worldwide and it was important to ensure that their use had no negative impact. He hoped that the

/I é
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meeting would successfuladdress all the related issues, in particular liability and redress. It was vital

for the negotiations to be successful in view of the looming 2010 target for significantly reducing the loss

of biodiversity. He was optimistic that the positive momentirthe biosafety week would inspire those
negotiations. Urgent progress waalso heeded with regard to: establishing an international regime on
access to genetic resources and benefit sharing; implementing the programmes of work on protected areas
and faest biological diversity; adopting ecological criteria for identifying vulnerable marine areas;
adopting a strategy for financial resources mobilization and the linkages between biodiversity and climate
change. He concluded by thanking the Brazilian @ities for their work done at and since the previous
meeting of the Parties. He also expressed his admiration for the outstanding performance of the
Executive Secretary and his team.

1.7.  Opening statements by Parties and observers

18. At the 1st plenary se®n of the meeting, general statements were made by representatives of
India, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico (on behalf of the Latin American and Caribbean Group),
Norway and Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 Member Stated; as the
candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential
candidate countries, Bosnia aAdrzegovina, an8erbia; and the partner country, Ukraine).

19. All speakers who took the floor expressed gratituditnéoGovernment of Germany, the State of
North RhineWestphalia and the city of Bonn for the warmth of their reception.

20. At the 2nd plenary session of the meeting, general statements were made by representatives of
Greenpeace Internationahe Public Reseah and Regulation Initiative (PRRBANnd the Washington
Biotechnology Action Council (on behalf of the Canadian Biotechnology Action Network, EcoNexus,
Ecoropa, the Evangelischer Entwicklungsdienst (Germany), Friends of the Earth International, Fundacién
Sociedades Sustentables (Chile), the @t#rical Network (Germany), Greenpeace International, the
Grupo de Reflexion Rural (Argentina), the Institute for Sustainable Development (Ethiopia), No! GMO
Campaign (Japan) and the Third World Network (TWN)).

ITEM 2. ORGANIZATION OF THE MEETING
2.1. Officers
21. In accordance with Article 29, paragraph 3, of the Protocol, any member of the Bureau of the

Conference of the Parties representing a Party to the Convention but, at that time, not a Party to the
Protocol, shalbe substituted by a member to be elected by and from among the Parties to the Protocol.
Accordingly, at the opening session of the meeting, the Parties agreed, in accordance with the
recommendation of thBureau,madeat a meeting held on 11 May 2008, ttihorway and Mexico be
elected as the substitutes for Canada and Ghildne Bureau for the duration of the meetitigwas also

agreed thaMr. Deon Stewart (Bahamas) should serve as Rapporteur for the meeting.

22. The meeting was chaired by Mr. Wolfgalkghler (Germanypn behalf of MsUrsula Heinen.
2.2.  Adoption of the agenda

23. At the opening session of the meeting, the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Cartagena Protocol adopted the following agenda on the basispofvisional agenda
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/7).

l. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTE RS

1. Opening of the meeting.
2. Organization of the meeting:
2.1. Officers;

2.2.  Adoption of the agenda;
2.3.  Organization of work.
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3. Report on the credentials of representatives to thetfoneeting of the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties t@#magendrotocol on Biosafety.

Il STANDING ISSUES

Report of the Compliance Committee.

Operation and activities of the Biosafety Clearihguse.

Status of capacithuilding activities and the use of the roster of biosafety experts.
Matters related to the financial mechanism and resources.

Cooperation with other organizations, conventions and initiatives.

Report of the Executive Secretary on the administration dPthcol and on budgetary
matters.

© XN Ok

[l SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ARISING FROM THE MEDI UM-TERM
PROGRAMME OF WORK AN D PREVIOUS DECISIONS OF THE
CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENT ION ON
BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY SERVING AS THE MEETI NG OF THE
PARTIES TO THE CARTA GENA PROTOCOL ON BIOSAFETY

10. Handling, transport, packaging and identification of living modified organisms
(Article 18).

11. Risk assessment and risk management (Articles 15 and 16).

12. Liability and redress (Article 27).

13. Subsidiary bodies (Article 30).

14. Monitoring and reporting (Article 33).

15. Assessment and review (Article 35).

16. Sociceconomic considerations (paragraph 2, Article 26).

17. Public awareness and participati(@aragraph 1, Article 23).

18. Options for implementation of theotification requirement underréicle 8.

V. FINAL MATTERS

19. Other matters.

20. Date and venue of the fifth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety.

21. Adoption of the report.
22. Closureof the meeting.

2.3.  Organization of work

24. At the opening session of the meeting, on 12 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving as
the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol approved its organization of work on the basis of the
suggestions containedin annex | to the annotations to the provisional agenda
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/1/Add.1).

25. Accordingly, the meeting established two working groups: Working Group |, under the
chairmanship of Ms. Beate Ekeberg (Norway) to consider agenda iteRepér{ ofthe Compliance
Committeg; 10 (Handling, transport, packaging and identification of LMOs (Article);18p (Socic
economic considerations (Article&s2para2)); and 18 Qptions for implementation of the notifican
requirements under Artick®); and Worling Group II, under the chairmanship of Mr. Ariel Alvarez
Morales (Mexico) to consider agenda item&Opération and activitiesf the Biosafety Clearinglouse);
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6 (Status of capacitpuilding activities and the use tfe roster of biosafety experts); Mdtters related

to the fnancial mechanism arfihancialresources); 11 (Riskssessment and risk management (Articles
15 and 16} 13 (Subsidiary bodies (Article 3) 14 (Monitoring and reporting (Article 33) 15
(Assessment and review (Article 35));&th7 Public awareness and participation (Article)23)

26. Working Group | held four meetings, from 12 to 15 May 2008. The Working Group adopted its
draft report (UNEP/CBD/BS/CORIOP/4/WG.1/L.1) at its 4th meeting, on 15 May 2008.

27. Working Group Il held eightneetings, from 12 to 15 May 2008. The Working Group adopted its
draftreport (UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/WG.2/L.1) at its 8th meeting, on 15 May 2008.

28. At the 2nd plenary session, on 15 May 2008, the meeting heard the progress reports by the chairs
of the twoworking groups.

29. The final reports of the working groups (UNEP/CBD/BS/CKA@P/4/L.1/Add.1 and 2) were
presented to the Conference of the Pad@sing as the meeting of the Parties to the Protictiie 3d
plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2888 are integrated into the present report under the
respective agenda items.

ITEM 3. REPORT ON THE CREDENTIALS OF REPRESENTAT IVES TO
THE FOURTH MEETING O F THE CONFERENCE OF THE
PARTIES SERVING AS THE MEETING OF THE PA RTIES TO
THE CARTAGENA PROTOCOL ON BIOSAFETY

30. Agenda item 3 was taken up at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 12 May 2008. In
accordance with rule 19 of the rules of procedure, the Bureau was to examine and report on the
credentials of delegations.Accordingly, the President iofmed the meeting that the Bureau had
designated Mr. Karma Nyedrup, Vi€resident from Bhutan, to examine and report on credentials.
Delegationghathad not submitted their credentials were urged to do so as soon as possible and not later
than 10 a.m.w 13 May 2008, in accordance with rule 18 of the rules of procedure. In that connection, it
was emphasized that lack of compliance with the provisions of that rule had been raised by the auditors as
an issue to be addressed.

31. At the 2nd plenary session tife meeting on 15 May 2008, Mr. Nyedrup (Bhutan) informed the
meeting that 109 Partids the Protocolvere registered as attendinBursuant to rule 19 of the rules of
procedure of the Conference of the Parties, the Bureau had examined the credeh&alspoesentatives

of 95 Contracting Parties to the Protocol that were attending the meeting. The credentials of 83
delegations had been found to be in full compliance with the provisions of rule 18 of the rules of
procedure. Those of 13 delegations ptied only partially with those provisions, and a further 13
delegations attending the meeting had not submitted credentials. In keeping with past practice, the 26
delegations concerned had been requested to provide the Executive Secretary with theialsrade

good order by 10 a.m. on 15 May 2008 to enable their review by the Bureau.

32. At the 3rd session of the meeting on 16 May 2008, Mr. Nyedrup (Bhutan) informed the meeting
that 110 Parties to the Protocol were registered as attending the meetisiganPto rule 19 of the rules

of procedure of the Conference of the Parties, the Bureau had examined the credentials of the
representatives of 95 of those Parties. The credentials of 85 representatives had been found to be in full
compliance with the prasions of rule 18 of the rules of procedure. Those of 10 representebingdied

only partially with those provisions, and a further 15 representatitesiding the meeting had not
submitted credentials. In keeping with past practice, the 25 repridgestancerned had been requested

to provide the Executive Secretary with their credentials in good order within 30 days of the closure of the
meeting, or no later than 16 June 2008 to enable their review by the Bureau.

33. In accordance with past practitbe Bureau, acting as the Credentials Committee, recommended
that the full participation of those delegations in the meeting be approved on the basis of that
understanding.
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34. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to thel Roolocmte of
the report on the credentials of representatives to its fourth meeting.

Il STANDING ISSUES

ITEM 4. REPORT OF THE COMPLI ANCE COMMITTEE

35. Agenda item 4 was taken up at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 12 May 2008. In
consideringhe item, the meeting had before it the reports of the Compliance Committee on the work of
its third and fourth meetings consolidated into a single docuiEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/2) as

well as a compilatioy the Compliance Committes information on e experiences of other multilateral

environmental agreements regarding cases of repeated -comgliance
(UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/2/Add.].
36. Mr. Veit Koester, Chairperson of the Compliance Committee, outlined the issues considered by

the Committee at its thdrand fourth meetings, as set forth in its report. He said that the Committee
reviewed general issues of compliance on the basis of 50 national reports received by the Secretariat
within the deadline. An additional number of national reports had beeivadcgince the time of the
Committeebs review, thereby increasing the report
still unsatisfactorily | ow. Concerning the Comm
report, he suggested thtiey be discussed as follows: recommendation 1 under agenda item 14;
recommendation 2 under agenda item 7; recommendation 3 under agenda item 4; recommendation 4
under agenda item 10; recommendation 5 under agenda item 15; recommendation 6 undeeagénda it

and recommendation 7 under agenda item 4. He also suggested that the issue of repeated
norrcompliance, addressed in documeiNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/2/Add.1 be discussed under agenda

item4.

37. The Presideninvited the Conference of the Parties to takee of the report of the Compliance
Committee and of its compilation of further information and experience regarding cases of repeated
noncompliance.

38. He thennoted that nine Committee members had thus far served one term of office, due to expire
on 31December 2008, and could, therefore, belested for a further term, with the agreement of their
respective regional groups. He said that one member had resigned before the end of his term (also due to
expire on 31 December 2008) and was yet to be aceglalherefore, the total number of positions that
needed to be filled by the end of the year was ten, requiring two nominees from each of the five regional
groups.

39. At the 3rd(final) plenary session of thmeeting on 16 May 2008, the Conference of tarties
serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protmamdived, from regional groups, nominations for
membership in the Compliance Committeereplace, as appropriate, those whose term expires by the
end of2008. The meetinthen elected, or relected, by acclamation the followimgmineedo serve as
members of the Compliance Committee from the beginning of20@9 Africa group: 1/ MsMary Fosi
Mbantenkhu(Cameroon) an@/ Mr. Tewolde Berhan Gebre Egziabh@thiopia) both reelected for
another term; (bAsia and thePacific: 1/ Mr. Sun Guoshun (China) ard Mr. Rai S. Rana (Indja (c)
Central and Eastern Europegiroup (CEE): 1/ Ms. Liina Eek (Estonia), relected for another term, and

2/ Ms. Angela Lozan (Moldova){d) Group of Latin American and Caribbean StatesRIGLAC): 1/
AmbassadoRaymundo Magnd@Brazil) and2/ Mr. Lionel Michael (Antigua and Barbuflae-elected for

* According toparagraph 4, section Il of the annex to decisionl/BSmembers shall be elected for a period of
four years. Therefore, the term of these new eleeted members runs from 1 January 2009 t®&dember 2012. This list
does not include the five currently serving members (one from each region) and whose term expires by the end of 2010.

/I é
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a twoyear term*; and (€) Western European and Others Group (WEOG):Mr. Jurg Bally
(Switzerland), reslected ér another term, an?f Mr. Ruben Dekker (Netherlands).

40. In response to the recommendation of the Compliance Committee
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/2, annex, paragraph,the Conference of the Parties serving as the
meeting of the Parties to the Protocalledupon each regional group to consider and apply mechanisms
that would best suit and enable them to replace members of the Compliance Committee who resign during
an intersessional period or who are unable to complete their term of offtcerdingly, regional groups

made the following nominations for replacement of members of the Committee from their respective
regions when the need arises: (a) Africa group: 1/ Ms. Lonp®uedrogo Zourita (Burkinkaso) and

2/ Mr. Abisai Mafa (Zimbabwe); (b) Asiand tre Pacific Group Mr. Banpot Napompeth (Thailand); (c)
Central and Eastern European Grodp Ms. Galya Tonkovska (Bulgaria), 2/ Ms. Dubravka Stepic
(Croatia), and Ms. Natalya Minchenko (Belarus), to replace the third member of the Committee from the
region Mr. Sergyi Gubar; (d) GRULAC: 1/ Mr. Pedro A.F.C. Andrade (BrazilMr. Romy Montiel
(Cuba),and (e) Western European and Others Gaolgft to the discretion of the current membe

41. Working Group | took up agenda item 4 at its 1st meeting on 12 May. 28@@&ements were
made by representatives of Belize, Brazil, Cameroon (on behalf of the African Group), Canada,
Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, India, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Slovenia (on behalf of the
European Community and its 27 member States; Hisawehe candidate countries, Croatia, the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, BosHiaraagovina,
andSerbia; and the partner country, Ukraine) and South Africa.

42. At the conclusion of the discussiongthair said that, taking into account the views expressed,
she would prepare a text for consideration by the Working Group.

43. At its 3rd meeting, on 14 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decision on the report of
the Compliance Committee, submitteglthe Chair.

44, The Chair recalled that, at the suggestion of the Compliance Committee, its recommendation 1 on
reporting obligations had been transferred for consideration by Working Group Il under agenda item 14
and that its recommendation 5 on gefjgering had been similarly transferred for consideration under
agenda item 15. The views expressed by the Working Group on those two recommendations had
accordingly been conveyed to Working Group |I.

45, In response to a request for clarification concerning lihégetary implications of the draft
decision, a representative of the Secretariat said that the contact group on the budget had reviewed the
cost estimates prepared by the Secretariat with regard to all draft decisions. The resulting adjustments
were curently being incorporated by the Secretariat, following which the final cost estimates would be
made available. The Chair orally presented the estimated cost implications of the draft decision under
consideration by the Working Group (see pa2Qbelow).

46. In the light of that response, the Working Group agreed to a proposal by the Chair to continue its
consideration of the draft decision, pending the availability of those final cost estimates.

47. Statements were axe by representatives of Brazil, Ethiopia, Japan, Mexico, Norway, Slovenia
(on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States; as well as the candidate countries,
Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potentiadatndountries,

Bosnia andHerzegovina, an&erbia; and the partner country, Ukraine) and Uganda.

48. During the course of the discussion, the Working Group provisionally accepted a proposal to
include in the draft decision an additional preambular paragralpting to the reporting obligation

ol Although any member shall be elected orelected for a fouyear full term(according toparagraph 4,
sedion Il of the annex to decision B%), GRULAC has i ndi c a telectiontvds fottwoMears Q0DMOh ael 6 s
and he is to be replaced by Mr. Romy Montiel (Cuba).

*xk The numbering herein corresponds with the numbering of the membedeteateelected (as indicated in
paragrapt89 above) whom the nominee is intended to replace.
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together with a furtheadditional paragraphon the conditionthat they be deleted in the event that a
paragraph of similar substance appeared in the draft decision to be prepared by Working Group Il on the
same subjet under agenda items 14 and 15.

49, On that understanding and pending final cost estimates, the Working Group provisionally
approved the draft decision on the report of the Compliance Committee, as orally amamnded,
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4AWG.1L.2

50. At its 4th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Group approved draft decision
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/AMWG.1L.2 for transmission to plenary as draft decision
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4L.2.

51. At the 3d plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of ties Barving

as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSQRMAL.2

and adopted it as decision B&1. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM5. OPERATION AND ACTIV ITIES OF THE BIOSAFETY
CLEARING -HOUSE

52. Working Group Il took up agenda item 5 at its 1st meeting on 12 May 2008. In considering the
item, the Working Group had before it a note by the Executive Secretary outlirigrgalia, a progress
report on the ongoing impientation of the mulyear programme of work
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/3). It also had before it as information documents a note by the Executive
Secretary containing a summary of responses submitted in the first regular national report
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/INF/11), a note by the Executive Secretary concerning the repdhne of
external security audit of the central portal of the Biosafety Cled&touge and its infrastructure
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/INF/19), a note by the Executive Secretary reflecting@0t survey of
Biosafety ClearingHouse users (UNEP/CBD/BS/C&®OP/4/INF/20), and a note by the Executive
Secretary containing a compilation of submissions on identified constraints in making information
available in the Biosafety Clearifgpuse (UNEP/CBIBS/CORMOP/4/INF/21).

53. Introducing the item, a representative of the Secretariat said that section Il of document
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/3 contained a progress report on the ryaléir programme of work for the
Biosafety ClearingHouse (decision B8/2); section lll provided a summary of experiences drawn from

the first national reports; section IV outlined further activities for consideration during the forthcoming
intersessional period; and section V reflected elements of a decision on the operadimmBGH. The

annex of the document summarized BCH reporting statistics. The Working Group was invited to consider
the information provided in the notes by the Executive Secretary and to take note of the information
documents in its deliberations.

54, Statementsvere made by representatives of Brazil, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Oman, Peru, Republic of Korea, Republic of
Moldova, Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 memhes,Sia well as the
candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential
candidate countries, Bosnia aHérzegovina, an&erbia, and the partner country Ukraine), Uganda (on
behalf of the African Group), Viet&in and Zimbabwe.

55. A representative of the Codex Alimentarius Commission also made a statement.

56. Further statements were made by representatives of the Global Industry C¢ali@ymand the
Public Research and Regulation Initiative (PRRI).

57. Following the exbange of views, the Chair said that he would prepare a text incorporating the
points raised during the discussion, for consideration by the Working Group.

58. At its 4th meeting, on 14 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decision on the operation
and ativities of the Biosafety Clearingouse, submitted by the Chair.
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59. Statements were made by representatives of Belize, Bangladesh, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, India, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Qatar, Slovenia (oofltékalf
European Community and its 27 member States, as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential candidate countries, BosHiaraegovina,
andSerbia, and the partner country Ukrainéyanda and Zimbabwe.

60. A representative of Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States, as
well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the
potential candidate countries, Bosnied&lerzegovina, an®erbia, and the partner country Ukraine) said

that he wished to reserve comments until final cost estimates were available.

61. Pending the availability of those estimates, the Working Group provisionally approved the draft
decision on theoperation and activities of the Biosafety Cleasthguse, as orally amended, as draft
decision UNEP/CBD/BS/CORIOP/4/WG.2/L.5.

62. At the 5th meeting of the Working Group, on 14 May 2008, a note by the Executive Secretary
setting out the preliminary emergingat implications of the draft decisiortsefore the meeting
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/INF/27) was circulated. The Working Group consequently resumed its
consideration of the draft decision, notably those paragraphs relating to activities with possible cost
implications.

63. The Chair explainedhe preliminary emerging cost implications relating to the operation and
activities of the Biosafety CleariAgouse, asndicatedin the note by the Executive Secretas the
additional staff needed would carry out alltbé activities mentioned in eachtbi relevanparagraphs,
the cost implications were not as great as they might initially appear.

64. Following an exchange of views, the Working Group agreed to transmit draft decision
UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/WG.2/L.5, as oty amended, to plenary as draft decision
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/L.5.

65. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/B@RM?L .5

and adopted it as decision B&2. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM 6. STATUS OF CAPACITY -BUILDING ACTIVITIES AND THE
USE OF THE ROSTER OFBIOSAFETY EXPERTS

66. Working Group Il took up agenda item 6 & Lst meeting on 12 May 2008. In considering the
item, the Working Group had before it a note by the Executive Secretary contaiténglia, a status
report on the implementation of the Action Plan for Building Capacities for the Effective Impldioenta

of the Protocol and on the steps taken by the Executive Secretary to further develop the Coordination
Mechanism (UNEP/CBD/BS/CONMOP/4/4); and a report prepared by the Executive Secretary on the
operational experience in using the preliminary indicatevhich also contained proposals for their
further developmentUNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/4/Add.). The Working Group also had before it, as
information documents, a note by the Executive Secretary on the reporttloidheoordination meeting

for Governnents and organizations implementing or funding biosafety capawilying activities
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/INF/5), a note by the Executive Secretary on the report of the second
international meeting of academigstitutions and organizationigvolved in biosafety education and
training (UNEP/CBD/BS/COMOP/4/INF/6), a note by the Executive Secretary on the fifth meeting of
the Liaison Group on CapaciBuilding for Biosafety (UNEP/CBD/BS/CGRIOP/4/INF/8), a note by

the Executive Secretary on ongoing biesa capacitybuilding activities
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/INF/9) and a note by the Executive Secretary on the report édutté
coordination meeting for Governments and organizations implementing or funding biosafety
capacitybuilding activitieStUNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/INF/23).
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67. The Chair suggested that the two aspects of the item, capaddyng and the roster of biosafety
experts, be considered separately.

Capacitybuilding

68. Introducing the first part of the item, a representative of the Secretadathsaithe notef the
Executive Secretary under the itenfUNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/4 described the main
capacitybuilding activities undertaken by the Secretariat, Governments and relevant organizations and
was based on submissiomadeto the Secretariat iad theBiosafety ClearingHouse. Theaddendum to

the note (UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/4/Add.) reflected the experience gained in the use of indicators in
monitoring the implementation of the Action Plan for Building Capacities for Effective Implementatioa of
Protocol and proposals for their further developmerite meeting was invited to consider the information
provided in the notes by the Executive Secretary and the information documents in its deliberations.

69. Statements were made by representativesubifa@he Islamic Republic ofran, Japan, Mexico,

New Zealand, Norway, Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States, as
well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the
potential candidate countries, Bosnia ahtiérzegovina, anderbia, and the partner country Ukraine)
Switzerland, Uganda (on behalf of the African Group), Venezuela andNiat

70. A statement was also made by a representative of the Global Environment Facility.

71. At its 4th meeting, on 14 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decision on
capacitybuilding, submitted by the Chair.

72. Statements were made by representatives of Brazil, Belize, Cuba, Colombia, Djibouti, Egypt,
Ethiopia, India, Japan, Kenya, Kiribati, Mg$aa, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Oman, Philippines,
Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States, as well as the candidate
countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential candidate
countres, Bosnia and Herzegovinand Serbia, and the partner country Ukraine), Qatar, Thailand,
Uganda, Venezuela and Zimbabwe.

73. During the discussion, a representative of Qatar said his country was willing to fund
capacitybuilding for Arab countries. A represtative of Slovenia (on behalf of the European
Community and its 27 member States, as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential candidate countries, Bosnidearnegovina, and

Serbia, ad the partner country Ukraine) said that he wished to reserve comments until final cost
estimates were available.

74. Ther epresentative of I ndia request ®dhe fourth t hi s
coordination meetinge noted in the text.

75. Stakements were also made by representatives of UNEP and GEF.

76. Pending final cost estimates, the Working Group provisionally approved the draft decision on
capacity building, as orally amended, as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSKIOP4/WG.2/L.6.

77. At its 5th meetig, on 14 May 2008, the Working Group resumed its consideration of the draft
decision, notably those paragraphs on which full agreement had not been reached.

78. Following an exchange of views, the Working Group agreed to transmit the draft decision, as
orally amended, to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/GATOHP/4/L.6.

79. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSURL.6

and adopted it as decision B&3. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.
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Roster of experts on biosafety

80. In considering the roster of experts on biosafety, the Working Group had bedonetiby the
Executive Seatary on the status and use of the rostemwell as thetatus operation and use of the pilot
phase of th&/oluntary Fundand the reemmendations of the Liaison Group on measures for improving
the roster of expert¢UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/4/Add.2) and # reports of the Liaison Group
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/INF/7 and 8).

81. Following a brief introduction by the Chair and the Secretariat, statements were made by
representatives of El Salvador, Indonesia, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Slondrehalfof

the European Community and its 27 Member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, an&erbia; and the partner country, Ukraiaa§l Uganda (on behalf of the African Group).

82. Following the discussion, the Chair said that he would prepare a text reflecting the points raised
for consideration at a subsequent meeting of the Working Group.

83. At its 8th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Worki@goup took up a draft decision on the roster of
biosafety experts, submitted by the Chair.

84. Statements were made by representatives of Belize, Bolivia, Colombia, India, New Zealand,
Slovenia(on behalf of the European Community and itsr@@mberStates; asvell as the candidate
countries, Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate
countries, Bosnia andHerzegovina, andSerbia; and the partner country, Ukraine), Uganda and
Zimbabwe.

85. Following the exchange of viewshe Working Group approved the draft decision, as orally
amended, for transmission to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSXCOH?4/L.15.

86. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting dhe Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSKBOm4/L.15

and adopted it as decision B&4. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM7. MATTERS RELATED TO T HE FINANCIAL MECHANISM AN D
RESOURCES

87. Agenda item 7 was taken up at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 12 May 2008. In
considering the item, the meeting had before it a note by the Executive Sepretéding the status of
implementation of the guidance provided to the findner@echanism with respect to biosafety
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/5) and an information document submitted by the GEF Coumtila

global strategy for financing biosafety activiti@dNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/INF/12).

88. The representative of the GEF secretaridedtéhat US$ 50 million dollars had been allocated to
101 countries fothe development afiational biosafety framewoskUS$20 million to 19 countries for
implementationof national biosafety frameworkand US$L3 million to 100 countries for national
cgpacity-building in relation to the Biosafety Clearhipuse.

89. Working Group Il took up agenda item 7 at its 2nd meeting, on 13 May 2008. The Chair drew
attention to the draft elements of a possible decision in paragraphs 30, 40 emthd3ote by the
Executive Secretary (UNEP/CBD/BS/COROP/4/5)

90. Following a brief introduction by the Chair, statements were made by representatives of New
Zealand, Norway, Sloveni@n behalf of the European Community and its 27 Member States, as well as
the candidate coumes, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential
candidate countries, Bosnia ahigrzegovina, anerbia, and the partner country Ukrgimend South
Africa.
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91. Following the exchange of views, the Chair said that he wowfdape a text incorporating the
points raised during the discussion.

92. At its 8th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decision on the financial
mechanism and resources, submitted by the Chair.

93. Following an exchange of views, the Worki@goup approved the draft decision for transmission
to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/GUIPP/4/L.14.

94. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocolidensd draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/CEFOP/4/L.14

and adopted it as decision B&5. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM 8. COOPERATION WITH OTH ER ORGANIZATIONS, CO NVENTIONS AND
INITIATIVES

95. Agenda item 8 was takeup at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 12 May 2008. In
considering the item, the meeting had before it a note providingpdate on cooperative activities
between the Secretariat and other organizations, conventions and initiativesntrelevathe
implementation of the Protocol includirthe Green Customs Initiative, Codex Alimentarius &ahe
International Plant Protection ConventigdNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/6).

96. At the 2nd plenary session, the President informed the meeting that he wepddepa text on
item 8; delegations would be consulted on the content prior to consideration in the plenary.

97. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meetingf the Parties to the Protocol toop adraft decisionunder this item suhitted by the
President(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/L.10) and adopted it as decisiddS-1V/6. The text of the
decision is contained in the annex to the present report.

ITEM9. REPORT OF THE EXECUT IVE SECRETARY ON THE
ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROTOCOL AND ON
BUDGETARY MATTERS

98. Agenda item 9 was taken up at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 12 May 2008. In
considering the item, the meeting had befor@ribte prepared by the Executive Secretary on budgetary
matiers and on the administration of the Protocol (UNEP/CBD/BSHVORP/4/7).

99. Introducing the item, the Executive Secretary said a report detailing expenditure of resources was
available and that a zero growth option would not counterbalance the 17 per tentdesbudget due to

the knockon effects of a weak United States dollar on the Canadian dollar. In Canada, the cost of office
rental and salaries had risen in terms of United States dollars. To cover the increased workload generated
by theincreasinghumber ofParties to thérotoco) conference services needed @eneral Servicstaff,

and the Secretariat was requestamgaverage d$1,632 dollars per Party to cover their salaries for a two

year period

100. The Executive Secretary thanked UNEP for pringdfunds for the salary of one staff member
responsible for financial matters under the Biosafety Protocol, and said that he would make a statement at
the end of the meeting outlining the activities possible in relation to available funding.

101. Inresponsedc t he Chairds invitation for comments on
behalf of the European Community and its 27 Member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia,
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the poterstradidate countries, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, an&erbia; and the partner country, Ukraine) raised the issue of whether the guidance for

the allocation of financial resources by the Conference of the Parties, set forth in annex | of
decisionVI111/10 on operations of the Convention, was also applicable to the present meeting.
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102. The representative of Japan said that her delegation concurred with the comments made on behalf
of the European Union. As a major contributor to the core budget, Japan attachechgpeaince to
effective and efficient management. Its proposal for zero nominal growth was supported by other
delegations and should be taken up formally. Activities under the Protocol must be commensurate with
resources. In that connection, Japan woukk lto see increased coordination with the Global
Environment Facility (GEF).

103. Statements were made by the representatives of Nigeria (on behalf of the African Group) and
Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States; as wellcasdidate
countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate
countries, Bosnia anderzegovina, an&erbia; and the partner country, Ukraine).

104. Mr. Sem Taukonjo Shikong@amibia), chair of the contact group budget, reported to the 2nd
plenary session, on 15 May 2008, that ¢batact groughadreviewed the budget proposals presented by

the Secretariat He noted that, dllowing discussions in the group, a document
(UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/INF/27/Rev.1) had bgeepared showing a possible allocation of funding

for the draft decisions emanating from the two working groups. In the light oh#llerrges faced by the
Secretariat in the operationalization of the work of the Protdtalas important that all proped
activities were associated with the relevant sources of funding and that sensible use was made of the
reserves. Activities related to capadityilding, the Biosafety Clearingouse and public awareness were

vital and must be continued. A modality mios found to ensure that Parties with arrears in assessed
contribution lived up to their financial obligations under the Protocol and more resources from the
programme support costs should be allocated to the Protddwm.two working groups should consult

and cooperate with the budget contact group concerning any emerging decisions with budgetary
implications. In addition, a study should be carried out byltiet Inspection Unit of the United Nations

in New York to review the possibility for the Secrédarto operate in the local currency of its host
country, in line with similar activities being carried out by otb@nventions and protocols

105. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meetingf the Parties to the Protocol took up draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/RIOP/4/L.19
submitted by the contact group on the budget.

106. Introducing the draft decisioMr. Sem Taukonjo Shikong@Namibig), chair of the contact group

on the budgesaid the group had continued to reviewactivities versus costs ithe budget proposals
presented by the Secretariathe contact group agreed to draw ondbeumulatedinspent balances or
contributions from previous financial periodbusreducing the assessed contribotiof the Partiegor

the biennium2009-2010. He also drew attention to the following elemetiiat had been considered by

the contact group for inclusion in the report: UNEP, as trustee of the trust funds of the Paiobodad!

make a quarterly report dnust fund expenditure and income available on the Secretariat website; the
host country was invited to consider renewing its offer of free office space for the Secretariat; and the
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ), as the lead agencyhef Wnited Nations system in
Montreal, should ensure the full and expeditious implementation of the memorandum of understanding it
had signed with the Secretariat on 22 February 2007 and the Executive Secretary should report thereon to
the fifth meeting othe Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol.

107. The Executive Secretactarified that all approved posts in the Secretariat had been filled, and
assured the meeting that the only position approved for the forthcoriéngilom would be filled
expeditiously.

108. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol adopted document UNEP/CBD/BR/CRIB/L.19 as
decision BSIV/7. The tex of the decision is annexed to the present report.
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Il. SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES

ITEM 10.  HANDLING, TRANSPORT, PACKAGING AND
IDENTIFICATION OF LI VING MODIFIED ORGANI SMS
(ARTICLE 18)

109. Working Group | took up agenda item 10 at its 1st meeting on 12 May 20@®nsidering the

item, the Working Group had before it two notes by the Executive Secretary synthesizing the views and
information submitted by Parties, other Governments and relevant international organizations
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/8 and UNEP/CBD/BS/COMOP/4/9) as well as information documents
compiling the views and/or the information received (UNEP/CBD/BSKMOP/4/INF/2 and Add.1,

and UNEP/CBD/BS/COROP/4/INF/3).

110. Introducing the item, a representative of the Secretariat said that the documengs thefor
Working Group had been prepared in response to requests made on the basis of dedi§®roBS
paragraph 3 of Article 18 of the Protocol and decisionllBE0 on paragraph 2(a) of Article 18. Given

that paragraphs 2(b) and 2(c) of Article 18 svaow also to be considered under agenda item 10, she
further drew attention to the synthesis report pertaining to those two paragraphs, contained in section V of
the note by the Executive Secretary on assessment and review (Article 35)
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/14). She similarly drew attention to possible elements of a draft decision,
contained in section VIl of the same document. The compilation of submissions that constituted the basis
for the synthesis report was to be found in document UNEP/CBD/BSKIO®4/INF/10/Add. 1.

111. On the subject of paragraph 3 of Article 18 of the Protocol, statements were made by
representatives of Belize, Brazil, Canada, Cuba, India, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, Norway, Philippines,
Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community &ad27 member States; as well as the candidate
countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate
countries, Bosnia aniderzegovina, an&erbia; and the partner country, Ukraine), South Africa, Thailand
and \enezuela.

112. On the subject of paragraph 2(a) of Article 18 of the Protocol, statements were made by
representatives of Brazil, Colombia, Cuba, New Zealand, Norway, Slovenia (on behalf of the European
Community and its 27 member States; as well as the caaedidantries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, Bosnidespelgovina, and
Serbia; and the partner country, Ukraine) and Thailand.

113. On the subject of paragraph(b) and2(c) of Article 18 ofthe Protocol, statements were made by
representatives of Cuba, Japan, New Zealand, Norway and Slovenia (on behalf of the European
Community and its 27 member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia anTurkey; the potential candidate countries, Bosnia ldadzegovina, and
Serbia; and the partner country, Ukraine).

114. A statement was also made by a representati@aifal Industry CoalitiofGIC).

115. At the conclusion of the discussion, the Chair said taking into account the views expressed,
she would prepare texts on paragraph 3, paragraph 2(a), and paragraphs 2(b), ardpectively, of
Article 18 of the Protocol for consideration by the Working Group.

116. At its 3rd meeting, on 14 May 2008, the Wimg Group took ugdraft decision on the handling,
transport, packaging and identification of living modified organisms (paragraphs 2(b) and 2(c) of
Article 18 of the Protocol), submitted by the Chair.

117. Pending final cost estimatabe Working Grougprovisionally approved the draft decision on the
handling, transport, packaging and identification of living modified organisms (paragraphs 2(b) and 2(c)
of Article 18 of the Protocol) as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/END®P/4/WG.1/L.3.
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118. At its 4th meeting, on 15May 2008, the Working Group approved draft decision
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/AMWG.1L.3 for transmission to plenary as draft decision
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4L.3.

119. The Working Group then took ug draft decision on the handling, transport, packaging and
identification of living modified organisms (paragraph 3 of Article 18 of the Protocol), submitted by the
Chair.

120. In response to a request for clarification concerning the budgetary implications of the draft
decision, the Chair reiterated the assurance given wgdrdeto the draft decision on the report of the
Compliance Committee (agenda item 4), namely that the contact group on the budget had reviewed the
cost estimates prepared by the Secretariat with regard to all draft decisions. The resulting adjustments
were currently being incorporated by the Secretariat, following which the final cost estimates would be
made available. The Chair added that the estimated costs of the proposed online conference
(approximately US$ 20,000) had already been communicated.

121. Inthelight of that response, the Working Group agreed to consider the draft decision, pending the
availability of those final cost estimates.

122. Statements were made by the representatives of Antigua and Barbuda, Belize, Brazil, China,
Colombia, Egypt, Ethiopiaizabon, India, Japan, Malaysia, New Zealand, Norway, Oman, Slovenia (on
behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia,
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidatgiesuBosnia and
Herzegovina, an&erbia; and the partner country, Ukraine), Uganda and Ukraine.

123. Pending final cost estimates, the Working Group provisionally apgrieedraft decision on the
handling, transport, packaging and identification of livingdified organisms (paragraghof Article 18
of the Protocaol), as orally amended, as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSMIO®4/WG.1/L.4.

124. At its 4th meeting, on 15 May 2008, following an exchange of views, the Working Group
approved draft decisionUNEP/CBD/BS/@P-MOP/4/WG.1/L.4 for transmission to plenary as
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/L.4.

125. The Working Group then took up the draft decision on the handling, transport, packaging and
identification of living modified organisms (paragraph 2(a) of Article 18 of the Prfadomitted by
the Chair.

126. Statements were made by representatives of Antigua and Barbuda, Belize, Brazil, China, Egypt,
Ethiopia, Indonesia, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, New Zealand, Philippines, Qatar, Slovenia (on behalf of the
European Community and its 27ember States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, Boshiaraegovina,
andSerbia; and the partner country, Ukraine), Ukraine and Venezuela.

127. The Chair saidhat, in the light of the discussioshe would prepara revised draft decision on
the handling, transport, packaging and identification of living modified organisms (paragraph 2(a) of
Article 18 of the Protocol) for consideration by the Working Group.

128. At its 4th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Group took up a revised draft decision on the
subject, submitted by the Chair.

129. Statements were made by representatives of Brazil, China, Egypt, Ethiopia, New Zealand, and
Slovenia (on behalf of the Europeann@uaunity and its 27 member States; as well as the candidate
countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate
countries, Bosnia aniderzegovina, an&erbia; ad the partner country, Ukraine).

130. Following an exchnge of views, the Working Group approved the revised draft decision, as
orally amended, for transmission to plenary as draft deci$iiBP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4L..8
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131. A statement was made by a representative of PRRI.

132. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting,16rMay 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS@RMAL.3

and adopted it as decision B&8. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
repat.

133. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol then
considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/CO®P/4/L.4 and adopted it as decision-B810. The
text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present report.

134. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol then
considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/COIP/4/L.8 and adopted it as decision-B&9. The text
of the decision is contained in the annex to the present report.

ITEM11. RISKASSESSMENT AND RISK MANAGEMENT
(ARTICLES 15 AND 16)

135. Working Group Il took up agenda item 11 at its 2nd meeting, on 13 May 2008. In considering
the item, the Working Group had beforaihote prepared by the Executive Secretary on risk assgssme
and risk management (Articles 15 and 16) (UNEP/CBD/@@HP/4/10), together with, as information
documents, reports of the regional workshops, organized by the Secretariat, on tajlaaity and
exchange of experiences on risk assessment and riskjemeat (UNEP/CBD/BS/CORIOP/4/INF/14,

15, 16 and 17)the report of another evkshop, organized by Canada and Norway, on Risk Assessment
for Emerging Applications of Living Modified Organisms (fish, trees, pharmacrops and viruses)
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/INF/13), and a compilation of guidance documents on risk assessment and
risk management available through the Biosafety Information Resource Centre of the Biosafety
ClearingHouse (UNEP/CBD/BS/COROP/4/INF/22).

136. Introducing the item, a representative of Becretariat recalled key aspectadetisionBS-I1/9,

on risk assessment and risk managemamnd, explained that section 1l ¢fie note by the Executive
Secretary(UNEP/CBD/COPMOP/4/1(Q contained an analysis of regional workshops on capacity
building andexchange of experiences on risk assessment and risk management of LMOs; section |l
highlighted other relevant activities on risk assessment and risk management of LMOs conducted
intersessionallysection IV referred to thavailability of guidelines onisk assessment and management

in the Biosafety Information Resource Centre of the Biosafety Cleblinge; and section V provided an
overview of available decisions and opinions identifying LMOs or specific traits that may have adverse
effects on the comsvation and sustainable use of biological diversity, taking also into account risks to
human health.

137. Statements were made by representatives of Australia, Canada, Cameroon, China, El Salvador,
India, Indonesiathe Islamic Republic of Iran, Kiribati, Malgsia, Mexico, New Zealand, Norwathe
Philippines, Sloveniaop behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States, as well as the
candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential
candidate countrie8osnia andHerzegovina, an&erbia, and the partner country Ukrgirgouth Africa,
Thailand, Venezuela and Zimbabwe.

138. Statements were also made by representatives of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations, the&Codex Alimentarius Comission and the International Plant Protection Convention
Secretariat.

139. Further statements were made by representativibe &GfiC and PRRI.

140. Following the exchange of views, the Chair said that he would prepare a text incorporating the
points raised duringhe discussion.
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141. At its 5th meeting, on 14 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decision on risk
assessment and risk management, submitted by the Chair.

142. Statements were made by representatives of Australia, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Colombia,
Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesithe Islamic Republic ofiran, Japan, Kenya, Malaysia, Mexico, New
Zealand, Norwaythe Philippines, Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member
States, as well as the candidate countries, Croatia,oth@ef Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and
Turkey, the potential candidate countries, Bosnia larzegovina, an&erbia, and the partner country
Ukraing), South Africa, Uganda, Venezuela and Zimbabwe.

143. At its 6th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Grougureed its consideration of the draft
decision, submitted by the Chair.

144. Statements were made by representatives of Argentina, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, China, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, Mozambique, New ZealandyNomamn,
Philippines, Qatar, Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States, as well as
the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential
candidate countries, Bosnia aHdrzegovim, andSerbia, and the partner country Ukrgiridganda and
Venezuela.

145. A statement was also made by a representative of the Codex Alimentarius Commission.

146. Following an exchange of views, the Working Group agreed to a proposal by the Chair to
establish a sall group of friends of the Chair to settle the issue of whether the proposed group on risk
assessment should be opmrded or be composed solely of experts, and subsequently to develop
appropriate text.

147. The Working Group also agreed to a further propbgahe Chair to establish a group of friends
of the Chair to continue working on the text of section Il of the draft decision.

148. At its 8th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Group took up a revised draft decision on risk
assessment and risk managemeumbnstted by the Chair, as orally amended by the group of friends of
the Chair.

149. Statements were made by representatives of Belize, Brazil, Colombia, Egypt, Malaysia, New
Zealand, Slovenia (obehalf of the European Community and its 27 member States, hasvtie
candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential
candidate countries, Boshia and Herzegovamal Serbia, and the partner country Ukraine), Uganda and
Zimbabwe.

150. Following an exchange of views, theoving Group approved the revised draft decision, as
orally amended, for transmission to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSVCIH?4/L.12.

151. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meetingfdhe Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSKIOP4/L.12

and adopted it as decision B&11. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM 12. LIABILITY AND REDRES S (ARTICLE 27)

152. Agenda item 12 wataken up at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 12 May 2008. In
considering the item, the meeting had befotkefinal report of theOperended Ad Hoc Working Group

of Legal and Technical Experts on Liability and Redress in the ContexteoBiosafety Protocol
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/11and Add.1).

153. Ms. Jimena Nieto, G€hair of the Opemended AdHoc Working Group of Legal and Technical
Experts on Liability and Redressthe Contextof he Bi osaf ety Protocol, prese
report. She said that the Working Group hamer the course of its mandatmnalysed information
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documents on:defining biodiversity loss; difficulties facing the entry into force of thpedty liability
treaties; damage to the conservation and sustainake of biodiversity; transnational procedures
including the work ofThe Hague Conference on Private International Law; relevant work of the
International Law Commission; financial security to cover liability resulting from transboundary
movements of lilng modified organisms; the experience of other international instruments and,fasums
regards damage suffered in areas beyond national jurisditt®application of tools fahe valuation of
biodiversity and biodiversity resources and functiprend supplementary collective compensation
arrangements in international environmeglated liability instruments. It hadlso benefited from a
number of expert presentations.

154. The Working Group had considered an indicative list of criteria for assessinfiettéveness of

the rules and procedures on liability and redress referredAdiate 27. It had also adopted a blueprint

for a decision on international rules and procedures in the field of liability and redress for damage
resulting from transboundamovements of living modified organism&he noted that the fifth meeting

of the Working Group had mandattte CoChairsto convene a meeting of the Friends of the@airs

group prior to the fourth meeting of the Parties. Accordingly, the Friendseeoa€éChairshad met in

Bonn from 7 to 10 May 2008 to continue to negotiate the text annexed to the report of the fifth meeting of
the Working Group (UNEP/CBD/COROP/4/11, annex) and had produced a document witlviaed
structure andwith changes to séions I, 11l and IV (UNEP/CBD/COMMOP/4/11/Add.1, annex). She
thanked the Governments that had provided financial and other support for the meetings.

155. It was agreed that a contact group be established to advance the work under this item, with a
mandated consider unresolved issues and draft a final text. It would dohaiced by the C&hairs of

the Working Group on Liability and Redress, Ms. Jimena Nieto (Colombia) and Mr. René Lefeber
(Netherlands) and it would work on the basis of the outcomeshef mmeeting of the Friends of the
Co-Chairs (UNEP/CBD/COMOP/4/11/Add.1, annex).

156. Mr. René LefeberCo-Chair of thecontact groupreported to th@nd plenary session, on 15 May
2008 that there was emerging consensus indbmetact groupn favour of the doption of a legally
binding instrument on the administrative approach to seragesponse mechanism to redress damage to
the conservation and sustainable use of biological diverghythe request of thecontact groupthe
proponents of the incorpdran into such an instrument of an article on civil liability had submitted a
relevant proposal. Thus far, there was no consensus for including the provision. Théh@ios had
proposeddraft decisions relating to the adoption of a legally binding ingntran the administrative
approachand guidelines to deal wittules and procedureslating to civil liability, which had yet to be
discussed. The first reading of sections V, VI and VII of annex Il contained in document
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/11 had beeconcluded

157. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protdook updraft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/COMOP/4/L.18
submitted by the CG€&hairs of thecontact group oridbility and redress

158. Introducing the draft decisioriMs. Jimena Nieto, G&hair of contact group on liability and
redress, gave a brief overview of the work accomplished by the contact group sipeevibes meeting

of the plenary. She said that the @3Chairs had continued their trilateral meetingsvolving the
Co-Chairs and concerned friends) that had started on 14 May 20@8der toreacha common
understandingwhich was subsequently submitted to ttmatact group. The draft decision before the
meeting contained the process well the text, that had been agreed for future work on liability and
redress One major achievement had beeprovisional agreement on the choice of instrument, although

it was understood that, as with all internationabotiations, nothing was agreed until everything was
agreed. Two offers had been made to host future meetings under the process, and one clear pledge had
been made. That was evidence of a clear commitment to finalize the process, and she was optimistic
about the future work of thgroup
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159. Following theintroductionof the draft decision, statements were made by the representatives of
Brazil, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, Peru and Venezuela.

160. All those who took the floor welcomed the outcome of the discussiotie contact groupand

expressed their appreciation for the work of theG@Pairs and the support provided by the Secretariat.

The representative of Malayssaid that her Government offered to hasheeting of theGroup of the

Friends of the C&hairs scheduled for early 2009.he representative of Japaaid that his Government

would provide financial support for the forthcoming meeting of @meup ofFriends of the C&hairs.

The representative of Mexico reiterdte h e r count ry 0 ef thefitdree meetihgef theo s t on
Group of Friends of the GGhairsin the hopeof facilitating further progress.

161. Ms. Nieto expressed her gratitude to tAevernment®f Malaysia and Mexico for their offer to
host the forthcoming meetings of the Graafpthe Friends of the C&hairs and to the Government of
Japan for pledging financial support.

162. Following the statements, draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/ENDPP/4/L.18 was adoptecs
decision BSIV/12. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the pregeant.

ITEM 13. SUBSIDIARY BODIES (ARTICLE 30)

163. Working Group Il took up agenda item 13 at its 2nd meeting, on 13 May 2008. In considering
the item, the Working Group had before n@e by the Executive Secretamy potential mechanisms for
the provison of scientific and technical advice (UNEP/CBD/BS/CMIPP/4/12).

164. Introducing the item, a representative of the Secretariat explaineth¢habdte by the Executive
Secretaryreviewed the findings of the Conference of the Parties serving as the medtiegRa#rties to

the Protocol, conducted a cost assessment for the provision of scientific and technical advice mechanisms
and identified options for the establishment of such mechanisms. The last section of the document
contained elements of possible déamis.

165. Statements were made by representatives of Brazil, Cameroon (speaking on behalf of the African
Group), China, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, El Salvador, Inti@,lslamic Republic of Iran, Japan,
Malaysia, Mexico, Norway, Qatar, Thailand, Tunisian, Stoagon behalf of the European Community

and its 27 member States, as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia and Turkey, the potential candidate countries, Bosnia and Herzegadrigerbia, and the
partner couatry Ukraine), Ugandahe United States of America, Venezuela and Zimbabwe.

166. A statement was also made by a representative of PRRI.

167. Following the exchange of views, the Chair said that he would prepare a text incorporating the
points raised during the digssion.

168. At its 8th meeting, on 15 May 200®e Working Groupook up the draft decision on subsidiary
bodies submitted by the Chair.

169. Statements were made by representatives of Bolivia, Brazil, J&parenia (on behalf of the
European Community and i& member States, as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential candidate countries, Boshierasgovina,

and Serbia, and the partner country Ukraindprway, Uganda (on behalf of thefrfeéan Group) and
Zimbabwe.

170. Following the exchange of views, the Working Group approved the draft decision, as orally
amended, for transmission to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSXCOH?4/L.17.

171. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 M&82the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS@RMAL.17

and adopted it as decision B&13. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.
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ITEM 14. MONITORING AND REPOR TING (ARTICLE 33)

172. Working Group Il took up agenda item 14 at its 2nd meeting, on 13 May 2008. In considering
the item, the Working Group had before it a note prepared by the Executive Secretary) which analysed the
information comained in the first national reports received by the Secretariat (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP
MOP/4/13) and an information document containing detailed information supporting the analysis
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/INF/11).

173. Introducing the documents, a representative hef Secretariat stated that yhpresented an
analysis of information contained 52 reports received by the Secretariat in 2007.

174. Statements were made by representatives of Cameroon, Cuba, Malaysia, Mexico, Norway,
Slovenia (on behalf of the European Conmityi and its 27 member States, as well as the candidate
countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey, the potential candidate
countries, Bosnia anderzegovina, an&erbia, and the partner country Ukraine) and Thailand.

175. At its 8th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decision on monitoring
and reporting under the Protocol, submitted by the Chair.

176. Statements were made by representatives of Japan, New Zealand and $tovésizalf of the
European Communityral its 27 Member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, BosHiaraagovina,
andSerbia; and the partner country, Ukraine).

177. Following the exchange ofiews, the Working Group approved the draft decision, as orally
amended, for transmission to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSXITQH?4/L.13.

178. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meaetig of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSWCIB#/L.13

and adopted it as decision B&14. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM 15. ASSESSMENT AND REVIEW (ARTICLE 35)

179. Working Graup Il took up agenda item 15 at its 3rd meeting, on 13 May 2008. In considering the
item, the Working Group had before at synthesis of the views and/or information received by the
Executive Secretary in response to the request of tRarties to the Protol
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/14) as well as an information document compiling the views and/or
information received (UNEP/CBD/BS/C@ROP/4/INF/10).

180. Introducing the item, a representative of the Secretariat explained that documents before the
Working Group @scribed the limited experience in the implementation of the Protocol and identified
possible modalities to take into account when conducting an evaluzftitime effectiveness of the
implementation of the ProtocoBection VII contained elements of a lidecision.

181. Statements were made by the representatives of Colombia, Cuba, India, Mexico, New Zealand
and Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 Member States, as well as the candidate
countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav RepublicMdcedonia and Turkey, the potential candidate
countries, Bosnia aniderzegovina, an&erbia, and the partner country Ukraine).

182. A statement was also made by a representative of PRRI.

183. Following the exchange of views, the Chair said that he would prepareé iaderporating the
points raised during the discussion.

184. At its 8th meeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decision on assessment
and review, submitted by the Chair.
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185. Statements were made by representatives of Belize, Brazil, Coloddpan, New Zealand,
Norway, Slovenia(on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States; as well as the
candidate countries, Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential
candidate countries, Bosnia and Herzegovamal Serbia; and the partner country, Ukraine), Uganda and
Zimbabwe.

186. Following the exchange of views, the Working Group approved the draft decision, as orally
amended, for transmission to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSXIQH?4/L.16.

187. At the 3rd pénary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSIFML .16

and adopted it as decisi®@t-1V/15. The text of the decision is contathin the annex to the present
report.

ITEM16. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATI ONS (ARTICLE 26,
PARAGRAPH 2)

188. Working Group | took up agenda item 16 at its 1st meeting on 12 May 2008. In considering the
item, the Working Group had before it a synthesis of viesvgerning soci@conomic impacts of living
modified organisms (UNEP/CBD/BS/CENOP/4/15) as well asan information document compiling

the views and casgtudiesreceived UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/INF/1).

189. Introducing the item, a representative of the Sedt explained that the Executive Secretary
had been requested to prepare a synthesis of views and case studies concerrégsocic impacts

of living modified organisms.The working document included that synthesis, relevant information from
otherprocesses under the Convention and the Protocol, and suggested elements of a draft decision.

190. On the subject of paragraph 2 of Article 26 of the Protocol, statements were made by
representatives of China, Colombia, Cuba, Egypt (on behalf of the Africap)siorway, Slovenia (on

behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia,
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, an®erbia; ad the partner country, Ukraine) and Thailand.

191. Atits 2nd meeting, on 13 May 2008, the Working Group resumed its consideration of the item.

192. Statements were made by representatives of Argentina, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Ecuador,
Indonesiathelslamic Repulic of Iran, Japan, Malaysia, Mexicthe Philippines and South Africa.

193. Statements were also made by representatives of the Global Industry Coalition (GIC) for the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, the Public Research and Regulation Initiative (PRRI)rdnd/drd
Network (TWN).

194. At the conclusion of the discussion, the Chair said that, taking into account the views expressed,
she would prepare a text for consideration by the Working Group.

195. At its 4th meeting, on % May 2008, the Working Group took up a firdecision onsocic
economic considerationsubmitted by the Chair

196. Statements were made by representativeBdtivia, Brazil, China, EgyptEthiopia, Indonesia,
Malaysia,Mexico, New ZealandNorway, Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community an@71t
member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, Bosnia Hedegovina, andberbia; and the partner
country, Ukraine) and Uganda.

197. The Working Groupapproved the draft decision orsociceconomic considerationss orally
amended, as draft decisiYNEP/CBD/BS/CORMMOP/4/L.Q

198. A statement was made by a representative of TWN.
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199. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference oftide $eamving

as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSQORMAL.9

and adopted it as decision B&16. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM 17.  PUBLIC AWARENESS AND PARTICIPATION ( ARTICLE 23,
PARAGRAPH 1(a))

200. Working Group Il took up agenda item 17 at its 2nd meeting, on 13 May 2008. In considering
the item, the Working Group had beforait interim report prepared by the Executive Secretary on the
initiatives underken by Governments, including the experiences gained and lessons learned during the
development of the public awareness and participation components of the national biosafety frameworks
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/16) and a new outreach strategy for the Rsotodeveloped by the
Executive SecretaryJNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/INF/10)

201. Introducing the item, the Secretariat stressed the importanite @ffective implementation of
the outreach strategy tpromote public awarenesand participationand drew atteriin to the draft
decision contained ithe interim report by the Executive Secretary

202. Statements were made by representativd®etife, Colombia,Cubg Ecuador, India, the Islamic
Republic of Iran, Kiribati, Malaysia, Norway, Qat&lpvenia (on behalsf the European Community and

its 27 member States; as well as the candidate countries, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia and Turkey; the potential candidate countries, Bosnidlemzégovina, an&erbia; and the
partner country, UkraineYenezuelaand Zimbabwdon behalf of the Africa Group)

203. A statement was also made by a representative of PRRI.

204. Following the exchange of views, the Chair said that he would prepare a text incorporating the
points raised during the discussion.

205. At its 8th nmeeting, on 15 May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decisiopublic
awareness and participation (paragraph 1(a) of Article 23), submitted by the Chair.

206. Following an exchange of views, the Working Group approved the draft decision, as orally
amendd, for transmission to plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSHRIOP/4/L.11.

207. Atthe 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP&IBDEMOP/4/L.11

and adopted it as decisi®@&-1V/17. The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the present
report.

ITEM 18. OPTIONS FOR IMPLEMEN TATION OF THE NOTIFI CATION
REQUIREMENT UNDER AR TICLE 8

208. Working Group | took up agenda item 18tat2nd meetingon 13 May 2008. In considering the

item, the Working Group had before it a note by the Executive Secretary synthesizing information on
national implementation and experiences on that matter as provided through the first regular national
reports (UNEP/CBD/BS/COROP/4/17).

209. Introducing the item, a representative of the Secretariat recalled paragraph 1 of deciki8n BS
pursuant to which the item had been kept under review until the current meeting, and said that the note by
the ExecutiveSecretary had been prepared to assist the further consideration of the item. He also drew
attention to the options for elements of a draft decision on the subject, set forth in section Ill of the note.

210. In considering those options, statements were madefresentatives of Brazil, China, Cuba,
Kenya, Japan, Malaysia, Mauritius (on behalf of the African Group), Mexico, Norway, ®eru,
Philippines, Slovenia (on behalf of the European Community and its 27 member States; as well as the
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candidate countriesCroatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey; the potential
candidate countries, Bosnia adrzegovina, an®erbia; and the partner country, Ukraine) and Thailand.

211. Statements were also made by representatives of PRRI and TWN.

212. At the condusion of the discussion, the Chair said that, taking into account the views expressed,
she would prepare a text for consideration by the Working Group.

213. At its 4th meeting, on & May 2008, the Working Group took up a draft decisiomotification
requirenents submitted by the ChaifThe Chair pointed out that the draft decision hadbndgetary
implications

214. The Working Group approved the draft decisionnmification requirementsas draft decision
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/WG.1L.7.

215. At the 3rd plenary sessi of the meeting, on 16 May 2008, the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BSQRMAL.7

and adopted it as decision B&19. The text of the decision is contained in th@ento the present
report.

V. FINAL MATTERS

ITEM19. OTHER MATTERS

216. There were no other matters

ITEM 20. DATE AND VENUE OF TH E FIFTH MEETING OF T HE CONFERENCE
OF THE PARTIES SERVING AS THE MEETING OF THE PARTIES TO
THE CARTAGENA PROTOCOL ON BIOSAFETY

217. At its 3rd plenary session, the Parties to the Protocol decided that their fifth meeting would be
held in conjunction with the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention, the date
and venue of which would be determined by the Conferefiche Parties at their forthcoming ninth
meeting.

ITEM 21. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT

218. The present report was adopted at thepBedary session of the meeting, b May 2008 on the
basis of the draft report presented by the Rapporteur (UNEP/CBD/BSYIP4/L.1) and the reports
of Working Group | (UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/L.1/Add.1) and Working Group I
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/L.1/Add.2).

ITEM 22. CLOSURE OF THE MEETI NG

219. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 16 May 2006, the Chair recalled the tattildé n
disasters that had recently struck China and Myanmar, and extended his deepest sympathy to all the
victims. He called for a minute of silence in memory of the people who had lost their lives.

220. Following the observance of a minute of silence, a sgative of China thanked the Chair and

the participants for their condolences. He also thanked the international community for its assistance,
which displayed evidence of international solidarity. With that assistance and the rescue efforts being
made dmestically, he was confident that the disaster could be overcome.

221. The Executive Secretary congratulated participants on the outstanding fulfilment of their mandate
at what had been a rewarding and historic meeting. He paid tribute to the host coumtanyGand to

the Presidenbf the meeting, the Chairs of the two working grqugswell as to the chairs of the contact
groups on liability and redress and on the budget. As always, the Secretariat would strive to implement
the decisions which had beediopted and overcome the challenges entailed.
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222. The representative of Japan applauded the host country for its successful Presidency of the
meeting and expressed his countryds gratitude to
its trememous work in organizing the meeting. He also commended the good faith of all participants and
said that Japan would make every effort to ensure the effective implementation of the Cartagena Protocol,
which was set to grow ever more important. He wasidenf that the sincerity of the relationship among

the Parties would enable them to overcome the many challenges that lay ahead. He looked forward to the
endor sement of J ap a méeting af thECenference of the Ratties senving as eéhe t
meetingof the Partieso the Protocohnd consequently to welcoming participants to the city of Nagoya.

223.  Atfter the customary exchange of courtesibs, Rresident then declared the fourth meeting of the
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biobld Diversityservingas the meeting of the Parties
to the Protocol on Biosafety closed8a80p.m. on Friday, 16 May 2008.
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Annex

DECISIONS ADOPTED BY THE FOURTH MEETING O F THE CONFERENCE OF THE
PARTIES TO THE CONVE NTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY SERVING AS THE
MEETING OF THE PARTI ES TO THE CARTAGENA PROTOCOL ON BIOSAFETY
Bonn, 1216 May 2008
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BSIV/1. Report of the Compliance Committee

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety

Taking note of the report of the Compliance Committeimcluding its recommendations
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/2)

Taking notealso of the information compiled by the Compliance Committeeexperience of
other multilateral environmental agreements in addressing cases of repeatedmptiance
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/2/Add.1),

Recognizinghe needor improved intersessional coordination among members of each regional
groupto replace expeditiously Compliance Committee members who resign or are unable to complete
their term

Recognizing alsahe absence of any sulssions relating to compliance to the Compliance
Committee to date,

1. Remindg each Party of its obligation to adaggppropriate domestimeasures addressing
illegal transboundary movements of living modified organisms and to report the occurrence of such
movements to the Biosafety Cleariktpuse;

2. Callsuponeach regioal groupto consider and apply mechanisms

(a) To ensure that nominees to the Compliance Committee are willing and able to attend and
fully participate in the meetings of the Committeeg an

(b) That would best suit and enable them to replace members of the Compliancett€emmi
who resign during an intsessional period or who are unable to complete their term of office in
accordance with rule 10 of the rules of procedure of the Compli@ocemittee and talo so in an
expeditious manner;

3. Decidesto defer consideration or, as appropriate, adoption of measures on repeated cases
of noncompliance until such time as experience may justify the need for developing and adopting such
measures;

4, UrgesParties to renew efforts to facilitate agreement on rule 18 of the rules of procedure
for the meetings of the Compliance Commiftee

5. Encouragesthe Compliance Committee to meet less than twice a year if it deems it
sufficient and within the budgi@dopted by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Protocol, notwithstanding the periodicity of meetings provided for in section Il of the annex
to decision BS/7;

6. Invites Parties to submit to the Executive Secnetaon later than six months prior to the
fifth meeting of theConference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the PartiesRootbeol their
views on how the supportive role of the Compliance Committee could be improvedeqasbtsthe
Executive Seretary to compile the views and make them available to the fifth meeting of the Conference
of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol.
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BSIV/2. Operation and activities of the Biosafety Clearktdpuse

The Conference of the Pagti serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety

Taking noteof the progress report on the implementation of the rgalir programme of work
for the operation of the Biosafety Clearifiguse (BCH),

Noting the results of th 20072008 survey, the information relevant to the Biosafety
ClearingHouse contained in the first national reports and the submissions on constrains identified by
some Parties on making information available in the Biosafety CleHidnge,

Welcomingthe improvements that have made the Central Portal of the Biosafety Clelatiisg
more useffriendly,

Noting the gaps in some important categories of information in the Biosafety Clétoine,
particularly in the Advance Informed Agreement and risk ass&siscategories,

Emphasizinghe importance of facilitating ease of access to the Biosafety Cleddnge to all
Parties as well as the need for Parties to make the results of their decisions available to tlivggyublic
alia through the Biosafety Cleawg-House,

Emphasizing alsdhe need to ensure sustainability of capabititding to enable developing
countries to effectively use the Biosafety Cleathhguse,

Recognizingthe accomplishments of the UNEFPEF pr
Effective Participation in the Biosafety Clearitjo u s e o f t
upcoming closure,

oject entitled ABui
he Ca rtakiagneteohits Pr ot oc

1. Remindsall Parties of their obligations, andvitesall other Governments, to submit to
the Biosafety ClearingHousecomplete informtion pertaining to decisions regarding the first intentional
transboundary movements of living modified organisms for intentional introduction into the environment
and the risk assessments associated with such degisions

2. Urgesall Parties and invitedlaother Governments to provide relevant information to the
Biosafety ClearingHouseg including information pertaining to decisions regarding the release or import
of living modified organisms and risk assessments taken prior to entry into force oftioPro

3. Invites Parties, other Governments and ueéthe Biosafety ClearingHouseto continue
to make relevant biosafety information and resources available through the Biosafety Information
Resource Centre (BIRC)

4, Requestshe Executive Secretarwith the view to facilitating the ease of access to the
Biosafety ClearingHouseto:

@ Improve the electronic tools available for the analysis of search results (e.g. different
sorting options);
(b) Include electronic links to national reports i ttountry profile pages; and

(© Undertake additional activities, such as the introduction of online tools for statistical
analysis and graphic representations of data;

5. Requestshe Executive Secretary to improve the structure of the common formets a
simplify the registration procedure, for instance by increasing the use of metaddtiitionto freetext
entry.

6. Also requeststhe Executive Secretary to implement a procedure for the validation of
information in the Central Portaf the Biosafdy ClearingHousewhich establishes a timeframe for the
confirmation or updating of information by Parties
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7. Further requeststhe Executive Secretary to continue assisting national nimdethe
Biosafety ClearingHouse that are interlinked and interaéle with the Central Portal through the
mai ntenance and i mprovement of the twm;mobapplicatio
8. Requestshe Executive Secretary to commission a study of users and potential users of

the Biosafety ClearingHousein order to:

(@) Asses what information users and potential users ofBlwsafety ClearingHousewould
find usefu] and

(b) Prioritize the work programme of thBiosafety ClearingHousein order to focus the
efforts of the Secretariat on making Biesafkty ClearingHousea useful toal

9. Welcomeshe offer of the Republic of Korea to organize and sponsor a subregional
workshop for enhancing capacity in the use of Biesafety ClearingHouseandinvitesthe Secretariat
and the UNEFGEF Biosafety Cleang-Houseproject to facilitate this initiative

10. Calls uponParties, other Governments and donors to provide the required financial
resources to support activities referred in paragraph@nd 8above;

11. Urgesthe Global Environment Facility to #snd the UNEFGEF Biosafety Clearing
House project, in its current form as a global project &itiiew to ensung sustainability of national
BCH nodes angbroviding more capacitybuilding support, with special attention to targeted stakeholders
(e.g., cstoms departments and phytosanitary inspectors), and to provide additional funding for these
activities from sources other than the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) taking into consideration
the global nature of the project.
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BSIV/3. Capacitybuilding

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety

Recallingits decisions B3/5, BS-1/3 and BSIII/3 on capacitybuilding under the Protocol,
Reiteratingthe importance of capactyuilding forthe implementation of the Protocol,

Noting the challenges and needs expressed by developing gdarties in particular the least
developed and small island developing States among them, and countries with economies in tiansition,
their first nationareports,

1. Welcomeghe report on the status of implementation of the Action Plan for Building
Capacities for the Effective Implementation of the Protocol, prepared by the Executive Secretary
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/4)

2. UrgesParties, other Governments, @os and relevant organizations to provide new and
additional financial and technical support to developing countries, in particular the least developed and
small island developing States among them, and countries with economies in transition to address the
capacitybuilding needs;

3. Urges the Global Environment Facility to provide additional financial supbam
sourcesother than the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) for caphdilging activities in
developing countriesn particular the least deleped and small island developing States among them,
and countries with economies in transition;

4, Invites Parties, other Governments and relevant organizations to provide information on
their capacitybuilding activities to the Secretariat and the BiosafefearingHouse at least six months
before the regular meetings of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention serving as the meeting of
the Parties to the Protocol, in order to facilitate more comprehensive reporting on the implementation of
the capaity-building Action Plan and the sharing of experiences in caphaitding activities;

5. Requestshe Executive Secretary to develop a vibelsed reporting format to be used by
Parties, other Governments and relevant organizations to submit the informet&gred to in
paragrapht above;

6. Welcomeshe offer of UNEP to undertake an expert review of capdmitiding activities
under GEF funding, in collaboration with GEF, its agencies and the Executive Secretary, with a view to
assessing the effectivenedsrarious approaches to capasiityilding and developing lessons learned and
invites Parties other Governments, donors and relevant organization to provide additional support to
extend the review to neGEF activities and submit thheviewto the BCH

Biosafety education and training

Recognizinghe need for longem biosafety education and training programmes to develop core
expertise for the effective implementation of the Protocol,

Notingthe limited number of existing biosafety academic programmes,

Wekoming the report of the second international meeting of academic institutions and
organizations involved in biosafety education and training which was held in April 2007 in Kuala Lumpur
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/INH6),

Expressingits appreciationto the Goernments of Switzerland and Denmark and the United
Nations Industrial Development OrganizatigyNIDO) for funding the above meeting and the
Government of Malaysia for hosting it,

7. Invites Parties and other Governments to complete and return to the Satrdtar
biosafety training needs assessment matrix developed by the second international meeting of academic
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institutions and organizations involved in biosafety education and training and disseminated by the
Executive Secretary;

8. Invitesrelevant nationahuthorities, in particulanational focal points to thBrotocol to
collaborate with academic institutions and other relevant organizations in the development and/or
expansion of biosafety academic programmes;

9. Invites developed country Partiesther Govenments, GEF, bilateral and mulliéiteral
agencies to provide financial and other support to enable universities and relevant institutions to develop
and/or expand existing biosafety academic programmes and provide scholarships to students from
developing ountry Partiesin particular the least developed and small island developing States among
them, and countries with economies in transijtion

10. Invites Parties other Governments and relevant organizations to share through BCH the
existing academic and traigrmaterials;

11. Welcones the offer by the Government ofapan to organize and host the third
international meeting of academic institutions and other organizations involved in biosafety education and
training;

12. Requestshe Executive Secretary to prepare atkgsis of the information provided by
Parties and other Governments in the training needs assessment matrix referred to in paamreph
and make the synthesis report available through the Biosafety Cletrussg;

13. Also requestshe Executive Secretarty initiate collaboration with relevant academic
institutions involved in biosafety education and training;

Coordination mechanism

Taking noteof the progress made in the implementation of the Coordination Mechanism and the
measures undertaken to furtlmaprove its implementation,

Welcomingthe reports of the third and fourth coordination meetings for Governments and
organizations implementing or funding biosafety capdgityding activities,

Expressingits appreciatiorto the Governments of Zambia anutlia for hosting the third and
fourth coordination meetings, respectively,dato the Governments of Germariyorway and India as
well as to the International Centre for Genetic Engineering and Biotechnology (ICGEB), for providing
financial support thatrebled the participation of developing countries and countries with economies in
transition,

14. Requestghe Executive Secretary to continue encouraging relevant organizations and
bilateral and multilateral donor agencies to support and participate activethiei Coordination
Mechanism;

15. Also requestshe Executive Secretary to continue undertaking measures to improve the
implementation of the Coordination Mechanism and provide a report to the sixth meeting of the
Conference of the Parties serving as the mgaeif the Parties to the Protocol;

Indicators
Recallingits decision BS/5, paragraphs 289,
Recognizindhe importance of monitoring and evaluating capalgityding efforts,

Noting the lack of submissions of information by Parties, other Governmends redevant
organizations regarding their experiences in using the preliminary set of indicators as requested for in
paragraph 28 of decision B,

Recognizinghat more experience is needed before undertaking further work in developing new
indicators f@ monitoring and evaluating implementation of the capamityding Action Plan
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16. Approves the revised set of indicators for monitoring the updated Action Plan for
Building Capacities for the Effective Implementation of the Protocol annexed to this decision

17. InvitesParties, other Governments and relevant organizations to submit to the Executive
Secretary, at least six months before the sixth meeting of the Parties, information on their experiences
with, and lessons learned from, the use ofrtivisedset d indicators;

18. Invites alsoParties, other Governments and relevant organizations to take into account,
when selecting or using indicators for monitoring their capdmiiiding initiatives, the experiences and
lessons learned from relevant processes, diatuthose described in the note by the Executive Secretary
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/4/Add.1);

19. Invites Parties and other Governments to undertake stocktaking assessments or compile
information collected under relevant assessment processes to establislagheitybuilding baselines
and benchmarks and communicate this information to the Executive Secretary;

20. Requestshe Executive Secretary to prepare a synthesis report on the experiences with
and lessons learned from the use of the revised set of indioattite basis of the submissions by Parties,
other Governments and relevant organization consideration at the sixth meeting of the Conference of
the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to thé Protoco

Annex

REVISED SET OF INDICATORS FOR MONITORING IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE ACTION PLAN FOR BUILDING CAPACITIES FOR THE EFFECTIVE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROTOCOL

1. The set of indicators presented below is intended for use in tracking the overall progress in
implementing the Action Plan, encompassing the overall cumulative contribution of different
capacitybuilding projects and other activities. The indicators could be adapted as appropriate to evaluate
individual capacitybuilding projects.

2. The indicators falmder f our main categories namel y: Aion
statuso, Aindi catodscatf orcshamfgepr agpdess towards a
indicate whether capacity exists or not (i.e. yes/no). Status indicatorderatiual values/ levels of a

given parameter, either quantitatively (e.g. number of people, percentage of people) or qualitatively (e.g.,

| ow/ medi um/ hi gh) . The #Aindicators of changed shov
increase/decresa or positive/negative. Indicators of change are measured in comparison to a starting

point in time or in terms of progress towards and endpoint. In some cases, the measurement may be
guantitative (e.g. change in number of staff), and in other caseg/ibe qualitative (e.g. change in level

of satisfaction). They may also show overall trends or pattern of change.

3. The table below contains indicators that could be used for monitoring capacity at the global and
national or project levels (outlined in cohns 1 and 2). The last columns could be used to indicate the

status or level of capaciyuilding for the corresponding indicator. It could be rated at five levels
namely: zero or neexistent (0); low or somewhat in place (1); medium or partially inel@); high or
mostly in place (3); very high or fully in place
where there are no data or where the information is insufficient to characterize the level of existing
capacity. In summary, the followingting criteria could be used:

NA Not applicable or insufficient information to assess
Zero or norexistent (0%)

Low or somewhat in place (<50%)

Medium or partially in place (575%)

High or mostly in place (#400%)

Fully in place (100%)

A W N P O
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Globallevel indicators National or project level indicators Capacity Level or Status

(based on Action Plan
elements)

A. Improved
institutional capacity

(i) Effective legislative 1. a)
and policy frameworks in

place
b)

c)

d)

(ii) Appropriate 2. a)
administrative
frameworks in place

b)

c)

d)

e)

(iii) Improved technical, 3. a)
scientific, and
telecommunications

infrastructures b)

NA O 1 2 3 4

Existence of biosafetframeworks (e.g.
policies, laws and regulations)

Level of harmonization of national
biosafety frameworks with other nationa
policy frameworks and programmes

Level of consistency of national biosafet
frameworks with the Protocol

Level of stakeholder satisfaction with the
national biosafety frameworks

Existence of clearly defined institutional
mechanisms for administering biosafety
including designation of competent
national authorities and responsibilities
among agencies

Change in the quantity and quality of
staffing in national institutions dealing
with biosafety

Percentage of natifications handled and
decisions taken within the timeframes
specified in the Protocol

Existence of systems for managing
biosafety records and for maintaining
institutional memory

Existence of mechanisms for inter
institutional coordination (e.g. steering
committees or intranets), and change in
the level of activity of such mechanisms

Change in the quantity and reliability of
office equipment and facilities in
institutions dealing with biosafety

Number and variety of facilities (e.g.
laboratories) available fdiosafety
research work

Change in the level of reliability of
telecommunication infrastructure



Globallevel indicators
(based on Action Plan
elements)

(iv) Enhanced funding
and resource
management

(v) Enhanced
mechanisms for follow
up, monitoring and
assessment

B. Improved human
resources capacity
development and
training

C. Improved capaity for
risk assessment and
other scientific and
technical expertise
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National or project level indicators

b)

c)

0)

b)

c)

7. a)

b)

D. Improved capacity in 8. a)

risk management

b)

Capacity Level or Status
NA 0 1 2 3 4

Amount of funding for biosafety activitie
received or provided

Percentage of funding for biosafety
coming from national budgetary
allocation

Rate at which resources earmarked for
biosafety are used for the intended
activities and in a costffective manner

Existence of national nebanisms for
monitoring and reporting of
implementation of the Protocol

Number of national experts trained in
diverse specialized biosafetglated
fields

Frequency at which locakperts are usec
in undertaking or reviewing risk
assessments and other activities relatin
to the implementation of the Protocol

Frequency at which expertise from the
roster of experts is accessible wheneve
required by countries

Amount of biosafety research and
proportion of risk assessments carried ¢
locally

Frequency at which local expertise is us
in undertaking or reviewing risk
assessments

Existence of risknanagement strategies
for LMOs with identified risks

Rate at which riskmanagement strategie
and measures developed to prevent or
mitigate identified risks are actually
implemented
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Global level indicators National or project level indicators Capacity Level or Status
(based on Action Plan
elements) NA O 1 2 3 4
E. Improved public 9. a) Change in level of public awareness of
awareness, participation the Protocol
and education in b) Change in the number, scope and

biosafety at all levels

c)
d)

F. Improved 10. a)

information exchange

and data management b

. ; )

including full

participation in the

Biosafety Clearing

House C)
d)
e)
f)
9)
h)

variety of measures taken to
promote awareness of the
biosafety and the Protocol

Rate of ivolvement of relevant
stakeholders in decisiemaking
and in the development and
implementation of national
biodiversity frameworks

Change in frequency of public
access to relevant biosafety
information, including through
the Biosafety Clearingfouse

Change in level of exchange of relevant
biosafety data and information

Extent to which information required
under the Protocol is praled to the
Biosafety ClearingHouse

Existence of national systems for data
management and information exchange

Existence of appropriate national
infrastructure and capability to access tt
Biosafety ClearingHouse

Degree to which the Biosafety Clearing
House responds to the information need
of different stakeholders

Level of stakeholder satisfaction with th
Biosafety ClearingHouse (including its
accessibility, usefriendliness and
content)

Change in number, frequency and
regional distribution of Governemts and
organizations accessing and retrieving
information from the Biosafety Clearing
House

Change in number and regional
distribution of Governments and
organizations contributing information tc
the Biosafety Clearingiouse
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Global level indicators National or project level indicators Capacity Level or Status
(based on Action Plan
elements) NA O 1 2 3 4
G. Increased sciertfic, 11. a) Existence of various mechanisms for
technical and regional and international collaboration
institutional biosafety

collaboration at
subregional, regional
and international levels

b) Change in number of bilateral and
multilateral collaborative inititives in
biosafety underway

c) Change in level of participation in
regional and international collaborative
mechanisms and initiatives

d) Existence of, and level of participation it
regional/ subregional advisory
mechanisms and centers of excellence

e) Existenceof regional and subregional
websites and databases

f) Existence of mechanisms for regional a
subregional coordination and
harmonization of biosafety regulatory
frameworks

g) Existence of, and level of participation it
mechanisms for promoting soesilouth
cooperation in biosafety issues

h) Change in amount and availability of
international technical guidance for
implementation of the Protocol

i) Existence of mechanisms for promoting
common approaches

H. Improved accessto 12. a) Existence of enabling frameworks for

and transfer of technology transfer
technology and know b) Change in number of relevant
how .

technologies transferred
I. Improved 13. a) Existence of national measures for
identification of LMO identification ofLMO shipments

shipments as required by

the Protocol b) Change in level of use of modern LMO

identification techniques

¢) Change in level of effectiveness of
identification systems and measures in
ensuring safe handling, transport and
packaging of LMOs
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J. Socieeconomic 14. a) Extent to which consideration of soeit
considerations effetively economic impacts are enforced |

addressed in decisior domestic law or regulations

making regarding LMOs b) Extent to which soci@conomic issues

are taken into consideration in decisia
making regarding LMOs

c) Existence of methodology an
frameworks for defining and evaluatin
sociceconomic considerations

d) Level of local expertise on soeic
economic issues

K. Documentation 15. a) Change in level of delopment of
requirements under national LMO documentation systems
Article 18.2 of the

Protocol fulfilled b) Level of adherence to the identificatic

requirements in the documentatic
accompanying LMO shipments

c) Level of ability of Customs officials tc
enforce LMO documentatiot
requirements

L. Confidential 16. a) Existence of mechanisms to hanc
information  effectively confidential information

and appropriately - .
handled b) Level of training of competent nation:

authorities to handle confidenti:
information

M. Unintentional and/or 17. a) Existence of national data managem
illegal transboundary system for easy and timely access lists
movenents of LMOs approved LMOs

effectively addressed b) Level of vigilance of the national borde

control systems

N. Increased scientific 18. a) Change in number of national biosafe
biosafety research research initiatives

relating toLMOs b) Number of national scientists involved

biosafety research

¢) Number of biosafety research articl
published in peereviewed journals

d) Change in the level of funding fo
scientific biosafey research

e) Percentage of biosafety research func
from national budgetary allocation
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O. Risks to human 19. a)

health effectively taken
into account in decision
making regarding LMOs

b)

Extent to which assessment of impacts
LMOs on human heath is emted by
domestic law or regulations

Extent to which impacts on human hea
are taken into consideration in decisio
making regarding LMOs

é
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BSIV/4. Roster of biosafety experts

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Partles €Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety

Recallingits decisions B3/4, BS-1I/4 and BSIII/4 on the roster of experts on biosafety,

Taking noteof the report on the status and use of the roster of experts and of the pilot phase of the
Voluntary Trust Fundor the Roster of Experts (UNEPBD/BS/COP MOP/#/Add.2),

Recognizindhe need tdurtherstrengthen the roster of experts,
Reemphasizinghe right of Parties and Governments to nominate their experts to the roster,

1. Adoptsthe criteria and minimumrequirements for experts to be nominated to the roster of
experts, contained in annetolthe present decisipn

2. Adopts alsdheguidelinesfor the roster of experts, as well as the nomination form for the
roster contained in annexes Il andtdithe pesent decisigrrespectively;

3. Request Parties and other Governments to make fresh nominations in accordance with
the new criteria and minimum requirements, using the revised nomination form;

4, Requestshe ExecutiveSecretary to remove all existingaords in the roster within three
months and refill the roster with those experts who are nominated-rmmimated by Parties and
Governments;

5. UrgesParties and other Governments to ensure that their nominees meet the criteria and
minimum requirementand possess the highest professional qualities and expertise in the fields for which
they arenominatedand to verify that the information submitted on the nomination forms is complete and
accurate before submitting it to the Secretariat;

6. Authorizesthe Secretariat to check all nomination forms for completeness and return to
the nominating Governments any nomination forms that are incomplete and/or do not meet the criteria
and minimum requirements;

7. Decidesthat experts shall be maintained on the rofsiea period of four years from the
last update ofheirinformation, after which they will be deleted from the roster unles®neinated,;

8. RequestdParties and other Governments to keep the information on their nominated
experts in theosterup-to-date and to undertake, or require the experts to undertake, a general review and
update of their information every two years;

9. Requeststhe Executive Secretary to produce and disseminate to all Parties, other
Governmentandrelevant organizations a singpl A Gui de t o t he Roster of Bi o
sensitize them as to the nature, role apérational procedures for the roster, including the new minimum
requirements for the experts to nominated to the roster and the measures to enhanitg;its qual

10. Requestshe Executive Secretary to prepare a document for consideration at its sixth
meeting in order to evaluate the performance of the roster;

11. Requests he Executive Secretary to extend the
e X p er t aydn the 8ibsafety Clearinglouse, andnvitesParties to nominate to the roster of experts
those expertshoh ave met or exceeded their countryds expec

Voluntary Fund for the Roster of Experts
12. Decidesto revitalizethe pilot phase of the Vehtary Fund for the Roster of Experts;

13. Invites developed country Parties and other donors to makerilmotions to the
Voluntary Fund, andemindsPartiesthat without funds the roster cannot operate
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Annex |

CRITERIA AND MINIMUM  REQUIREMENTS FOR DIF FERENT CATEGORIES OF
EXPERTS TO BE NOMINATED TO THE ROSTER

l. SCIENTIFIC AND TECHN ICAL EXPERTS
Minimum academic and professional qualifications:

1 A postgraduate degree and five years of experience;

1 Demonstrated professional experience, including:
0 Peerreviewed publications, including articles in internationally recognized journals;
0 Non peerreviewed publications and reports;
0 Presentations at conferences, workshops and scientific/technical symposia;
0

Participation in relevant scientific and technical committemgert panels or advisory
bodies;and

0 Projectrelated experience.
1. LEGAL EXPERTS
Minimum academic and professional qualifications:
1 A degree in law and five years of professional experience;
1 Professional experience in relevant areas of expertidading:
o In-depth knowledge of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety;
o Knowledge of biosafety issues;

o Familiarity with sector(s) related to the Protocol (e.g. international trade, environment,
agriculture, etc.);

o National and/or international experience ie tielevant area of expertise (e.g. participation in
policy, legislative or regulatory development);

o Experience in drafting and/or reviewing national legislation related to issues under the
Protocol;

0 An understanding of developments in international law;
0 An understanding of other international rights and obligations.
. POLICY AND REGULATOR Y EXPERTS
Minimum academic and professional qualifications;
1 Undergraduate degree or equivalent and five years of professional experience;
1 Professional experience inegant areas of expertise, including:
o In-depth knowledge of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety;
o0 Knowledge of biosafety issues;

o Familiarity with sector(s) related to the Protocol (e.g. international trade, environment,
agriculture, etc.);
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National and/ointernational experience in the relevant area of expertise (e.g. participation in
policy, legislative or regulatory development);

Experience in policy formulation; and

Experience working in a regulatory agency or agencies on issues related to the Protocol.
BIOSAFETY SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEM ENTATION EXPERTS

Minimum academic and/or professional qualifications:

1 A university degree or equivalent and five years of experience in biosafety systems;

1 Professional experience, including:

(0]

Participation in ad/or facilitation of biosafety activities (e.g. workshops, negotiations,
advisory and technical bodies, steering committees at the local, national, subregional,
regional and international levels);

Experience with and knowledge of the Cartagena ProtocBlasafety;
Public awareness and participation; and
Development and implementation of biosafety initiatives.
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Annex I
GUIDELINES FOR THE RO STER OF BIOSAFETY EXPERTS
A. Mandate of the roster
1. The mandate of the roster of experts shall be to provide adnit®ther support, as appropriate

and upon request, to developing country Parties, in pkatiche least developed and small island
developing States among them, and Parties with economies in transition, to conduct risk assessment,
make informed decisi@) develop national human resources and promote institutional strengthening,
associated with the transboundary movements of LMOs. Moreover, the roster of experts should perform
all other functions assigned to it by the Conference of the Parties servimg mgeting of the Parties to

the Protocol in future, in particular in the field of capatitylding.

2. The roster of experts is an instrument to build capacities and to aid developing country Parties, in
particular the least developed and small islanctliging States among them, and Parties with economies
in transition until adequate pacities have been built.

B. Administration of the roster

3. The Secretariat of the Convention/Protocol shall administer the roster. These functions will
include:

@) Estallishing and reviewing, as necessary, the nomination form;
(b) Maintaining an appropate electronic database to allow easy access to the roster;

(© Maintaining asoft copy of the roster on CHROM, updated at least once a yeand
distribute it upon reque

(d) Advising the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Protocolon coverage of all areas of expertise available through the roster, and on regional and gender
balances on the roste

(e) Assisting Parties, on request,identifying appropriate experts; and

() Performing such other administrative functions as are set out in these guidelines or as
directed by the Conference of the Parties toGbavention serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Protocol in other dgsions;

(9) Assisting Parties, upon requestyarifying the availability of experts.
C. Access to the roster

4, Access to the roster should be maintained through the Biosafety Cletmirsg (via the lternet

or nonelectronic means)Every two years, th&ecretariat willproduce CBROM version of the roster
for distribution to Partiesupon requestalong with a description of how the different Internet search
fields can be used to aid Parties to identify needed expertise. A Party may request anvepsiated
between these publications.

D. Membership on the roster of experts
1.  Nomination of members

5. Roster members shall be nominated by Governmantaccordance with the criteria and
minimum requirements (contained amnex| to decision BSV/4). Govanments are responsible for
ensuring that nomineaseet the criteria and minimum requirements poskess the highest professional
qualities and expertise in the fields for which they are nomina@mernments are also responsible for
validating the acawacy of information provided in the nomination far@overnmentsshould consult
with relevant stakeholders and seek interested individuals, including from national andtieunhl
governments, research and academic institutions, indestilysociety, ron-governmental organizations
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and intergovernmental organizations (e.g. OECD, CGIAR centres fagt¢the purpose of providing
balanced, higlguality nominations.

6. Governments are encouraged to consider active retired experts with accumulated knowledge and
experience, and with no current institutal affiliations, as potential nominees.

7. Governments may nominate experts from other countries, including their nationals in the
diaspora, who meet the criteria and minimum requirements.

2. Mechanism for nominatio

8. The nomination formcontained in annex Il to decisi@d&-1V/4 shall be used for all
nominations. Electronic submissions of the form are encouraged. Nominating governments should
ensurethatthe information submitted on all nomination forlmcomplete accurate and meets the criteria

and minimum requirements. The Executive Secretary will undertake periodic review of the nomination
form with input from governments, in particular review the specific areas of expertise under the broad
categories, and maknecessary revisions to the nomination form

9. In accordance with the quality control mechanism for the rosteergments shall endeavour to

keep their nominations to the roster of expertdaigate and shall undertake a general review and update

of therecords of their nominees every two years. Experts shall be maintained on the roster for up to four
years. After that period, governments maynogninate their experts in accordance with the criteria and
minimum requirementsTwo reminders shall be serd the respective national focal points and if no
action is taken, the names of the experts will be automatically removed from the roster.

3. Balanced representation

10. All Governments are encouraged to nominate experensorreregional balance in the roster
Governments should utilize regional centres of excellence in gergloountries, in particular the least
developed and small island developing States among them, and countries with economies in transitions,

as sources for the nomination of expertfie Becretariat will ensure that the roster database allows for a
regi onal breakdown of roster members as a primary

11. Governments are encouraged to promote gender balance in their nominations

12. The Executive Secratashall prepare aeport on the sectoral, regional and genm@nposition
of the rosteffor consideration by th€onference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Protocol at its regular meetings

4, Required information on experts

13. Information required for each nominee dsfined in the criteria and minimum requirements
contained in annekto decisionBS-1V/4 andset out in the nomination formThe Secretariat shall ensure
each form is complete prior to listing a nominee on thesrost

5. Institutions

14. Involving experts from existing and independent institutions with relevant expertise in biosafety
would allow access to a wide base of multigioary knowledge. Therefore, experts aeguiredto
indicate on the nomination form witer they are members of any institution.

E. Scope of expertise required

15. The areas of expertise required for members of the roster are ideinifibe criteria and
minimum requirements contained in the annkexand on the nominationform in annexlll to
decisionBS1V/4.
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F. Choice of experts for assignments
1. Choice by requesting Party
16. The chdce of experts for any given assignment is to be made by the requesting Party.
2. Assistance by Secretariat

17. When requested by a Party seeking an expert, the Seatethall provide assistance to the Party
to identify experts listed in the specific afgaof expertise in the roster. Where feasible, the Secretariat
should include a list of potential experts that reflects regional and gealdeice

3. Secretarat facilitating initial contact

18. The Secretariat may facilitate the initial contactdParty seeking assistance with any expert on
the roster, upon request. When a Party contacts an expert directly, the Party shall report the contact and
its result to tle Secretariat in order to compile and maintain full records on the operations of the roster

G. Obligations of individuals on the roster
1. Ensuring complete and accurate information on nomination forms

19. Experts are responsibfer ensuringthat the informéion on their nomination form is complete
and accurate.

2. Agreement to release@mination form information to the public

20. All information on the nomination form should normally be made available to the public,
including on the Biosafety Cleariddouse, akr a nomination is completed. However, a roster member
may request the nedisclosure of direct contact information (telephone, addréas and email) if she

or he chooses.

3. Acceptance or refusal of a request for assistance/advice
21. Members of the rost may accept or reject any proposed assignment.
4, Declining to act if there ia real or perceived conflict of interest

22. Experts should decline any assignment where an assignment may raise a real or perceived conflict
of interest. Prior to undertaking yamssignment through the roster or being put forward on a secretariat
shortist, each roster member will complete a conflict of interest declaration, indicating if they have any
personal, institutional or other professional interests or arrangements ahlit ereate a conflict of
interest or that a reasonable person might peresiaeeating conflict.

23. If the declaration raises concerns, the Secretariat or Party concerned may seek further information
from the expert. If legitimate concerns remainsiréecommended that any judgments as to whether a
conflict exists should ewn the side of caution, consistent with maintaining the highest level of credibility

of the roster process.

5.  Acting in a personal capacity

24. Each expert shall act solely in hislaer personal capacity, regardless of any other governmental,
industry, organizatinal or academic affiliation.

6.  Exhibiting highest professional standards

25. Any expert carrying out an assignment is expected to comply with all applicable professional
standads in an objective and neutral way and to exhibit a high degree of professmhict in
undertaking an assignment. These standards should extend to any discussions that assist a Party in
choosing an expert. Experts are expected to perform theis duigetimely manner.
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7.  Contributing to training of local personnel when possib

26. Experts may be asked, when appropriate, to contribute -tbesgroundtraining and capacity
building of local personnel as part of their assignment.

8.  Confidentiality andransparency

27. Unless otherwise authorized by the requesting Party concenptiseon the roster undertaking
assignments shall not divulge confidential information obtained through or as a result of performing their
duties. Confidentiality should be afpsilated in the agreement between the Party and the expert.

28. The final writen advice of the expert shall be made available through the Biosafety Glearing
House, respecting confidential information.

9.  Setting clear expectations

29. It is the responsibility othe Party and the expert to ensure that the expectations and terms of
reference of the Party are clear and that these have been understood by the expert.

10. Submitting a report

30. Brief reports should be prepared by the expert following completion of signagent, including
overall assessment of the process, the results &h#wd constraints encountered, as well as suggestions
that might be considered for future assignments.

H. Payment of roster members
1. Pro bono assignments

31. Any expert may choose tandertake an assignment orpe bonobasis. The same principles
relatingto conflict of interest, acting in a personal capacity, and other obligations under section G would
apply to suctpro bonoassignments.

2. Secondment

32. Any organization may permit exge affiliated with it to undertake an assignment as a
secondment from #ir usual duties. Transparent and full disclosure of any such arrangements should be
made. No government or institution is obligated to cover any or all of the cost of a nomipeedd e

3. Payments fixed by contract with requesting Party

33. Legal arrangemnts for fees and/or expenses associated with an assignment should be addressed
in contractual agreements between the Party and the expert in question.
l. Liability

34. Decisions takerby the requesting Party on the basis of advice provided will be the sole
responsibility of the Party

1. Liability of nominating Party

35. Nominating governments shall not be liable for the personal conduct, inputs or results arising
from or connected with theork of an expert it has nominated.

2.  Liability of the Secretariat

36. The Secretariat shall not be liable for, or subject to any legal process arising from or connected
with, the use or advice of an expert from the roster.

3. Liability of experts

37. Liability of the expert and the applicable law should be addressed in thectdtaeen the
Party seeking assistance and the expert.
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J. Reports

38. Partiesand other Governments using experts from the rosterrequired to provide the
Secretariat with an evaltion of the advice or other support providedtbg experts and the results
achieved. Such evaluations should be made ahlailthrough the Biosafety Clearihtpuseand shall
form part of expertods profile

39. The Secretariathall prepare, for each regulaeeting ofConference of the Parties serving as the
meeting of the Parties to the Protocol, a reparthe operatianof the rosterThe reports shalhclude

factual information on the number of experts on the raasewell asregional, gader and discipline
breakdowns of the rostefhe reports shall also include informationdirect contacts initiated by Parties

and their results or contacts facilitated by the Secretariat and their results, including the individual experts
contracted by each requesgiParty, a note on the topic and description of the assignment, results of the
work undertaken and the availability of written products. These reglvattbe made available through

the Biosafety Clearinglouse.

K. Periodic review

40. The operation of theoster shall be subject to indepent periodic reviews. The periodic
reviews shall take place every five years in accordance with Article 35 of the Protocol. These periodic
reviews shall be broablased, looking at appropriate balances in the roster mehipg its uses,
successes, failures, quality control of roster assignments, the need for additional advisory services in
administering the roster, and other possible recommendations for revisions to the mandate or these rules
of procedure to respond toetfindings.
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Annex Il
NOMINATION FORM FOR THE BIOSAFETY ROSTER OF EXPERTS

Fields/sections marked with an asterisk (*) are mandatory.

BRIEF PROFILE (150 words)*

Il. BASIC PERSONAL INFORMATION *

Please provide full names rather than only acronyms or initials

Title: [ ]Ms. [ ] Mr. [] Other:
[] Professor []Dr.

Name:

Employer / Organization:

Job Title:

Address:

Telephone:

Facsimile:

Email:

Web Site:

Year andPlace of Birth

Gender: [[J]Male []Female

Nationality:

Second Nationality:

M. DETAILS OF CURRENT EMPLOYMENT *

Start Date of Employment (year):

é
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Organization Type:

[ ] Academic
[ ] Government

] Inter-Governmentall
Organization (IGO)

] Industry
[] Non-Governmental Organization
[] Other:

Name of Organization and the
Department/Division/Unit

Name of Supetisor

Main Areas of Responsibility
(Briefly describe how your worl
relates to the area(s) of expertis
for which you're being nominated)

Specific BiosafetyRelated Duties
(Briefly describe the duties/tasl
performed and indicate th
average % time gmt on each

Main relevant accomplishments

V.

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY *

Main  Countries or
Worked:

Region:

Please give details of previous employment beginning with the most recent previous employer.

Previous Employer 1

Name, Address and Contact Delsi
of the Employer / Organization:

Name and title of Supervisor:

Job Title:

Duration of Time Employed:

Main Areas of Responsibility
(Briefly describe how your worl
related to your area(s) of expertise

Main relevant accomplishments

Previous Enployer 2

Name, Address and Contact Detai
of the Employer / Organization:




Name and Title of Supervisor:
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Job Title:

Duration of Time Employed:

Main Areas of Responsibility
(Briefly describe how your worl
related to your area(s) of expertise

Main Relevant Accomplishments

Previous Employer 3

Name,Address and Contact Detai
of the Employer / Organization:

Name and Title of Supervisor:

Job Title:

Duration of Time Employed:

Main Areas of Responsibility
(Briefly describe how your worl
related to your main area ¢
expertise)

Main Relevant Accomplishments

Other Relevant Work Experience

(Consulting experience)

Description of the Consultancy:

(Briefly describe how the wor
undertaken relates to your mai
area of expertise)

Respmsibilities:

(Briefly describe your specifi
responsibilities and how they relal
to your area(s) of expertise)

Main Relevant Accomplishments

Other Relevant Work Experience

(volunteer work experience)
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Description of Work Done:

(Briefly describe howyour work
related to your main area o
expertise)

Responsibilities:

(Briefly describe how your worl
relates to your main area c
expertise)

Main Relevant Accomplishments

V. EDUCATION
Formal Education*

Primary Degree or Other Academ
Distinction and the Subject*d.g.
BSc. in Microbiology.

Name of Academic Institution:

Dates (From To):

Academic Supervisor:

Second Degree or Other Academ
Distinction and the Subject®(g.
MSc. in Microbiology.

Name of Academic Institution:

Dates From To):

Academic Supervisor:

Third Degree or Other Academic
Distinction and the Subject®(g.
PhD in Microbiology:

Name of Academic Institution:

Dates (From To):

Academic Supervisor:
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Other Professional Qualifications

(List 3 other reévant specialized training and certifications obtained)

VI. AREAS OF EXPERTISE*
BROAD AREA OF EXPERTISE

Specify your main area of expertise

1. Scientific and technical expertise
Botany, forestry and plant agricultural sciences
Zoology, aquacultte and animal agricultural sciences
Microbial sciences
Human health sciences
Ecological and environmental sciences
Sociceconomic sciences
Information and communication technology
Biosafety ClearingHouse

2. Legal expertise

3. Policy and regulatory expertise

4. Biosafety systems development and implementation expertise

(Please select only one of the above areas of expertise)

SPECIFIC FIELD OF EXPERTISE

(Please indicate up to a maximum of three specific field(s) of expertise or discipline(s) under your
respective oad area of expertige

A. Scientific and technical expertise
1  Agricultural economics 1 Animal nutrition 1 Communication
1  Agrobiodiversity 1 Biochemistry 1 Containment
1 Agro-ecosystems 1 Biodiversity 1 Costbenefit analysis
1 Agronomy 1 Bioethics 1  Crop protection
1 Animal breeding i Bioinformatics 1 Database design and management
1 Animal health 1 Biotechnology 1 Ecology
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= =4 =4 -4 A

Ecological genetics
Ecotoxicology
Entomology
Environmental economics
Environmental education

Environmental impact
assessment

Environmental monitoring
Epidemiology

Evduation

Evolution

Evolutionary ecology
Extension

Forest ecosystems
Fresh water ecosystems
Gender studies

Gene ecology

Gene flow

Genetic engineering
Genetics

Genomics

Health safety
Hematology

Human health

Human nutrition
Husbandry

Information systems
analyss

Impact analysis

Immunology

Animal health issues
Environmental justice
Farmers rights

Food and feed safety

Human health

= -4 -4 -4 -4 -2 a2 -4 -4 -2 a2 -2 -4 -8 -5 -2 -2 -4 -9 -2 -2 -2 -4 -8 -2 -2 -2 -8 -9

Invasion biology 1 Technology assessment
Knowledge management 1 Trade impacassessment
Life cycle analysis 1 Traceability
LMO detection 1 Toxicology
LMO documentation 1 Virology
LMO identification 1 Webbased learning
Marine ecosystems 1 Website design
Microbiology 1 Others (please specify
Molecular biology
Mycology
Pathology Organism traits
Pest management 1  Abiotic stress tolerance (drought,
) heat, cold, etc)
Physiology o )
) Antibiotic resistance
Plant breeding o ) )
i Biotic stress resistance (bacterial,
Plant fealth fungus, nematode resist)
Population genetics 1 Herbicide tolerance
Proteomics 1 Industrial traits (e.g. product quality)
Risk assessment 1  Insect resistance
Risk management 1 Marker genes
Risk communication ¢ Nutritional traits
Risk research 1 Performance traits (e.g. altered
Soil ecosystems growth, yield)
Soil science 1 Pharmaceutical traits
Social impact assessment Virus resistance
Statistics 1  Others (please specify)

Sustainable development
Surveillance
Taxonomy

Teaching

B. Legal expertise
1 Indigenous peoples issues

1 Intellectual property (patents, trademarks,
confidential information)

International environmental law

International treaties and standards
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Legislative drafting and review 1 Plant genetic resources
Liability and redress 1 Plant potection
Local community rights/issues 1 Plant variety protection
National biosafety legal systems 1 Public health
National environment legal systems 1 Trade and business
National legislative analysis 1 Trade agreements
Phytosanitary issues 1 Others (please specify)
Pl ant breedersdé6 rights
C. Policy and regulatory expertise
Customs/border control 1 Policy/programme development
Database management 1 Policy analysis
Emergency/contingency planning 1 Public participation
Enforcement/compliance/prosecutions 1 Regulations/guidelines development
Food and feed regulatory systems 1 Regulatory compliance oversight
Field trial regulation/ inspection 1 Risk-assessment audit
Import/export control 1 Risk-assessment advice
Identity preservation 1 Risk-management advice
Laboratory quality audit and management 1 Others (please specify)
Laboratory services (testing/diagnostics)
LMO Audit/inspection/ monitoring systems
LMO detection and alysis
LMO field monitoring
Notifications handling/administration
Plant protection/ quarantine
D. Biosafety systems development and implementaérpertise
Administrative procedures and enforcement 1 LMO identification and documentation
Agricultural and rural development LMO import/export and transboundary
Biodiversity policy movemenbversight
Biosafety Clearing-ouseoperations 1 LMO monitoring for environmental impact
Biosafety legislation and regulation T LMOresearch and development
Biosafety policy 1 LMOs traceability system development
Biotechnology policy 1 Poverty reduction, development and biosafety
Co-existence rules/measures T Project management
Data management and informatisharing T Public awareness & participation
1  Public information/ communications

LMO decisionrmaking

UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/18
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1 Risk asessment and risk management

1  Sociceconomic consideratiomegarding LMOs
1 Sustainable development and biosafety

1 Others (please specify)

VII. PUBLICATIONS *

List your three most important 1.
and relevanpublications(in

: 2.
particular those related to your
main field of expertise 3.

List other publications (pleas 1.
list complete citations of al
peerreviewed articles, books
book chapters, conferenc 3.
papers and other publication
you may send a file if the list i

long)):

VIll.  AWARDS AND PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS

List up to 3 most relevan
scientifid professionalawards
received:

List relevant  professiona
societies or organizations i
which you have membershij
(e.g. Member or Chairperson ¢
the International Society fo
Biosafety Reseah (ISBR)
since 200}

List relevant technica
committees, expert panels
advisory bodies on which yo
have served and briefly descrit
your specific responsibilities:

IX. KNOWLEDGE OF LANGUAGES *

Mother Tongue: Arabic: [] Endish[]  Russian[]
Chinesd: ] French[]  Spanish[]
Other:

Other languages (Speaking)  Arabic: [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair
Chinese{ | NA/Excellent/Good/Fair
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English [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

French [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Russian[_] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Spanish[] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Other: NA/Excellent/Good/Fair
Reading: Arabic: [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Chinese[ ] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

English [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

French [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Russian[_] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Spanish[] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Other: NA/Excellent/Good/Fair
Writing: Arabic: [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Chinese{ | NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

English [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

French [] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Russian[_] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Spanish[] NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

Other: NA/Excellent/Good/Fair

X. REFERENCES*

Please give name and detailed contact informatiorkéy professional references

Referene 1:

Reference 2:

Reference 3:

XI. ANY OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION

Please list any other information relevant to your role as an expert.

é
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XII. CONFIRMATION AND AGREEMENT *

I hereby confirm that the above informatiorc@rect and agree for itsalusion in the Roster of Experts
on Biosafety under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and the Convention on Biological Diversity. |
have no objection to this information being made publicly available.

Signature: Date:

Xlll.  CONFIRMATION BY NOMI NATING GOVERNMENT *

This section must be completed by a national focal point

Government:

Name of Government Representative

Focal Point Type: [] Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety national focal poin
[] Biosafety ClearingHouse national focal point

] CBD national focal point

Date:

Signature:
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BS-1V/5. Financial mechanism and resources

TheConference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to ttag€aa Protocol on
Biosafety

Recallingits decisions B3I/5 and BSIII/5,

Taking noteof the presession document prepared by the Executive Secretary on matters related
to the financial mechanism and rasces (UNEP/CBD/BS/COROP/4/5),

Recognizingthat the Council of the Global Environment Facility has commissioned an
independent miderm review of the Resource Allocation Framewtokbe undertaken by th&lobal
EnvironmentEvaluation Office for consideration at its meeting in November 2008,

Regrettingthat the Resource Allocation Framework of tBlbal Environment Facilityeview
team did not consult theonference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol

Emphasizinghe need for ensuring the sustainability of capdgitijding activities funded by the
Global Environment Facility

1. Welcomeghe successful fourth replenishment of the Global Environment Facility Trust
Fund andexpresses its appreciatido the countries thaontributed to the Trust Fund;

2. Welcomeslso the new Global Environment Facilitystrategy for Financing Biosafety
Activities (GEF/C.30/8/Rev.1) adopted as part of Biediversity Focal Area Strategy and Strategic
Programming for GER (2007 2010) and the Program Document f@lobal Environment Facility
Support to Biosafety;

3. Takes notef the measures undertaken by the Global Environment Facility to streamline
the project cycle and to provide guidance on the implementation procedures for thecRéglmcation
Framework (RAF);

4, Recommendw the nference of the Parties, whadopting its multiyear guidance to
the Global Environment Facility coinciding witlks fifth replenishment, tdncorporatethe following
guidance with respect to the support for the implementation @dhiagena Protocol dBiosafety:

(a) Requestshe Global Environment Facility Evaluation Office to assesdrtimactof the
Resource Allocation Framewondn the implementation of the Protocol, and propose measures that can
minimize potential resource limitatiorthat may affet the implementatiorof the Protocol including
measures that facilitate consideration of regional and subregional projects developed by the countries of
the region;

(b) Urgesthe Global Environment Facility to make financial resources available with a view
to enable eligible Parties to prepare their national report

(9] Urges the Global Environment Facility to extend the UNEEF Biosafety
ClearingHouse project, in its current form as a global project with a view to ensuring sustainability of
national nods for the Biosafety Clearinglouseand providing more capacityilding support, with
special attention to targeted stakeholders (e.g., customs departments and phytosanitary inspectors), and to
provide additional funding for these activities from sourcéieo than the Resource Allocation
Framework (RAF) taking into consideration the global nature of the project;

(d) Invites the Global Environment Facilifyat the request of developing countries
Governmentsto provide financial and other support to enabhéversities and relevant institutions to
develop and/or expand existing biosafety academic programmes and provide scholarships to students
from developing country Parties, in particular the least developed and small island developing States
among them, ahcountries with economies in transition;

(e Requestghe Global Environment Facility, to cooperate with and support developing
country Parties, in particular the least developed and small island developing States among them, and
Parties with economies itransition, in their efforts to build their capacities in the area of sampling and

/I é
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detection of living modified organisms, including teetting up of laboratory facilities artchining of
local regulatory and scientific personnel;

() Requestshe Glokal Environment Facility to consider the followipgogramme funding
priority needs for biosafety during the perioditsffifth replenishment (201:2014) where appropriate,
using the issuspecific approach and providing longer term support for buildoogsolidating and
enhancing sustainable human resource capacity:

® Implementation of legal and administrative systems for notification procedures;
(ii) Risk assessment and risk management;

(iii) Implementation of enforcement measures including deteofidning modified
organisms;

(iv) Implementation of liability and redress measures.
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BSIV/6. Cooperation with other organizations, conventions and initiatives

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Pnotocol o
Biosafety

Having consideredhe note by the Executive Secretary on the status and experiences gained to
date in promoting cooperation with other organizations, conventions and initiatives
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/6),

1. Welcomeghe partnerships estabiiisd by the Secretariat with, among others, the World
Customs Organization and the secretariats of other multilateral environmental agreements, with a view to
promoting synergy and enhancing capabitylding efforts under the Protocol in a ces$tective nanner;

2. Further welcomesthe participation of the Secretariat in the Green Customs Initiative
which is in line with, in particular, paragraph (f) of decision BS /6 andourageghe Secretariat to
contribute to the organization of partnership meetiwghin available resources;

3. Commendghe Executive Secretary on his sustained efforts to strengthen cooperation
with other organizations, in particular with the World Trade Organization,remuaeststhe Executive
Secretary to further intensify eftsrto gain observer status in the World Trade Organization committees
on Sanitary and Phytosanitary measures (SPS) and Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT);

4, Further commendthe Executive Secretary on his efforts to strengthen cooperation with
Codex Alimentarius Commission, particularly in the work of its Ad Hoc Intergovernmental Task Force
on Foods Derived from Biotechnology;

5. Requestshe Executive Secretary to:

@) Continue pursuing, reinforcing and intensifying, as the case may be, cooperative
arrangements with all the organizations referred to in decisiohi/BS

(b) Further explore the potential of other relevant organizations and processes that can
contribute, financially or otherwise, to the effective implementation of the Protocol, in feartigith
regard to building capacities in developing countries;

(© Report to the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety at its fifth meeting on the implementation of the present decision.
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BSIV/7. Programme budget for the costs of the secretariat services for and the biosafety
work programme of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety for the biennium
20092010

The Conference of the Partissrving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagen#Pol on
Biosafety

1. Welcomeghe annual contribution of US$ 1,040,400, to be increased by 2 per cent per
year, from the host country Canada and the Province of Quebec to the operation of the Secretariat, of
which 16.5 per cent has been allocated peuanto offset contributions from the Parties to the Protocol
for the biennium 2002010;

2. Approvesa core programme budget (BG) of US$12,800 for the year 2009 and of
US$2,880,900 for the year 2010, for the purposes set out inldigow;

3. Approwesa drawing of US$ 740,000 from unspent balances or contributions (carry over)
from previous financial periods which was U§#97,777 as of the end of 20R806 biennium to cover
part of the 20002010 core programme budget;

4, Authorisesthe Executive &cretary to enter into commitments up to the level of the
approved budget, drawing on available cash resources, including unspent balances, contributions from
previous financial periods and miscellaneous income;

5. ApprovesSecretariat staffing as set onttable2 below, andequestghat all vacant staff
positions be filled expeditiously;

6. Agreesto share the costs for secretariat services between those that are common to the
Convention on Biological Diversity and the Protocol on an 85:15 ratio éopigmnium 2002010;

7. Adoptsthe scale of assessments for the apportionment of the costs under the Protocol for
2009 and 2010 set out in talddelow;

8. Decidesto set the working capital reserve at a level b centof the core programme

budget(BG) expenditure, including programme support costs;

9. Invitesall Parties to the Protocol to note that contributions to the core programme budget
(BG) are due on 1 January of the year in which these contributions have been budgeted for, and to pay
them pomptly, andurgesParties in a position to do so, to pay by 1 October of the year 2008 for the
calendar year 2009 and by 1 October 2009 for the calendar year 2010, the contributions set ol in table
and in this regardequestsarties be notified of themount of their contributions by 1 August of the year
preceding the year in which the contributions are due;

10. Noteswith concern that a number of Parties have not paid their contributions to the core
budget (BG Trust Fund) for 2007 and prior years;

11 Urges Parties that have still not paid their contributions to the core budget (BG Trust
Fund) for 2007 and prior years; to do so without delay and requests the Executive Secretary to publish
and regularly update informatiam the status of contributiorte the Protocol's Trust Funds (BG, BH and
BI);

12. Decidesthat with regard to contributions due from 1 January 2005 onwards, Parties
whose contributions are in arrears for two (2) or more years will not be eligible to become a member of
the bureau of thBrotocol; this will only apply in the case of Parties that are not least developed countries
or small island developing states;

13. Authorizes the Executive Secretary to enter into arrangements with any Party whose
contributions are in arrears for twomiore years to mutually agree on a 'schedule of payments' for such a
Party, to clear all outstanding arrears, within six years depending on the financial circumstances of the
Party in arrears and pay future contributions by the due date, and report ampkbmentation of any
such arrangement to the next meeting of the Bureau and @otiference of the Partiegrving as the
meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety
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14. Decidesthat a Party with an agreed arrangement in accordartbepasiagraph 13 above
and that is fully respecting the provisions of that arrangement will not be subject to the provisions of
paragraphl2 above;

15. Takes notef the funding estimates for activities under the Protocol to be financed from:

(a) The Speml Voluntary Trust Fund (BH) for Additional Voluntary Contributions in
Support of Approved Activities for the biennium 268910, as specified by the Executive Secretary (see
resource requirements in tatdé;

(b) The Special Voluntary Trust Fund (Bl)rfé-acilitating Participation of the Developing
Country Parties, in particular the least developed countries and small island developing States, and Parties
with Economies in Transition, for the biennium 268®10, as specified by the Executive Secretagg (s
resource requirements in tallé;

andurgesParties to make contributions to these funds;

16. Requestghe Secretariat to remind the Parties on the need for contributiotine Bl
Trust Fund at least six month priorttee meeting of the Conferenad the Parties serving as the meeting
of the Parties to the Protocaflecting on the financial need and urges Parties in the position to do so to
ensure that the contributioase paid at least three monthefore the meeting;

17. Invitesall States noParties to the Protocol, as well as governmental, intergovernmental
and norgovernmental organizations and other sources, to contribute to the trust funds for the Protocol
(BH, BI) to enable the Secretariat to implement approved activities in a timelyemaspecially
capacitybuilding priorities and activities identified by developing countries and small island developing
States, and Parties widtonomies in transitioim respect of risk assessment and risk management and the
effective operation of thBiosafety ClearingHouse

18. Reaffirmsthe importance of full and active participation of the developing country
parties, in particular the least developed countries and small island developing States, as well as Parties
with Economies in Transition in thactivities of the Protocol and, with the aim of improving the
legitimacy of Protocol decisions, authoris® Executive Secretary in agreement with the Bureau to
draw upon the savings and or surplus of the BG Trust Fund up to a maximum df50/8%0 ¢ cover
the costs incurred with the facilitation of the participatiorthe Conference of the Parties serving as the
meeting of the Parties to the Protooblthe developing country Parties, in particular the least developed
countries and small island ddeping States, and Parties with economiesrandition, if there are not
sufficient funds available in the Bl Trust Fund three months beformésting of the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Prptocol

19. Decidesthat the trust funds for the Protocol (BG, BH, BI) shall be extended for a period
of two years, beginning 1 January 2010 and ending 31 December 2011;

20. Requeststhe Executive Secretary to prepare and submit a programme budget for
secretariat services atite biosafety work programme of the Protocol for the biennium-2012 to the
fifth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol, and to
provide 3 alternatives for the budget based on:

(@) The ExecutiveSecretary will make assessment of the required rate of growth for the
programme budget;

(b) Increasing the core programme budget (BG Trust Fund) from thei2Q020 level by
10 per cenin nominal terms;

(© Maintaining the core programme budget (BG strbund) from the 2000 2010 level in
nominal terms;

21. Requestshe Executive Secretary to report on income and budget performance, unspent
balances and the status of surplus and eareys, including the status of implementation of paragraph 19
as wel as any adjustments made to the Protocol budget for the bienniur2@00%nd to provide to the

/I é



UNEP/CBD/BS/CORVOP/4/18
Page68

Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Pantbbabsafety focal points
all financial information regarding the buddet the Convention on Biological Diversigt the same time
as it is provided to Parties to t®nvention

22. Requestshe Executive Secretary, in presenting the proposed programme budget for the
biennium 20112012 to the fifth meeting of the Conferencetloé Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Protocol, to use the modality and tracking mechanism to review the ratio specified in
paragraph 6 above;

23. Reconfirms the importance of applying the procedure set out in annex | of
decisionVI1l1 /10 of the Conference of the Partits priority-setting to guide the allocation of financial
resources by th€onference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Pmtbagrees
that the midmeeting report to the plenary tife Corference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Protocahould be made available after the initial consideration of draft decisions by
working groups;

24, Requeststhe Executive Secretary drawing oimter alia, the Joint Inspectiorlnit
recommendations contained Beneral Assembly documert/45/130, the experience of tHénited
Nations Convention to Combat Desertificatiand the work done by the Secretariat of the Rotterdam
Convention in response to decissdRC 3/7 and RC 1/17 pagraph 23, to explore the advantages and
disadvantages of using the host country currency or the US$ as the currency of the account and budget of
the Protocol and to report and if appropriate make proposals for decision at the fifth noédtieg
Conferere of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol

25. Notes with appreciationthe decision of the Executive Director of the United Nations
Environment Programme to finance the posFohd Managemer®fficer of the Cartagena Protdoon
Biosafety through the programme support costsragdestshe Executive Secretary to negotiate with the
Executive Director additional support to the Protocol for the biennium from this source and to
report to the fifth meeting of the Conégrce of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety;

26. Invitesthe Executive Director dhe United Nations Environment Programtageport to
the fifth meeting otthe Conference of the Partiegrving as theneeting of the Parties to the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafetgn the use of the programme support cost (PSC) in support of the functioning of the
Secretarigt

27. Welcomesghe efforts of the Executive Secretary in greening activities by Sexretariat
such as the carbesffsetting of travel of staff and funded participants to the meetingder the
Convention on Biological Diversity
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Table 1. Biosafety Protocol resource requirements from the core budget (BG Trust Fund
the biennium 20092010

Expenditures
2009 2010 20092010

(US$ (US$ (US$
thousands) thousands) thousands)

A. Staff costs 1,541.5 1,587.3 3,128.8
B. Biosafety Bureau meetings 50.0 60.0 110.0
C. CORMOP 0.0 400.0 400.0
D. Consultants/subcontracts 25.0 25.0 50.0
E. Travel onofficial business 60.0 60.0 120.0
F. Liaison Goup meetings or 35.0 35.0 70.0
CapacityBuilding
G. Biosafety Clearing House adviso 40.0 40.0 80.0
meetings
H. Compliance committee meetings 47.5 47.5 95.0
(1/year)
! AHTEG- risk assessment 90.0 0.0 90.0
J Temporary assistance/Overtime 20.0 20.0 40.0
K. General operating expenses 248.1 254.6 502.8
L. Translation of BCH website 20.0 20.0 40.0
M Meeting of Friends of the G@hairson 100.0 0.0 100.0
Liability and Redress
Sub-total (1) 2,277.1 2,549.5 4,826.6
Il Programme support charge 13% 296.0 331.4 627.5
[l Working capital reserve** 38.6 38.6
GRAND TOTAL (I + 11 + 111) 2,611.8 2,880.9 5,492.7
Less contribution from the hos 175.1 178.6 353.7
country
TOTAL (I + 11 +11I) 2,436.7 2,702.3 5,139.0

Less savings from previous years
470.0 270.0 740.0

NET TOTAL (amount to be shared b

Parties) 1,966.7 2,432.3 4,399.0

* Includes 15% costs for 1P, 3 R4, 6 R3 and 3 GS staff funded mainly by the Conventio

é
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Table 2. Biosafety Protocol staffing requirements from the core bud
(BG Trust Fund) for the biennium20092010

2009 2010

A Professional category

P-5 1 1

P-4 3 3

P-3 2 2

P-2 1 1

Total professional category 7 7
B. Total General Service category 4 4

TOTAL (A + B) 11 11
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Table 3. Special Voluntary Trust Fund (BH) for Additional
Voluntary Contributions in Support of Approved
Activities of the Cartagena Protocol for the biennium

20092010
Description 20092010
l.
Meetings/Workshops (USD Thousands
Meeting of the Friends of the @thairs on Liability 210.0
and Redress
Participation in the Green Customs Initiative 1200
Coordination meetings for Governments and 160.0

organizations invaled in the biosafety
capacity-building

AHTEG on Risk Assessment 90.0

Consultants
Study of users and potential usefsthe BCH 10.0
Assess the effectiveness of various approache 20.0
capacitybuilding used and lessons leath
Prepare a synthesis of different risk assessn 15.0
methods

Activities

Assessment and Review (Article 35) 25.0
Organize ofline conference on handling, packaging 20.0
and transport practic€Bublication)
Voluntary Fund for the Roster of Experts 100.0
Develop training modules on risk assessment and 584.2
management of LMOs
Publication of scientific reviews on risk assessmen 10.0
the CBD Technical Series
Public awareness and participatioviormation 14.0
materiel/publications
Trandation of Protocol website into Arabic, Chinesi 50.0
French, Russian and Spanish
Translation of reports ofisk assessment and risk 107
management in 5 UN languages
Outreach activities for thigfth anniversary of the 50.0

Protocol andhe settings up aéxhibits during the
International Year of Biodiversity and other events

Subtotal | 1,585.2
Il Programme support charges (13%) 206.1
Total Cost (I + 11) 1,791.3
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Table 4 Special Voluntary Trust Fund (BI) for Facilitating Participation of
Parties in the Protocol for the biennium 2062010

(Thousands of United States dollars)

Description 2009 2010
. Meetings
Meetings of the Conference of the Part 600.0
serving as the meeting of the Parties to
Protocol
Subtota|
0.0 600.0
Il.  Programme support charges (13%) 78.0
Total Cost (I + 1) 0.0 678.0

é
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Table 5. Contributions to the Trust Fund for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety for the biennium -2009

Party UN scale of Scale with 22% Contributions UN scale of Scale with 22% | Contributions Total
assessments ceiling, no LDC per assessments 2009 | ceiling, no LDC per contributions
2009 paying more than 1Jan. 2009 (per cent) paying more 1Jan. 2010 20092010 (US$)
(per cent) 0.01 % (per cent) (US$) than 0.01 % (US$)
(per cent)

Albania 0.006 0.009 167 0.006 0.009 207 374
Algeria 0.085 0.120 2,369 0.085 0.120 2,930 5,299
Antigua and 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Barbuda
Armenia 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Austria 0.887 1.257 24,722 0.887 1.257 30,575 55,296
Azerbaijan 0.005 0.007 139 0.005 0.007 172 312
Bahamas 0.016 0.023 446 0.016 0.023 552 997
Bangladesh 0.010 0.010 197 0.010 0.010 243 440
Barbados 0.009 0.013 251 0.009 0.013 310 561
Belarus 0.020 0.028 557 0.020 0.028 689 1,247
Belgium 1.102 1.562 30,714 1.102 1.562 37,986 68,700
Belize 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Benin 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Bhutan 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Bolivia 0.006 0.009 167 0.006 0.009 207 374
Botswana 0.014 0.020 390 0.014 0.020 483 873
Brazil 0.876 1.241 24,415 0.876 1.241 30,196 54,611
Bulgaria 0.020 0.028 557 0.020 0.028 689 1,247
Burkina Faso 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Cambodia 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Cameroon 0.009 0.013 251 0.009 0.013 310 561
Cape Verde 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Chad 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
China 2.667 3.780 74,332 2.667 3.780 91,931 166,263
Colombia 0.105 0.149 2,926 0.105 0.149 3,619 6,546
Congo 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Costa Rta 0.032 0.045 892 0.032 0.045 1,103 1,995
Croatia 0.050 0.071 1,394 0.050 0.071 1,723 3,117
Cuba 0.054 0.077 1,505 0.054 0.077 1,861 3,366
Cyprus 0.044 0.062 1,226 0.044 0.062 1,517 2,743
Czech Republic 0.281 0.398 7,832 0.281 0.398 9,686 17,518
Dem.Republic of 0.003 0.004 84 0.003 0.004 103 187
Congo
Denmark 0.739 1.047 20,597 0.739 1.047 25,473 46,070
Djibouti 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Dominica 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Dominican 0.024 0.034 669 0.024 0.034 827 1,496
Republic
Ecuador 0.021 0.030 585 0.021 0.030 724 1,309
Egypt 0.088 0.125 2,453 0.088 0.125 3,033 5,486
El Salvador 0.020 0.028 557 0.020 0.028 689 1,247
Eritrea 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Estonia 0.016 0.023 446 0.016 0.023 552 997
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Ethiopia 0.003 0.004 84 0.003 0.004 103 187
European 2.500 2.500 49,167 2.500 2.500 60,808 109,974
Community
Fiji 0.003 0.004 84 0.003 0.004 103 187
Finland 0.564 0.799 15,719 0.564 0.799 19,441 35,160
France 6.301 8.930 175,615 6.301 8.930 217,195 392,810
Gabon 0.008 0.011 223 0.008 0.011 276 499
Gambia 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Germany 8.577 12.155 239,049 8.577 12.155 295,648 534,698
Ghana 0.004 0.006 111 0.004 0.006 138 249
Greece 0.596 0.845 16,611 0.596 0.845 20,544 37,155
Grenada 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Guatemala 0.032 0.045 892 0.032 0.045 1,103 1,995
Guinea 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Guyana 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Hungary 0.244 0.346 6,801 0.244 0.346 8,411 15,211
India 0.450 0.638 12,542 0.450 0.638 15,511 28,053
Indonesia 0.161 0.228 4,487 0.161 0.228 5,550 10,037
Iran 0.180 0.255 5,017 0.180 0.255 6,205 11,221
Ireland 0.445 0.631 12,403 0.445 0.631 15,339 27,742
Italy 5.079 7.198 141,557 5.079 7.198 175,073 316,629
Japan 16.624 22.000 432,666 16.624 22.000 535,106 967,772
Jordan 0.012 0.017 334 0.012 0.017 414 748
Kenya 0.010 0.014 279 0.010 0.014 345 623
Kiribati 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Korea, Democratic 0.007 0.010 195 0.007 0.010 241 436
Republic
Kyrgyzstan 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Lao People's Da. 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Rep.
Latvia 0.018 0.026 502 0.018 0.026 620 1,122
Lesotho 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Liberia 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Libya 0.062 0.088 1,728 0.062 0.088 2,137 3,865
Lithuania 0.031 0.044 864 0.031 0.044 1,069 1,933
Luxembourg 0.085 0.120 2,369 0.085 0.120 2,930 5,299
Madagascar 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Malaysia 0.190 0.269 5,295 0.190 0.269 6,549 11,845
Maldives 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Mali 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Malta 0.017 0.024 474 0.017 0.024 586 1,060
Marshall Islands 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Mauritania 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Mauritius 0.011 0.016 307 0.011 0.016 379 686
Mexico 2.257 3.199 62,905 2.257 3.199 77,799 140,703
Mongolia 0.001 0.0aL 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Montenegro 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
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Mozambique 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Myanmar 0.005 0.007 139 0.005 0.007 172 312
Namibia 0.006 0.009 167 0.006 0.009 207 374
Nauru 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Netherlands 1.873 2.654 52,202 1.873 2.654 64,562 116,764
New Zealand 0.256 0.363 7,135 0.256 0.363 8,824 15,959
Nicaragua 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Niger 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Nigeria 0.048 0.068 1,338 0.048 0.068 1,655 2,992
Niue 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Norway 0.782 1.108 21,795 0.782 1.108 26,955 48,751
Oman 0.073 0.103 2,035 0.073 0.103 2,516 4,551
Palau 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Panama 0.023 0.033 641 0.023 0.033 793 1,434
Papua New Guinea 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Paraguay 0.005 0.007 139 0.005 0.007 172 312
Peru 0.078 0.111 2,174 0.078 0.111 2,689 4,863
Philippines 0.078 0.111 2,174 0.078 0.111 2,689 4,863
Poland 0.501 0.710 13,963 0.501 0.710 17,269 31,233
Portugal 0.527 0.747 14,688 0.527 0.747 18,166 32,854
Qatar 0.085 0.120 2,369 0.085 0.120 2,930 5,299
Republic of Korea 2173 3.080 60,564 2.173 3.080 74,903 135,467
Republic of 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Moldova
Romania 0.070 0.099 1,951 0.070 0.099 2,413 4,364
Rwanda 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Saint Kitts and 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Nevis
Saint Vincent & 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Gren.
Samoa 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Saudi Arabia 0.748 1.060 20,847 0.748 1.060 25,783 46,631
Senegal 0.004 0.006 111 0.004 0.006 138 249
Serbia 0.021 0.030 585 0.021 0.030 724 1,309
Seychelles 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Slovakia 0.063 0.089 1,756 0.063 0.089 2,172 3,927
Slovenia 0.096 0.136 2,676 0.096 0.136 3,309 5,985
Solomon Islands 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
South Africa 0.290 0.411 8,083 0.290 0.411 9,996 18,079
Spain 2.968 4.206 82,721 2.968 4.206 102,307 185,028
Sri Lanka 0.016 0.023 446 0.016 0.023 552 997
St. Lucia 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Sudan 0.010 0.010 197 0.010 0.010 243 440
Suriname 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Swaziland 0.002 0.003 56 0.002 0.003 69 125
Sweden 1.071 1.518 29,850 1.071 1.518 36,917 66,767
Switzerland 1.216 1.723 33,891 1.216 1.723 41,915 75,807
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Syria 0.016 0.023 446 0.016 0.023 552 997
Tajikistan 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
The former 0.005 0.007 139 0.005 0.007 172 312
Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia
Thailand 0.186 0.264 5,184 0.186 0.264 6,411 11,595
Togo 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Tonga 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Trinidad and 0.027 0.038 753 0.027 0.038 931 1,683
Tobago
Tunisia 0.031 0.044 864 0.031 0.044 1,069 1,933
Turkey 0.381 0.540 10,619 0.381 0.540 13,133 23,752
Uganda 0.003 0.004 84 0.003 0.004 103 187
Ukraine 0.045 0.064 1,254 0.045 0.064 1,551 2,805
United Kingdom of 6.642 9.413 185,119 6.642 9.413 228,949 414,068
GreatBritain and
Northern Ireland
United Republic of 0.006 0.009 167 0.006 0.009 207 374
Tanzania
Venezuela 0.200 0.283 5,574 0.200 0.283 6,894 12,468
Viet Nam 0.024 0.034 669 0.024 0.034 827 1,496
Yemen 0.007 0.010 195 0.007 0.010 241 436
Zambia 0.001 0.001 28 0.001 0.001 34 62
Zimbabwe 0.008 0.011 223 0.008 0.011 276 499
TOTAL 72.405 100.000| 1,966,662 72.405 100.000] 2,432,301 4,398,963
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BSIV/8. Handling, transport, packaging and identdation of living modified organisms:
paragraphs 2(b) and (c) oArticle 18
The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety,
Recallingits decision BSII/8,

1. Request Parties andencourages othe Governments and relevant international
organizations to continue to implement the requirements under paragraphs 2(b) and 2(c) of Article 18 and
associated decisions by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol,

2. Decidesto review this matter at its sixth meeting in light of the review of experience
based on the analysis of the second national reports.
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BSIV/9. Handling, transport, packaging and identificatioaf living modified organisms:
paragraph 2(a) ofArticle 18

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety,

Recallingits decision BSI11/10 and in particular paragraph 11 of the decision,

Noting the importance ofsanpling and detection methods the implementation of the
documentation requirements under the Protocol, in particular decisibily B5

Welcomingnational and international initiatives such as the Global Conference on GMO Analysis
to be held in Como, ltaly, from 24 to 27 June 2085 a potential vehicle for cooperation in the
dissemination and harmonization of approaches or methods in sampling and detection of living modified
organisms,

Recallingthe guidance to the financial mechanism on the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety in
decision VIII/18, in particular paragraph 12(g) concerning the development of technical, financial and
human capacity includindgnter alia, biosafetyrelated laboratories and relevant equipment,

Noting the importance ofeference materials for the purposk detection of living modified
organisms, especially for those that are placed on the market,

Noting also the recommendations on capadityilding for the implementation of the
identification and documentation requirements from the third and fourth i@atoh Meetings for
Governments and Organizations Implementing or Funding Biosafety CapBadlitjng Activities
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CMCB/3/3, para. 387) and (UNEP/CBD/BS/CORIOP/4/INF/23, para. 389
respectively), and the recommendation of the Complianean@tiee regarding the need for exchanging
experience and building capacities in the development and use of techniques for sampling and detection
of living modified organisms,

1. Notesthe important work that is being done by relevant international orgamgasuch
as the Codex Alimentarius Commission and the International Organization for Standardization and
encouragesParties to participate in and share information witbse and other relevant internatibn
standaresetting bodiesand utilize, as apppriate, criteriaor methods forsampling and detectionf
living modified organisms published by them;

2. Requests Parties and encourages other Governments and relevant international
organizations to ensure that information related to rules and standatttis ®ampling of living modified
organisms and detection techniques, including experience with such techniques are made available via the
Biosafety ClearingHouse;

3. Request®arties, anéncourage®ther Governments, relevant international organization
as well as the Global Environment Facility, to cooperate with and support developing country Parties, in
particular the least developed and small island developing States among them, and Parties with economies
in transition, in their efforts to build tirecapacities in the area of sampling and detection of living
modified organisms, including the setting up of laboratory facilities and training of local regulatory and
scientific personnel,

4, Underlinesthe importance of accreditation of laboratoriesolmed in sampling and
detection of living modified organisms;

5. Encouragesthose in possession of reference materials to provide access for those
agencies that may need such matef@she purpose of detection of living modified organisms.
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BS1V/10. Handling, transport, packaging and identification of living modified organisms:
paragraph 3 ofArticle 18

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety

Recalling paragraph 3 of Article 18 of thBrotocol on the consideration of the need for and
modalities of developing standards with regard to identification, handling, packaging and transport
practices for transboundary movements of living modified organisms,

Recallingalso its decision BSI1/9,

1. Decides o continue to gain experience in the
regarding handling, transport, packaging and identification, ragqdeststhe Executive Secretary to
continue to collaborate with relevant international orgaromnatin this regard,;

2. Requestdarties andencouragesther Governments and international organizations to
ensure that information related to standards on the identification, handling, packaging and transport of
living modified organisms is available thugh the Biosafety Clearirgouse;

3. EncouragedParties to participate in ongoing work on standards on handling, transport,
packaging and identification of living modified organisms taking place in other relevant international
organizations andjecidesthat if a gap in such standards has been identified, to consider the need for and
modalities of developing the necessary standards, in particular by referring such gaps to other relevant
international organizations;

4, Requestghe Executive Secretary to amgjze an online conference to: (i) identify the
relevant standards with regard to handling, transport, packaging and identification of living modified
organisms; (ii) identify where gaps exist; and (iii) suggest possible modalities to fill the gaps; and to
prepare a summary of the outcome of the conference, reflecting the full range of views expressed, for the
consideration of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to Protocol at its fifth
meeting;

5. InvitesParties, other Garnments and relevant international organizations to provide the
Executive Secretary with guiding questions for this online conferencereaneeststhe Executive
Secretary to finalise the list of questions in consultation with the Bureau of the Confef¢hedParties
serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol.
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BSIV/11. Risk assessment and risk management

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety

Recallingits decisiorBS-111/11, on risk assessment and risk management
l. Further guidance on specific aspects of risk assessment and risk management

Recalling paragraph 9 of decision BI8/11, in which Parties agreed tonsider, at the fourth
meeting of the Conference of tharRes serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol
on Biosafety, the need for further guidance on specific aspects of risk assessment and risk management,
and the appropriate modalities for development of any such guidance suchthsranfieeting of the Ad
Hoc Technical Expert Group on Risk Assessment and Risk Management,

1 Takes noteof the reportof the Norway-Canada Workshop on Risk Assessment for
EmergingApplications ofLiving Modified Organismsandexpresssits gratitudeto the Governments of
Norway andCanada foorganizing this workshop;

2. Takes noteof the conclusions and recommendations in the reports of the regional and
subregional wrkshopson apacitybuilding and exchangef experiences on risk assessment and risk
management of living modified organismeggarding the need to develop additional guidance on specific
aspects of risk assessment

3. Decidesto establish through the Biosafety Cleariiguse an opeended online forum
on specific aspects on risk assessmasneferenced to in the annex;

4, Decidesto establish an Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Risk Assessment and Risk
Management according to the modality of work and the terms of reference annexed hereto;

5. InvitesParties, other Governments and relevaiganizations to submit to the Executive
Secretary, prior to the first meeting of tAd Hoc Technical Expert Groypnformation relevant to the
work of theGroup particularly on existing guidance documents on risk assessment

6. Requestthe Executive &cretary to:

(a) Convene ad hoc discussion groups and at least onrgmeabnline conference per region
prior to each of the meetingd the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Grouwith the view to identifying major
issues related to specific aspects of riskessent and risk management as referenced to in the annex;

(b) Convene, prior to the fifth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the
meeting of the Parties to the Protocol, and subject to the necessary financial resources being made
available, two meetings of theAd Hoc Technical Expert Groupn Risk Assessment and Risk
Management;

7. UrgesParties, other Governments and relevant organizatmnsake funds available to
the Executive Secretary for the organization of the second meeting @éfdthi¢oc Technical Expert
Group, prior to the fifth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to
the Protocol;

Il.  Collaboration in identifyingliving modified organismghat may have
an adverse effect on the conservatiand sustainable use of biological
diversity, taking also into account risks to human health

Recalling the provisios of the mediurierm programme of wk, decision BS/12
paragraph# (b) (iii), on cooperation in identifying living modified organisms gesific traits that may
have adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, taking also into
account risks to human health, and taking appropriate measures regarding the treatment of such living
modified organisms or spdid traits,

8. Requestsartiesand invites other Governments and relevant organizatmssbmit to
the Executive Secretary, not later tithree months prior tathe first meetingof the Ad Hoc Technical

/I é
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Expert Group scientifically soundinformation available at that timepn the identification ofliving
modified organisms or specific traits that may have adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable
use of biological diversity, taking also inaccount risks to human health;

9. Requestshe Exeutive Secretary to compile the information received and to prepare a
synthesis report for consideration by #et Hoc Technical Expert Grougnd the Parties;

Il. Capacitybuilding relevant to risk assessment and risk management

Recallingthat risk assesment and other scientific and technical expertise are indicated as key
elements requiring concrete action in the updated Action Plan for Building Capacities for the Effective
Implementation of the Biosafety Protocol,

10. Welcomeghe reports of the reginal and sutegional workshops onapacitybuilding
and exchangef experiences on risk assessment and risk management of living modified organisms that
were held irBarbados, Ethiopia, Malaysia atite Republic oMoldova

11 Expresses its gratitude the Governments of Germany, Netherlands, Norway, Spain and
Switzerland for their financial contributions and the hosting Governments and the African Union for their
organizational support;

12. Requestghe Executive Secretarip convene, in cooperation thi relevant regional
organizations, at the earliest convenient date and subject to the availability of financial resources, a sub
regional workshop on capacibuilding and exchange of experiences on risk assessment and risk
management of living modifiedganisms in the Pacific subregion;

13. Requestghe Executive Secretary, subject to availability of funds;omrdinate and
facilitate, along with other relevant United Nations bodies and other international organizh@ons,
development of training ornsk assessment and risk management in relation to living modified organisms,
and to convene prior to the fifth meeting of enference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties regional or subregional training courses to enable countrigmito handson experience in
preparing and evaluating risk assessment reports in accordance to the articles and Annex Il of the
Protocol

14. These courses coulihter alia, cover:
(a) How to establish interdisciplinary teamwork in the context of riskessment;

(b) Developing skills in using and interpreting existing information, as well as identifying
and addressing information gaps; and

(© How to establish baseline information to be used in risk assessment;

15. Calls uponParties, other Governmenand relevant donor organizationsntake funds
available to th&ecretaiat to support the training activities referred to in the above paragraphs.

Annex

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE AD HOC TECHNI CAL EXPERT GROUP ON RISK
ASSESSMENTAND RISK MANAGEMENT

1. The Ad Hoc Technical Expert GropHTEG) on Risk Assessmeaind Risk Managemeshall:

(a) Include experts selecteoh the basis of their expertise on the issues relevant for the
mandate of thé&sroup, based on a standardized common format for submisgi@vs from experts
nominated by Parties, respecting geographical representation, in accordance with the consulizted
operandiof the SBSTTA of the Convention on Biological Diversity (decision VIlitGhe Conference
of the Parties, raex Ill);

(b) Include observerdn accordance with theules of procedure for meetingsf the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol
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(© Meet twice, pending availability of funds, with an interval of not less than ten months
between meetings and prior to the fifth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of
the Parties to the Protocol, and perform necessary tasks between the two meetings to achieve the proposed
outcomes outlined herein;

(d) During the fist meeting, the Group shall:

) Devel op a #@r oadma p 0the necessany steps toaondudt anglc h a r t
assessment in accordance with Anréxo the Protocol and, for each of these
steps, provide examples of relevant guidance documents

(i) Taking into consideration the identified need for further guidance on specific
aspects of risk assessment, including particular types of (i) living modified
organisms (for exampldjsh, invertebrates, trees, pharmaplants and gldég)
introducedtraits and (iii) receiving environments, as well as monitoring of the
longterm effects ofliving modified organismsreleased in the environment,
prioritize the need for further guidance on specific aspects of risk assessment and
define which such aspects shiblle addressefirst, taking also into account the
need for and relevance of such guidance, and availability of scientific information;

(i) Define an action plan to producprior to the second meeting of the Group,
modalities for development of tlgridance documents ahe specific aspectthat
were identified as priorities and for testing of the roadmap. This action plan should
include the details of a process for monitoring and reviewing the progress in each
of the specific aspects;

(iv) Prepare anprogress report containing a detailed summary of the terms and
proceduresfor reviewing the modalities for the development of guidance
documentdo be followed prior to the second meeting of the Group;

(e) During the second meeting, the Group shall:

) Revise and rfoiadanlaipoe ftohe tihe effective use
risk assessment;

(i) Make recommendations to the Secretariat on how to inte@f@oadmap a nd
tools for retrieval of guidance materials available in the Biosafety Infovma
Resources Centre of tliBiosafety ClearingHousethat are relevant at the different
stages of risk assessment

(i) Review the action plan referred to in subparagraggt) (iii) of this annexon
specific aspects of risk assessment and risk manageteegioped in accordance
with the terms and procedures established in the first meeting of the;Group

(iv) Consider possible modalities for cooperation in identifying living modified
organisms or specific traits thatay have adverse effects on the camnation and
sustainable use of biological diversity, taking also into account risks to human
health;

(v) Prepare a report for consideration by the fifth meeting of the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol,

2. The deliberations of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group shall be based primarily on:
(@) Submissions received in accordance with paragraph 5 of this decision;

(b) The reports of theregional and subegional workshops on capacityilding and
exchange of xperiences on risk assessment and risk management of living modified organisms
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/INF/1417) and the report of theCanadaNorway Workshop on Risk
Assessment for Emerging Applications of Living Modified Organisifi$NEP/CBD/BS/COP
MOP/4/INF/13);

/I é
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(© Contribution received through the opended online forum, atoc discussion groups
and reaittime online regional conferences;

(d) Guidance materials available in thH&osafety Information Resource Centoé the
Biosafety ClearingHouse

(e Any other relevant materials made available by the Secretariat.
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BSIV/12. Liability and redress under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety,

Recallhg Article 27 of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafetiiich requires the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of Parties to adopt, at its first meeting, a process with respect to the
appropriate elaboration of international rules and procedurdbe field of liability and redress for
damage resulting from transboundary movements of living modified organisms, analysing and taking due
account of the oigoing processes in international law on these matters, and to endeavour to complete this
process within four years,

Recallingits decision BS/8, in which it decided to establish an Opemded Ad Hoc Working
Group of Legal and Technical Experts on Liability and Rediresise Context of the Cartagena Protocol
on Biosafety with the terms of referee set out in the annex tioat decision, to carry out the process
pursuant to Article 27 of th€artagendrotocolon Biosafety

Noting with appreciation the work undertaken by Bpenended Ad Hoc Working Group of
Legal and Technical Experts on Liabiliand Redressn the Context of the Cartagena Protocol
Biosafety

Expressingts appreciation to the Government of Colombia for hosting in Cartagena frd@ 12
March 2008 the fifth meeting of ti@perended Ad Hoc Working Group of Legal and Technicgbé&its
on Liability and Redresis the Context of the Cartagena ProtooolBiosafety

Taking nae of thefinal reportof the Operended Ad Hoc Working Group of Legal and Technical
Experts on Liabilty and Redressn the Context of the Cartagena Protocoh Biosafety
(UNEP/CBD/BS/CORMOP/4/11 and Add.1),

Also taking noteof the work undertaken by the Contact Group on Liability and Redress at the
fourth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena
Protocol m Biosafety,

1. Decidesto establish a Group of the Friends of the-@wirs, Ms. Jimena Nieto
(Colombia) and Mr. René Lefeber (the Netherlan@skncerning Liability and Redress in the Context of
the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, with the following tesfmeference:

(a) The Group shall hold one meeting and, if deemed necessary by {6baits, another
meeting prior to the fifth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to
the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety;

(b) The Graup will further negotiate international rules and procedures in the field of liability
and redress for damage resulting from transboundary movements of living modified organisms in the
context of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety on the basis of thetarthés decision;

(© The first meeting will be held in early 2009, for a period of five days, and the second
meeting, if deemed necessary by the@mwirs, in early 2010, also for a period of five days, subject to the
availability of funds;

(d) The meéings will be held in Montreal, unless an offer is made to host a meeting;

(e) The composition of the Group will be as follows: six representatives of thePasific
region, namely Bangladesh, China, India, Malaysia, Palau, and the Philippines; @aentgtives of the
European Union; two representatives of Central and Eastern Europe; six representatives of the African
Group; six representatives of the Latin American and Caribbean Group; and New Zealand, Norway,
Switzerland and Japan;

® The Friends bthe CeChairs may be accompanied by advisors from Parties as selected
by the Friends. The participation of such advisors from eligible Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety may be facilitated subject to the availability of funds;
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(9) Observersnay be invited to participate in the meetings or parts thereof at the discretion
of the CeChairs;

(h) The outcome will be presented by the-Cloairs to the fifth meeting of the Conference of
the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Eaatagrotocol on Biosafety for its
consideration; and

2. Calls uponParties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and other Governments to
consider providing voluntary contributions to organize these meetings and to facilitate participation by
representaties (Friends and advisors) of eligible Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.
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Annex

PROPOSED OPERATIONAL TEXTS ON ARRPROACHES-AND-ORPHONSIBENHHED-
PERTAININGTO- LIABILITY AND REDRES S IN THE CONTEXT OF ARTICLE 27 OF THE
BIOSAFETY PROTOCOL

1. Working Towards Legally Binding Provisions

1.A. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROACH

l. STATE RESPONSIBILITY (FOR INTERNATIONALLY WRONGFUL ACTS,
INCLUDING BREACH OF OBLIGATIONS OF THE P ROTOCOL)

Operational text

These rules and procedures shall not affect the rggidsobligations of States under the rules of general
international law with respect to the responsibility of States for internationally wrongful acts.

Preambular text

Recognizing thathese rules and procedures would not affect the rights and obligatiStestes under the
rules of general international law with respect to the responsibility of States for internationally wrongful
acts.

. SCOPE

A. Functional scope

Operational text 1

1. These rules and procedures apply to transport, transiglihng and use of living modified
organisms [and products thereof], provided that these activities find their origin in a transboundary
movement. The living modified organisms referred to are those:

(a) Intended for direct use as food or feed, or for pssing;
(b) Destined for contained use;
(©) Intended for intentional introduction into the environment.

2. With respect to intentional transboundary movements, these rules and procedures apply to
damage resulting from any authorized use of the livingdifired organisms [and products thereof]
referred to in paragraph 1.

3. These rules and procedures also apply to unintentional transboundary movements as referred to in
Article 17 of the Protocol as well as illegal transboundary movements as referredrticie 25 of the
Protocol.
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B. Geographical scope

Operational text 2

These rules and procedurapply to areas within the limits of its national jurisdiction[, including the
exclusive economic zone,] [or control] of the Parties to the Protocol.

C. Limitation in time

Operational text 3

These rules and procedures apply to damage resulting from a transboundary movement of living modified
organisms when that transboundary movement was commenced after their implementation by Parties into
domestic law.

Operational text 3 alt

These rules and procedures apply to damage resulting from a transboundary movement of living modified
organisms that started after the entry into force of these rules and procedures.

D. Limitation to the authorization at the time ahe import of the living modified organisms

Operational text 4

[These rules and procedures apply to intentional transboundary movement in relation to the use for which
living modified organisms are destined and for which authorization has been gpaitedo the
transboundary movement. If, after the living modified organisms are already in the country of import, a
new authorization is given for a different use of the same living modified organisms, such use will not be
covered by these rules and prdgees.]

E. Non-Parties

Operational text 5

1. National rules on liability and redress implementing these rules and procedures should also cover
damage resulting from the transboundary movements of living modified organisms freRarmi@s, in
accordancevith Article 24 of the Protocol.

2. These rules and procedures applyitansboundary movementsf living modified organisms,
as defined in Article 3(k) of the Protocol.
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[l DAMAGE
A. Definition of damage
Operational text 6
1. These rules and predures apply to damage to the conservation and sustainable use of biological

diversity, taking also into account [damage] [risks] to human health[, resulting from transboundary
movement of living modified organisms].

2. For the purpose of these rules gmmdcedures, damage to the conservation [and sustainable use]
of biological diversity as defined in Article 2 of the Convention on Biological Diversity, means an
adverse or negative effect on biological diversity that:

(@) Is measurable or otherwise obsarle taking into account, wherever available,
scientifically-established baselines recognized by a competent national authority that takes into account
any other human induced variation and natural variation; and

(b) Is significant as set out in paraghe below.

3. [For the purposes of these rules and procedures, damage to the sustainable use, as defined in
Article 2 of the Convention on Biological Diversity of biological diversity, means an adverse or negative
effect on biological diversity that isggiificant as set out in paragraph 4 below and [may have resulted in
loss of income] [has resulted in consequential loss to a state, including loss of incomel.].

4, A fisignificanto adverse or negati ve edgtakct on
diversity as defined in Article 2 of the Convention on Biological Diversity is to be determined on the
basis of factors, such as:

(@) The long term or permanent change, to be understood as change that will not be redressed
through natural recovemyithin a reasonable period of time;

[(b) The extent of the qualitative or quantitative changes that adversely or negatively affect the
components of biological diversity;

(c) The reduction of the ability of components of biological diversity to provioedg and
services;]

[(b and c alt) A qualitative or quantitative reduction of components of biodiversity and their
potential to provide goods and services;]

[(d)  The extent of any adverse or negative effects on human health;]

[(d alt) The extent of anydverse or negative effects of the conservation and sustainable use of
biological diversity on human health; ]

[5. Parties may take into account local and regional conditions in order to ensure the workability of
domestic liability rules and procedurgsovided that this is consistent with the objective and provisions
of the Protocol.]
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B. Valuation of damage

Operational text 7

[1. Damage to conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity shall be valued on the basis of
the costs of respee measures [in accordance with domestic laws and provisions].

2. For the purposes of these rules and procedures, response measures are reasonable actions to:
0] [prevent,] minimize or contain damage, as appropriate;

[(ii) restore to the condition thaxisted before the damage or the nearest equivalent, by the
replacement of the loss by other components of the biological diversity at the same location or for the
same use or at another location or for another type of use.]]

C. Causation

Operational tet 8

A causal link needs to be established between the damage and the activity in question in accordance with
domestic law.

V. PRIMARY COMPENSATION SCHEME

A. Elementsof administrative approach based on allocation of costs of response measures ar
restoration measures

Operational text 9

Parties [may][shall][, as appropriate,] [, consistent with international [law] obligations,] provide for or take
response measures in accordance with domestic law or[, in the absence thereof,] the procedures specified
below, [provided that the domestic law is consistent with the objective of these rules and procedures].

Operational text 10

In the event of damage or imminent threat of damage, an operator [shall][should] immediately inform the
competent authority of thdamage or imminent threat of damage.

Operational text 10 alt

The Parties should endeavor to require the operator to inform the competent authority of an accident
which causes or threatens to cause significant adverse damage to the conservation aaltleusgiof
biological diversity.

Operational text 11

In the event of damage [or imminent threat of damage], an operator shall, subject to the requirements of
the competent authority, investigate, assess and evaluate the damage [or imminent threagjejfash@ima
take appropriate response measures.

[In cases where no response measures can be implemented, the operator shall provide monetary
compensation for the damage caused [where applicable under the domestic law].]

Operational text 11 alt

The Parties shdd endeavor to require any legal or natural person who caused significant damage by that
persondés intentional or negligent act or omissio
reasonable response measures to avoid, minimize or contain e whphe damage.






