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INTRODUCTION  

1. At the kind invitation of the Government of Brazil, the Conference of the Parties to the 

Convention serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety held its third 

meeting in Curitiba, Brazil, from 13 to 17 March 2006.  It was  held at the Convention and Exhibition 

Center (Expo Trade) in Curitiba back-to-back with the eighth ordinary meeting of the Conference of the 

Parties to the Convention, which was to be convened at the same venue from 20 to 31 March 2006. 

2. All States were invited to participate in the meeting.  The following Parties to the Cartagena 

Protocol attended:  Algeria; Antigua and Barbuda; Austria; Bahamas; Belgium; Belize; Benin; Bhutan; 

Bolivia ; Botswana ; Brazil; Bulgaria; Burkina ; Faso; Cambodia; Cameroon; China ; Colombia; Croatia; 

Cuba; Czech Republic; Democratic Republic of the Congo; Denmark ; Djibouti; Dominica ; Ecuador; 

Egypt; El Salvador; Estonia; Ethiopia; European Community; Fiji; Finland; France; Gambia; Germany; 

Ghana; Greece; Guatemala; Hungary; India; Indonesia; Iran (Islamic Republic of); Ireland; Italy; Japan; 

Kenya; Kiribati; Kyrgyzstan; Lao People's Democratic Republic; Liberia; Madagascar; Malaysia; Mali; 

Mauritania; Mexico; Mozambique; Namibia; Netherlands; New Zealand; Nicaragua; Nigeria; Norway; 

Oman; Palau; Panama; Papua New Guinea; Paraguay; Peru, ; Poland; Portugal; Romania; Rwanda; Saint 

Kitts and Nevis; Samoa; Senegal; Slovakia; Slovenia; Solomon Islands; South Africa; Spain; Sudan; 

Sweden; Switzerland; Syrian Arab Republic; Tajikistan; Thailand; Togo; Trinidad and Tobago; Tunisia; 

Turkey; Uganda; Ukraine; United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland; United Republic of 

Tanzania; Venezuela; Viet Nam; Zambia; Zimbabwe. 

3. The following States not party to the Protocol were also represented: Argentina; Australia; 

Canada; Chile; Gabon; Guinea; Holy See; Morocco; Philippines; Qatar; Republic of Korea; Saudi Arabia; 

Tuvalu; United States of America; Uruguay. 

4. Observers from the following United Nations bodies, Secretariat units, convention secretariats, 

specialized agencies and related organizations also attended: Food and Agriculture Organization of the 

United Nations; Codex Alimentarius Commission; Global Environment Facility; International Plant 

Protection Convention ; United Nations Development Programme; United Nations Environment 

Programme (UNEP); United Nations University (UNU); World Bank. 

5. The following other organizations were represented:  Acción Ecológica; AfricaBio; African 

Union; AgroBio Mexico; Agrolinks; Alellyx Applied Genomics; APPAM; Asociación de Productores de 

Soja; Assessoria e Servicos a Projetos em Agricultura Alternativa; Associação Alternativa Terrazul; 

Associação Biodinamico; Associação Capoerista Esportiva e Social e de Preservacao Ambiental; 

Associação de Agricultura Orgânica; Associação do Canal Comunitário de Porto Alegre; Associação dos 

Agricultores Organicos; Associação dos Moradores e Prrotetores da Mata Atlantica e da Barragem 

Vossoroca; Associação Nacional de Biossegurança; Associação Nacional dos Membros do Ministerio 

Publico; Associação Paranaense de Preservacão Ambiental dos Mananciais do Alto Iguacu e da Serra do 

Mar; Associação Para o Desenvolvimento da Agroecologia; Associación Colombiana de Productores de 

Semillas; Ban Terminator Campaign; Biotechnology Coalition of the Philippines; Black Sea 

Biotechnology Association; Brazilian Agricultural Research Corporation; Brazilian Association of Seeds 

and Seedlings; Brazilian Forum of NGOs; Brazilian InstituTe of the Environment and Renewable Natural 

Resources; Câmara Americana de Comércio; Campina Grande do Sul; Central Unica dos Trabalhadores ; 

Centre for Development Initiatives; Centre for Sustainable Development and Environment; Centro 

Acadêmico de Estudos Biológicos; Centro de Educação e Defesa Ambiental; Centro de Educação 

Universitária Sao José dos Pinhais; Centro Ecológico; Church Development Service; College of the 

Atlantic; Comissão Pastoral da Terra; Community Technology Development Trust; Congress of Racial 

Equality; Conservation International; Consumers International; Coperativa Ecológica das Mulheres 

Extrativistas do Marajó; CropLife International; Departamento de Estudos Socio-Economicos Rurais; 

Direct Branding; Ecológica; EcoNexus; Ecootopia; Ecoplan Institute; Ecoropa; Empresa Brasileira 

Pesquisa Agropecuaria (EMBRAPA); Environment Liaison Centre International; ETC Group; Faculdade 

Evangélica do Paraná; Federação Nacional dos Trabalhadores na Agricultura Familiar; Federação da 

Agricultura do Estado de Goiás; Federação da Agricultura do Estado do Paraná; Federacão das Industrias 
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do Estado do Paraná; Federation of German Scientists; Financiadora de Estudos e Projetos; Fórum Global 

da Sociedade Civil; Friends of the Earth ; Fundação Antonio Prudente; Fundação Educacional Meninos e 

Menina de Rua Profeta Elias; Fundação Esperanca; Fundação O Boticario de Protecao a Natureza; 

Fundação SOS Mata Atlantica; Fundación para la Promoción del Conocimiento Indígena; Fundación 

Sociedades Sustentables; Gazeta Do Povo; Global Forest Coalition; Global Industry 

Coalition;  Greenpeace International; Instituto Brasileiro de Estudo e Pesquisa para Otimização de 

Tecnologia e Qualidade Aplicadas; Instituto Interamericano de Cooperacion para la Agricultura; Instituto 

Nacional de Aprendizagem (INAP); Instituto Nacional de Pesquisas da Amazonia; Instituto Nacional Do 

Colonizacao e reforma Agraria; Instituto Pro-emprego; Instituto Socioambiental; Instituto Superior de 

Educaçao Padre Joao Bagozzi; Instituto Superior de Relaciones Internatiocionais; Instituto Superior do 

Litoral do Parana; International Centre for Genetic Engineering and Biotechnology; International Centre 

for Trade and Sustainable Development; International Food Policy Research Institute; International 

Forum on Globalization; International Grain Trade Coalition; International Plant Genetic Resources 

Institute; IUCN - The World Conservation Union; Keele University; Movimento de Mulheres 

Camponesas; Movimiento Ecologico Amigos do Cambui; National Institute for Amazon Research; 

Nature Conservancy - Brazil; Norwegian Institute of Gene Ecology; Nucleo de GEO Processamento; O 

Despertar da Consciência; Organizacion Regional de los Pueblos Indigenas de Amazonas; Panos 

Features; Paraná Biodiversity Project; Pelum Association; Pesticide Action Network Latin America; 

Petroleo Braileiro SA; PlantBio Trust; Pontificia Universidade Catolica do Parana; Public Research and 

Regulation Foundation; RAEIN-Africa; Red por una America Latina de Transgenicos; Rotary Club de 

Curitiba Agua Verde; S.O.S. Natureza do Brasil; Serviço Social do Comércio - Parana; SINDIPETRO 

PR/SC; Small Agriculturists of the Movement; Social Equity in Environmental Decisions; Sociedad 

Peruana de Derecho Ambiental; Sociedade de Pesquisa Em Vida Selvagem e Educacao Ambiental; SOS 

BICHO de Protecao Animal; SOS Cultura; Southeast Asia Regional Initiatives for Community 

Empowerment; Superior Institute of International Relations; Sustainability Council of New Zealand; 

SWAN International; Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zurich; Tebtebba Foundation; Terra de 

Direitos; Third World Network; U.S. Grains Council; União de Entidades Ambientalistas do 

Parana;  Universidad Nacional Agraria La Molina; Universidade de Sao Paulo; Universidade Federal de 

Rondonia; Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina; Universidade Federal do Parana; Universidade Tuiuti 

do Paraná; Universita di Roma; Université René Descartes; University of Canterbury; University of 

Minnesota; Washington Biotechnology Action Council / 49th Parallel Biotechnology Consortium; 

Wildlife Protection Organisation Djibouti; World Resources Institute; World-Wild Fund for Nature 

(WWF); Xopozo Farmers Associates.  

I. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTE RS 

ITEM 1.  OPENING OF THE MEETI NG 

6. The third meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the 

Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety was opened at 10.20 a.m. on Monday, 13 March 2006.  

1.1. Ceremony to launch commemorative postmark 

7. Mr. Janio Pohren, President of the Brazilian Postal Service, announced that a new postmark had 

been created to mark the occasion.  The postmark, which would be used on outgoing post from Curitiba, 

had been designed to form part of a commemorative collection.  He invited Mr. Ahmed Djoghlaf, 

Executive Secretary of the Convention on Biological Diversity, to launch the postmark.  During a brief 

official ceremony, Mr. Djoghlaf made and signed the first impression of the postmark, which was then 

presented to him by Mr. Pohren as a souvenir of the event. 

1.2.  Opening address by Mr. Carlos Alberto Richa, Mayor of Curitiba 

8. Mr. Carlos Alberto Richa, Mayor of Curitiba, welcomed the participants to his city, which was 

both honoured and proud to be hosting such a momentous event as the current meetings.  Closely linked 

to the future of the planet, the themes to be discussed during the meetings were of fundamental 

importance for developing countries, including Brazil, which were entitled to share the benefits generated 
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by their natural resources.  It was essential to promote the sustainable use of those resources through 

careful analysis and develop common practices that were environmentally friendly, to which end shared 

interests and needs should also be taken into account and recognized.  In the quest for biosafety, the 

consideration of delicate issues such as those surrounding the use of living modified organisms (LMOs) 

was vital.  Equally vital were identification methodologies and public involvement in the implementation 

of the Cartagena Protocol.  As the worldôs most biologically diverse country, Brazil was an ideal choice 

of host for the meetings, and Curitiba itself was a model of urban planning and environmental 

conservation.  He hoped that the meetings would serve as a celebration of biodiversity and wished 

participants every success.  

1.3. Opening address by Mr. Roberto Requião, Governor of the State of Paraná 

9. Mr. Roberto Requi«o, Governor of the State of Paran§, endorsed the content of Mr. Djoghlafôs 

message to the citizens of Brazil, which had been issued on 17 February 2006.  He said that it was 

essential to maintain firm positions on the subjects of biodiversity and biosafety, as even the smallest 

compromises had the potential to create upheavals that could end in the destruction of the planet.  A case 

in point was the labelling of transgenic products, to which a responsible approach was crucial.  The 

Government of the State of Paraná was resolute in implementing a raft of measures designed to protect 

biodiversity and biosafety, in the absence of which it would, for instance, stand to lose its remaining 

forests, which had already diminished by 97 per cent over the past 100 years.  It also had a strict 

anti-transgenic policy, particularly where genetically-modified soya was concerned.  Consequently, it had 

successfully avoided any transgenic contamination of its soya crop, the largest in Brazil.  As a result, 

Paraná remained a zone free of genetically modified organisms (GMOs), at the same time keeping its 

population well informed of GMO-related risks.  In so doing, its purpose was to safeguard the health of 

its people, protect the sovereignty of its seeds and defend its autonomy.  As a consequence of maintaining 

that position, a sordid media campaign had been conducted against it, targeted specifically at the port of 

Paranaguá, which handled only non-LMO products.  Hitherto, it had nevertheless remained triumphant 

and would staunchly pursue its current policies further. 

10. Other measures taken by the State of Paraná to preserve its biodiversity and biosafety included:  

the development of a programme for the restoration and conservation of its riparian forest buffers; the 

establishment of a ñgreenò special police force to conduct inspections in conjunction with the 

Environment Institute of Paraná State; the creation of various forums on climate change, biodiversity, 

biosafety and protection of flora and fauna; the provision of guidance on minimizing the environmental 

impact of rural production activities; the establishment of an agricultural school; a ban on the use of 

non-certified wood for construction purposes; the introduction of an ecological sales tax from which 

municipalities that preserved water resources and protected forests would partially benefit; an organic 

school-meal programme; organic zoning; and radical moves to protect the coastal forest.  It was through 

such contributions that the Government of the State of Paraná would continue to fight against the 

destruction of the planet. 

1.4. Opening address by Ms Fatimah Raya Nasron, President of the third 

meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the 

Parties to the Protocol 

11. At the opening of the meeting, on 13 March 2006, Ms Fatimah Raya Nasron (Malaysia), 

President of the third meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the 

Protocol, welcomed all participants and thanked the Government and the people of Brazil for the 

excellent facilities made available for the meeting.  She also welcomed the new Executive Secretary of 

the Convention on Biological Diversity, Mr. Ahmed Djoghlaf, to his first meeting of the Conference of 

the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety in his new 

capacity.  She recalled the role he had played while Assistant Executive Director and Director of the 

Division of Global Environment Facility Coordination at the Untied Nations Environment Programme 

(UNEP) in helping developing countries and countries with economies in transition to draw up national 

biosafety frameworks in order to implement the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and to gain access to the 
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Biosafety Clearing-House. She thanked him for the excellent documentation provided for the present 

meeting. 

12. She said that Brazil was a megadiverse wonder of the world.  That fact should inspire participants 

to meet the main objective of the meeting, which was to give the necessary operational guidance for 

implementation of the Protocol by all countries, thus minimizing any potential adverse effects on 

biological diversity of living organisms modified by modern biotechnology.  Several important decisions 

for implementation had been taken at the previous meeting, but no decision had been taken about the 

detailed requirements for identification of living modified organisms intended for direct use as food or 

feed, or for processing, as stipulated in the Protocol.  She urged participants not to leave Curitiba without 

having resolved that issue.  Implementation of the Protocol was a challenging task, especially for 

developing countries, which looked upon the decisions of the meeting as a source of guidance in 

formulating domestic regulatory frameworks.  The aim of the present meeting was to give practical, 

operational guidance and direction to the Protocolôs provisions; its intention was not to renegotiate the 

text of the Protocol. 

1.5. Opening statement by Mr. Ahmed Djoghlaf, Executive Secretary of the 

Convention on Biological Diversity 

13. Mr. Ahmed Djoghlaf, Executive Secretary of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 

emphasized that the Convention embodied the spirit of the Rio Summit.  It recognized the need for, and 

the potential benefits of, biotechnology, but at the same time the need for adequate safety measures to 

avoid or minimize the potential risks of biotechnology to human health and the environment.  The 

adoption of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety had been a moment of great significance for the 

implementation of the Convention and the advancement of the goal of sustainable development.  The 

Protocol was one of the most important materializations of the spirit of the Rio Declaration and 

chapter 16 of Agenda 21 and made a significant contribution to ensuring that major technological 

advances could be achieved while respecting human health and environment.  It was a unique tool 

designed to provide transparent and safe procedures so as to reap the full potential that modern 

biotechnology had and should offer for the socio-economic welfare and prosperity of mankind.    

14. It was a matter of great satisfaction to note that, concomitantly with measures to take full 

advantage of the potential benefits arising from modern biotechnology, the international community was 

stepping up its endeavours to enhance collaboration in addressing all issues related to biosafety, including 

potential risks for the environment.  The fact that there were now 130 Parties to the Protocol provided a 

good example and he called on countries that had not yet done so to expedite their internal process of 

ratification or accession to ensure that what had been hailed as the first new legal environmental 

instrument of the twenty-first century had the broadest possible universal membership.  Such a result 

would not have been possible without the unique contribution of Malaysia as the President of the first 

meeting of the Parties to the Protocol and he wished to pay tribute to Malaysia for its unstinting efforts.  

He also wished to thank the donors that had made contributions totalling US$ 1.3 million to ensure 

adequate participation of developing countries and economies in transition in the Protocol processes since 

the first meeting, including in the present meeting, namely Austria, Brazil, Denmark, the European 

Community, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, 

Switzerland, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

15. The Government and the people of Brazil under the able leadership of their President, 

His Excellency Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, were to be thanked for their unique contribution in promoting 

multilateral cooperation for sustainable development.  He also wished to express his deep and sincere 

gratitude to the Brazilian Minister for the Environment, Ms. Marina Silva, for her personal and untiring 

commitment and efforts to arrange the meeting. Finally, he paid tribute to the strong commitment to the 

environment expressed by the Mayor of Curitiba and the Governor of the State of Paraná in their opening 

statements. 

16. The meeting was expected to adopt important decisions, but it was clear that it would only be able 

to achieve results if a new form of strategic partnership involving Governments and their partners, 
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including civil society, indigenous and local communities, scientific networks and the private sector, was 

formed.  It was to be hoped that the decisions taken would be for the benefit of all people of the planet 

and future generations without exception.  

1.6. Opening statement by the representative of the Executive Director of 

the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) 

17. Speaking on behalf of Mr. Klaus Töpfer, Executive Director of UNEP, Mrs. Elizabeth Mrema 

said that Mr. Töpfer was grateful to the Brazilian Government and people for hosting the meeting in 

Curitiba, the most environmentally advanced city in the world. He expressed his continued support for 

Mr. Ahmed Djoghlaf, the new Executive Secretary of the Convention on Biological Diversity.  She said 

that biotechnology could potentially make a valuable contribution to the achievement of the Millennium 

Development Goals and to sustainable development in general; the role of the Cartagena Protocol was to 

ensure that those potential benefits did not have negative effects on the environment.  

18. Several substantive issues remained to be agreed upon, including handling, transport, packaging 

and identification (Article 18), risk assessment and risk management (Articles 15 and 16) and liability and 

redress (Article 27), and further work was required on standing issues such as compliance, operation of 

the Biosafety Clearing-House and capacity-building.  Capacity-building, was particularly important, as 

the full effect of the Protocol would become manifest only when all countries had the necessary human 

and institutional capacity to implement it.  In its decision 23/1, the UNEP Governing Council had 

mandated the Programme to strengthen technology support and capacity-building in developing countries 

and countries with economies in transition. Finalization of national biosafety frameworks with the 

assistance of the UNEP-Global Environment Facility (GEF) programme was well advanced, and 12 

countries were receiving support for their implementation. 

19. The tasks remaining for implementation of the Protocol would require strong partnerships among 

international organizations, donors, the GEF and countries and, within countries, more human, 

institutional and technical resources. All countries should promote education, public awareness and 

participation and increase transparency and information flow through better use of the Biosafety 

Clearing-House. 

1.7. Opening statement by Mr Cláudio Langone, Vice-Minister, Ministry of 

the Environment of Brazil 

20. Mr. Cláudio Langone, Vice-Minister, Ministry of the Environment of Brazil, recalled the context 

in which the Cartagena Protocol had initially been adopted. At the United Nations Conference on 

Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, it had been decided to build safeguards against 

the possible adverse effects on biological diversity of the products of modern biotechnology.  The 

Protocol had finally been adopted in 2000, after a long, difficult process of negotiation.  One of the basic 

concepts behind the Protocol had been the precautionary principle, not only with respect to biological 

diversity but also to potential risks to human health.  The federal constitution ensured that the principle 

was enshrined in the Brazilian legal framework.  One basis of the precautionary principle related to the 

lack of full scientific certainty; it was therefore difficult to refer to ñpurely scientific informationò. It 

would be unwise to create a category of science that overly restricted the process of decision-making. It 

would be beneficial for all to include information from a wide variety of sources, as the participation of 

the widest spectrum of scientific disciplines was necessary to reflect different needs and to reach the most 

effective decision. 

21. He recognized that the Cartagena Protocol raised highly complex questions for all sectors of 

society.  Legislators and policy makers had the vital duty of establishing and enforcing legal instruments 

to reduce the potential risk posed by genetically modified organisms.  Under the Protocol, Governments 

were ultimately responsible for preventing illegal use and accidental release, managing risk and regulating 

biotechnology industries.  They could not perform those tasks alone, however; cooperation was required 

with other sectors, including science, health biotechnology and the environment.  The views of organized 

civil society and non-governmental organizations would be essential in any decision that was made, and 
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in Brazil public hearings could be held concerning the release of genetically-modified organisms. The 

media also played a crucial role in the debate, in providing clear information. 

22. Biotechnology had a huge potential to modify the planet definitively.  Any mistake would 

therefore be tragic, and a sense of responsibility for present and future generations should therefore guide 

the debate, keeping in mind the precautionary principle as the basis for the Convention on Biological 

Diversity.  The Protocol must ensure adequate protection in the areas of safe transfer, handling and use of 

genetically modified organisms. To reach such complex decisions, various different interests, values and 

expectations would have to be reconciled, and the negotiations would be complex.  Only a transparent 

debate, with due respect for othersô opinions, would ensure that all points of view were reflected in the 

final result. 

1.8. Opening statements by Parties and observers 

23. At the 1st plenary session of the meeting, general statements were made by the representatives of 

Austria (on behalf of the European Community and its member States, with the acceding countries 

Bulgaria and Romania, the candidate countries Croatia, Turkey and The former Yugoslav Republic of 

Macedonia, the countries of the Stabilization and Association Process and potential candidates Albania, 

Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia and Montenegro aligning themselves with the statement and with 

statements on other agenda items), China, Ecuador (on behalf of the Group of Latin American and 

Caribbean Countries), Ethiopia (on behalf of the African Group), Japan, Mexico and the Philippines. 

24. All speakers who took the floor expressed gratitude to the Government of Brazil, the State of 

Paraná and the city of Curitiba for the warmth of their reception. 

25. The representative of Austria noted the rapid progress made since the Protocol had entered into 

force in September 2003.  The number of Parties to the Protocol was steadily increasing and underscored 

its success as a cornerstone for a global framework for sustainable development.  The main objective of 

the meeting should be to pursue implementation with a view to achieving an effective international 

biosafety framework, bearing in mind the needs of developing countries, small island developing States 

and countries with economies in transition, as well as those of both importing and exporting countries.  

The European Union called for the adoption of a decision on documentation requirements for shipments 

of living modified organisms intended for food or feed, or for processing, as required by Article 18.2(a) of 

the Protocol.  Such a decision would be of the utmost importance in contributing to the achievement of 

the Protocolôs objectives.  The European Union also attached considerable importance to decisions on the 

Biosafety Clearing-House, risk assessment and risk management and capacity-building.  Moreover, at the 

current stage of implementation, decisions on monitoring and reporting requirements, as well as on an 

efficient assessment and review process, were also crucial. 

26. The representative of Ethiopia stressed that if the present meeting made the right decisions, the 

Protocol would afford protection that fostered life.  Not taking the right decisions would mean that the 

Protocol had failed the living.  One unresolved issue that must be settled at the present meeting was that 

of documentation requirements for shipments of living modified organisms for direct use as food or feed, 

or for processing.  Parties would only be able to implement the Convention to the extent of their 

capacities and many developing countries were eager to build their capacities.  They were grateful to 

those developed countries that assisted their efforts, although more permanent support for their 

participation in meetings would be welcome, but their needs were great.  It was therefore surprising to 

learn that the Global Environment Facility, the funding mechanism established precisely to support 

capacity-building efforts, had unilaterally adopted the Resource Allocation Framework, which reduced 

such support to an insignificant level.  As the financial mechanism for the Convention and the Protocol, 

the Global Environment Facility was supposed to be guided by the Conference of the Parties to the 

Convention on Biological Diversity, but the reverse had occurred.  He therefore called on the Conference 

of the Parties to assert its authority or to seek other sources of funding. 

27. The representative of Japan said that her countryôs experience of the Protocol had been positive, 

notably through the exchange of information and the Biosafety Clearing-House, and she expected that the 

present meeting would lead to even greater benefits.  By underlining the determination to assist and 
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support Parties, the meeting could encourage other countries to accede.  She hoped that progress would be 

made on documentation, which was an extremely important issue that had to be resolved. 

28. The representative of Mexico recalled that Mexico had promptly ratified the Cartagena Protocol 

and had since played an active part in ensuring its broad and comprehensive implementation.  In order to 

achieve the objective of strengthening the framework defined in the Protocol, it was necessary to build 

and utilize capacity to exchange information on biotechnology and to make the best use of the 

Conventionôs subsidiary bodies for the purpose of capacity-building.  Mexico agreed that Article 18.2 (a) 

was particularly important and would work constructively towards the adoption of a decision.   

29. The representative of China said his country had become a Party to the Protocol on 6 September 

2005, and was therefore participating for the first time in that capacity.  That heightened level of 

participation represented an important advance for the Government of China, which had always attached 

great importance to the issue of biosafety.  It was looking forward to joining all other delegations in a 

common effort to make a constructive contribution to the key issues before the meeting and to ensure 

effective implementation of the Protocol and its provisions. 

30. The representative of the Philippines said that that her Government was still in the process of 

ratifying the Protocol, but had begun work towards achieving the goals set by the two previous meetings.  

The Philippines was looking forward to a liability and redress regime that would not dampen much-

needed work on the development of biotechnology crops.  It believed that the Protocol could be best 

operationalized by the effective functioning of science-based regulatory systems, taking into account the 

inter-sessional work of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group.  Also, immediate attention needed to be 

given to addressing capacity-building needs in the detection of unapproved living modified organisms 

(LMOs), and the Philippines supported simple documentation systems that would facilitate trade and 

simplify identification requirements. 

31. The representative of Ecuador, said that his region contained 8 of the 16 megadiverse countries, 

and was therefore keen to play an active and responsible part in the proceedings of the meeting.  The 

GRULAC countries had made considerable efforts to ensure that they were able to participate in the 

present meeting, and wished to invite all Parties to realize that if headway were to be made in a process of 

fair negotiation, it would require the full participation of all countries. 

ITEM 2.  ORGANIZATION OF THE MEETING  

2.1. Officers 

32. In accordance with Article 29, paragraph 3, of the Protocol, the current Bureau of the Conference 

of the Parties served as the Bureau for the meeting, with the substitutes for members representing Parties 

to the Convention that were not yet Parties to the Protocol elected at the first meeting of the Conference 

of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/1/15, 

paragraphs 20-22). 

33. It was agreed that Mr. Sem Taukondjo Shikongo (Namibia) should serve as Rapporteur.  The 

Bureau thus comprised:  

President:   Ms Fatimah Raya Nasron (Malaysia)    

Vice-Presidents: Ms. Birthe Ivars (Norway) 

   Mr. Ronnie Devlin (Ireland) 

   Mr. Moustafa Fouda (Egypt) 

   Mr. Sergiy Gubar (Ukraine) 

   Mr. Zamir Dedej (Albania) 

   Mr. Orlando Rey Santos (Cuba)    

   Mr. Antonio Matamoros (Ecuador) 

   Ms. Tererei Abete-Reema (Kiribati) 

   Ms. N. Oyundar (Mongolia) 
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Rapporteur:  Mr. Sem Taukondjo Shikongo (Namibia) 

2.2. Adoption of the agenda 

34. 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 basis of the provisional agenda 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/1): 

I. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS  

1. Opening of the meeting. 

2. Organization of the meeting: 

2.1. Officers; 

2.2. Adoption of the agenda; 

2.3. Organization of work. 

3. Report on the credentials of representatives to the second meeting of the Conference of 

the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol on Biosafety. 

II.  STANDING ISSUES 

4. Report of the Compliance Committee. 

5. Operation and activities of the Biosafety Clearing-House. 

6. Status of capacity-building activities and the use of the roster of biosafety experts. 

7. Matters related to the financial mechanism and resources. 

8. Cooperation with other organizations, conventions and initiatives. 

9. Report of the Executive Secretary on the administration of the Protocol and on budgetary 

matters. 

III.  SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ARISING FROM THE MEDIUM -TERM 

PROGRAMME OF WORK AN D PREVIOUS DECISIONS OF THE 

CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES SERVING AS THE MEETING OF 

THE PARTIES TO THE P ROTOCOL  

10. Handling, transport, packaging and identification (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. Other scientific and technical issues that may be necessary for the effective 

implementation of the Protocol. 

IV.  FINAL MATTERS  

17. Other matters. 

18. Date and venue of the fourth meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the 

meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety. 

19. Adoption of the report. 
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20. Closure of the meeting. 

2.3. Organization of work 

35. At the opening session of the meeting, on 13 March 2006, 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 contained in annex I to the annotations to the provisional agenda (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-

MOP/2/1/Add.1/Rev.1).  

36. Accordingly, the meeting established two working groups: Working Group I, under the 

chairmanship of Ms Birthe Ivars (Norway), to consider agenda items 5 (Operation and activities of the 

Biosafety Clearing-House, 10 (Handling, transport, packaging and identification (Article 18)), 11 (Risk 

assessment and risk management (Articles 15 and 16)), 13 (Subsidiary bodies  (Article 30)) and 16 (Other 

scientific and technical issues that may be necessary for the effective implementation of the Protocol);  

and Working Group II, under the chairmanship of Mr. Orlando Rey Santos (Cuba), to consider agenda 

items 6 (Status of capacity-building activities and the use of the roster of biosafety experts, 14 

(Monitoring and reporting (Article 33)), and 15 (Assessment and review (Article 35)).  Subsequently, the 

Bureau decided that Working Group II should further consider agenda item 4 (Report of the Compliance 

Committee) and also agenda item 7 (Matters related to the financial mechanism and resources).  The 

remaining items were taken up directly in plenary. 

Work of the sessional working groups 

37. Working Group I held six meetings, from 13 to 17 March 2006. The Working Group adopted its 

report (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.1/Add.1) at its 6th meeting, on 17 March 2006. The report of the 

Working Group has been incorporated into the present report under the appropriate agenda items. 

38. Working Group II held seven meetings, from 13 to 16 March 2006. The Working Group adopted 

its report (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.1/Add.2) at its 6th meeting, on 16 March 2006. The report of 

the Working Group has been incorporated into the present report under the appropriate agenda items. 

39. At the 2nd plenary session, on 14 March 2006, the meeting heard progress reports by the chairs of 

the two working groups.  

40. The final reports of the working groups were presented to the Conference of the Parties at the 3rd 

plenary session of the meeting, on 17 March 2006. 

ITEM 3.  REPORT ON THE CREDENTIALS OF REPRESENTAT IVES TO THE 

THIRD MEETING OF THE  CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES SERVING 

AS THE MEETING OF TH E PARTIES TO THE PROTOCOL ON 

BIOSAFETY  

41. Agenda item 3 was taken up at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 13 March 2006. 

The President drew attention to rule 18 of the rules of procedure on the presentation of credentials.  She 

added that Mr. Ronnie Devlin (Ireland) had agreed to liaise with the Secretariat in examining the validity 

of the credentials; he would report thereon to the Bureau and would report to the plenary in due course.  

42. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting on 17 March 2006, Mr Devlin informed the meeting 

that, pursuant to rule 19 of the rules of procedure of the Conference of the Parties, the Bureau had 

examined the credentials of the representatives of the 95 Contracting Parties to the Protocol that were 

attending the meeting. The credentials of 72 delegations had been found to be in full compliance with the 

provisions of rule 18 of the rules of procedure. Those of 15 delegations complied only partially with those 

provisions, and a further eight delegations attending the meeting had not submitted credentials. The 23 

delegations concerned had agreed to sign a declaration undertaking to provide the Executive Secretary 

with their credentials in good order within 30 days of the closure of the meeting. 

43. In accordance with past practice, the 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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44. The representative of Bulgaria, speaking on behalf of those countries of Central and Eastern 

Europe that were represented at the meeting (Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 

Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Tajikistan and Ukraine) thanked donor countries that had enabled the 

participation of representatives from developing countries and countries with economies in transition. 

Their participation was essential to maintain the regional balance in the meeting. Nevertheless, some 

countries of Central and Eastern Europe had not received the necessary funds, and the criteria for funding 

countries were unclear. Some Parties that had received funding had received confirmation of the 

availability of funds only one week before the meeting, which had made it impossible for many to attend 

and impossible for those that could attend to obtain their credentials in time.  

45. Accordingly, the countries of Central and Eastern Europe requested that, in future, the Secretariat 

of the Convention inform Parties in due time regarding the availability of funding, so as to allow 

delegates from those countries to prepare for the meeting and to obtain the necessary visas and 

credentials. She urged the Executive Secretary and the Bureau to use the power invested in them by 

decision VII/34 of the Conference of the Parties to use surplus and savings to cover shortfalls of funds for 

participation of Parties from developing countries and countries with economies in transition, particularly 

to allow them to attend meetings of the Conference of the Parties and of the Parties to the Cartagena 

Protocol. 

46. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol took note of 

the report on the credentials of representatives to its third meeting. 

II.  STANDING ISSUES 

ITEM 4.  REPORT OF THE COMPLI ANCE COMMITTEE  

47. Agenda item 4 was taken up at the opening plenary session of the meeting, on 13 March 2006.  In 

considering the item, the meeting had before it the report of the Compliance Committee on the work of its 

second meeting (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/2) and a note by the Executive Secretary on measures in 

cases of repeated non-compliance (UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/3/2/Add.1). 

48. Introducing the item, Mr. Veit Koester, Chair of the Compliance Committee, said that the second 

meeting of the Committee had taken place in Montreal from 6 to 8 February 2006, with 10 of its 15 

members attending.  There had been two substantive items on its agenda, namely rules of procedure and 

reviewing general issues of compliance.    

49. Under the first item, the Committee had discussed the amended rule 14 on open or closed 

sessions, which required it to take a decision on whether to meet in an open or a closed session, giving 

reasoning for the decision and reflecting that decision in its report.  Paragraph 14 of the Committeeôs 

report (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/2) referred to the difficulties involved in the implementation of that 

rule, to which it might wish to return at a future meeting, as indicated in paragraph 21 of the report.  The 

Committee had agreed to make such decisions on a case-by-case basis before the convening of each 

meeting, using rule 15 to conduct consultations electronically as to the agenda of the subsequent meeting.  

The Committee had considered the question of who should be allowed to be present at open sessions and 

had noted with concern the lack of arrangements to provide financial support to eligible Parties in cases 

where they needed to be represented in deliberations of the Committee as Parties.  The Committee had 

discussed rule 18 on voting, which had been placed in square brackets by the previous meeting of the 

Conference of the Parties serving as meeting of the Parties to the Protocol, and paragraph 1 of the draft 

decision contained in the annex to its report was a decision to remove those brackets and allowed 

qualified majority voting by the Committee as a last resort where consensus could not be reached.  In 

response to an invitation from the second meeting of the Conference of the Parties, the Committee had 

agreed to look into the matter of rule 11 on conflict of interest at its next meeting with a view to providing 

its final response. 

50. In its consideration of general issues of compliance, the Committee had dealt with analysis of 

interim national reports and review of information available in the Biosafety Clearing-House.  In the 
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former, the Committee had emphasized four issues that needed due attention, namely delay in putting in 

place the necessary regulatory and administrative measures to implement the Protocol; weakness in 

carrying out scientifically sound risk assessment and in designing and implementing appropriate risk 

management and monitoring measures; limited or absence of steps taken by Parties towards promoting 

and facilitating public awareness and participation concerning the safe transfer, handling and use of 

LMOs, as well as facilitating public access to the Biosafety Clearing-House; and the fact that some two 

thirds of Parties had not fulfilled their reporting obligation.   

51. Based on its discussions, the Committee had drawn up a list of 12 recommendations for the 

consideration of the meeting.  Several elements of the draft decision included in the annex to the 

Committeeôs report were relevant to one or another item being considered at the meeting, and he 

suggested that they be considered under those items.   

52. Finally, the Committee had requested the Secretariat to remind the Parties and the Conference of 

the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties of the need to take measures to replace those of its 

members who had resigned and those whose terms ended at the end of 2006.  Members had been of the 

view that for the sake of ensuring continuity in the Committeeôs work, regions and the Conference might 

consider re-electing for another term those whose terms were expected to finish at the end of 2006. 

53. At the 2nd plenary session, on 14 March 2006, the meeting resumed its consideration of the item. 

54. Statements were made by the representatives of Argentina, Australia, Austria (on behalf of the 

European Union), Brazil, Japan, Malaysia, New Zealand, Nigeria (on behalf of the African Group), 

Norway, Thailand, Ukraine and Zambia.  A statement was made by the Chair of the Compliance 

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

Statements were made by the representatives of the Grupo de Reflexión Rural and the Red por una 

América Latina Libre de Transgénicos. 

55. Following the exchange of views, the President said that she would consult with the Chairs of the 

two Working Groups to determine how to proceed further with consideration of the item. 

56. As decided by the Bureau, Working Group II took up agenda item 4 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/2 and Add.1) at its 3rd meeting, on 15 March 2006.   

57. The Chair said that the Group had been asked to consider a number of issues, with a view to 

adopting a consolidated decision on compliance. Those issues comprised rule 18 of the rules of procedure 

of the Compliance Committee on voting, which was currently in square brackets; measures to be taken in 

cases of repeated non-compliance; and the issue of election or re-election of members of the Compliance 

Committee. 

58. The Working Group would consider paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 5 and 15 of the draft decision in the 

report of the Compliance Committee (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/2, annex) and the elements of a draft 

decision on repeated cases of non-compliance contained in section III of the note by the Executive 

Secretary (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/2/Add.1). The other paragraphs of the draft decision in the 

report of the Compliance Committee would be considered under the relevant agenda items. 

59. Following the introduction by the Chair, statements were made by the representatives of 

Austria (on behalf of the European Union), Brazil, Cameroon, Canada, China, Cuba, Japan, Namibia (on 

behalf of the African Group), New Zealand, Peru and Zambia.  

60. At its 5th meeting, on 16 March 2006, the Working Group considered a draft decision 

submitted by the Chair. 

61. During consideration of the draft decision, statements were made by the representatives of 

Austria (on behalf of the European Union), Brazil, Namibia (on behalf of the African Group), New 

Zealand, Switzerland and Zambia. 

62. After the exchange of views, the Working Group agreed to transmit the draft decision, as orally 

amended, to the plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.14. 
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63. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 17 March 2006, the Conference of the Parties 

serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision 

UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.14. 

64. The representative of Cameroon proposed that, as no consensus could be reached on the issue of 

whether to remove or retain the square brackets around rule 18 of the rules of procedure, the relevant 

paragraph in the draft decision be deleted and a commitment to reconsider the issue at its fourth meeting 

be included in the report. 

65. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol accordingly 

agreed to delete the paragraph and decided to reconsider the issue at its fourth meeting with a view to 

reaching a decision.  The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol, 

then adopted the draft decision, as orally amended, as decision BS-III/1.  The text of the decision is 

contained in the annex to the present report. 

66. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol then elected by 

acclamation the following members of the Compliance Committee for a full term of four years: 

Mr. Bather Kone (Mali) 

Mr. Victor Villabos Arambula (Mexico) 

Mr. Paul Damien Roughan (Solomon Islands) 

Mr. Sergiy Gubar (Ukraine) 

Ms Jane Bulmer (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) 

67. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol then also 

elected by acclamation the following members of the Compliance Committee to replace, for the 

remaining term, members who resigned from their respective regions: Mr. Lionel Michael (Antigua and 

Barbuda), replacing Mr. Leonard OôGarro of Barbados, and Ms Liina Eek-Piirsoo (Estonia) replacing 

Ms Bisreka Strel of Slovenia. 

ITEM 5.  OPERATION AND ACTIVI TIES OF THE BIOSAFET Y CLEARING -HOUSE 

68. Working Group I took up agenda item 5 at its 1st meeting on 13 March 2006.  In considering the 

item, the Working Group had before it a note by the Executive Secretary on the operation and activities of 

the Biosafety Clearing-House (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/3).   

69. The representative of the Secretariat introduced the note by the Executive Secretary 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/3), saying that it provided a progress report on the multi-year programme 

of work and additional items for consideration during the forthcoming inter-sessional period.  Section IV 

of the document contained elements of a draft decision on the modalities of operation of the biosafety 

clearing-house. 

70. Statements were made by the representatives of Argentina, Austria (on behalf of the European 

Union), Belize, Brazil, China, India, Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria (on behalf of the African Group), 

Norway, Peru, Switzerland, the representatives of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the 

Washington Biotechnology Action Council/49th Parallel Biotechnology Consortium, the Global Industry 

Coalition, the Public Research and Regulation Foundation and the Universidad Nacional Agraria La 

Molina. 

71. Following the exchange of views, the Chair said that she would prepare a text incorporating the 

points raised during the discussion. 

72. At its 3rd meeting, on 15 March 2006, the Working Group took up a draft decision on operation 

and activities of the Biosafety Clearing-House, submitted by the Chair. 

73. Statements were made by the representatives of Austria (on behalf of the European Union), 

Brazil, Kiribati and Nicaragua. 
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74. The Working Group approved the draft decision on operation and activities of the Biosafety 

Clearing-House, as orally amended, for transmission to plenary as draft decision 

UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.4. 

75. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 17 March 2006, the Conference of the Parties 

serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision 

UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.4 and adopted it as decision BS-III/2.  The text of the decision is 

contained in the annex to the present report. 

ITEM 6.  STATUS OF CAPACITY -BUILDING ACTIVIT IES AND THE USE OF THE 

ROSTER OF BIOSAFETY EXPERTS 

76. Working Group II took up agenda item 6 at its 1st meeting on 13 March 2006.  In considering 

the item, the Working Group had before it a report by the Executive Secretary on the progress in, and 

effectiveness of, the implementation of the Action Plan for Building Capacities for the Effective 

Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/4), a note by the 

Executive Secretary on the draft updated Action Plan for building capacities for the effective 

implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/4/Add.1)  and a 

report by the Executive Secretary on the roster of biosafety experts 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/4/Add.2). It also had before it as information documents a note by the 

Executive Secretary containing a compilation of the responses to the questionnaire for the review of the 

Action Plan for the effective implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/4), reports on the second coordination meeting for Governments and 

organizations implementing or funding biosafety capacity-building activities 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/5) and on the third liaison group meeting on capacity-building for 

biosafety (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/6), a report of the workshop on European responsibility for 

biosafety cooperation (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/10), an update on ongoing biosafety capacity-

building initiatives: a compilation of submissions made at the second coordination meeting held from 18 

to 20 January 2006, in Tromsø, Norway (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/11), and an evaluation report 

of GEF support for biosafety (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/12). 

77. The Chair suggested that the two aspects of the item, capacity-building and the roster of 

technical experts, be considered separately. 

Capacity-building 

78. Introducing the first part of the item, the representative of the Secretariat said that the note 

contained in document UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/4 was based on the submissions that had been 

received from Governments and relevant organizations and on an analysis of information from the interim 

national reports, the evaluation of GEFôs support to the Protocol and the preliminary results of an 

assessment of ongoing efforts to build capacity for biotechnology and biosafety conducted by the Institute 

for Advanced Study of the United Nations University. The note described the overall status and 

effectiveness of implementation of the different elements of the action plan, outlined some of the main 

capacity-building needs and constraints encountered by Governments and summarized the proposed 

means for improving the implementation and effectiveness of the action plan and its coordination 

mechanism. The meeting 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. 

79. At the invitation of the Chair, the Chair of the second coordination meeting for Governments 

and organizations implementing or funding biosafety capacity-building activities reported on the outcome 

of that meeting. The meeting had been sponsored and hosted by the Government of Norway and 

organized as part of the coordination mechanism for the implementation of the capacity-building action 

plan, which had been adopted at the first meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol in 

decision BS-I/5. The meeting had facilitated exchanges of information with a view to promoting 

partnerships and maximizing synergy among various capacity-building initiatives. One of the main 
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outcomes had been adoption of an interim guiding framework for promoting practical synergies and 

complementarity at country level, which appeared in Annex 1 to the report of the meeting 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/5). Participants had also shared information about ongoing and 

planned biosafety capacity-building initiatives, which was summarized in document 

UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/10. Detailed case-studies had been presented of six ongoing and 

completed projects, including practical experiences, best practices and lessons learned. The speaker drew 

attention to a number of recommendations on possible measures for addressing key constraints to 

effective implementation of the action plan, which were also contained in the report of the meeting, and 

asked the Working Group to take those recommendations into account in its deliberations. 

80. Also at the invitation of the Chair, a further presentation was made, by a representative of the 

Independent Evaluation Office of the Global Environment Facility (GEF).  He said that the Facility had 

provided about US$ 60 million for capacity-building.  The GEF Council had asked for an evaluation of its 

work in that area for use in further planning. The evaluation had been based on visits to 11 countries and 

telephone contacts with a further eight countries, on reviews of the 38 national biosafety frameworks that 

were complete and on a study of the quality and neutrality of the UNEP ñtoolkitò for assisting countries to 

implement the Protocol. Information-sharing had been considered satisfactory, but effective 

harmonization of scientific, legal and regulatory instruments had been achieved only in European Union 

accession countries. Interest in cooperation had been expressed by subregional scientific institutions but 

not at Government level. Awareness-raising and public participation had not been as broad as required by 

the Protocol and GEF, and inclusion in national coordinating committees had been satisfactory for about 

one-half of the projects. Capacity-building in risk assessment and risk management had been mainly 

general and introductory, and more thorough and longer-term instruction was required. Few countries 

were found to have integrated biosafety with other risk management. In the area of policy and regulatory 

development, attainment of key criteria had been mixed. Especially weak areas had been identified as 

compliance with Article 18 and action against unintentional and illegal movement of living modified 

organisms.  

81. The assessment had found that GEF had succeeded in remaining neutral in the debate and that 

its actions corresponded to countriesô needs. 

82. Also speaking at the invitation of the Chair, the representative of the United Nations University 

described the assessment undertaken by the University of ongoing efforts to build capacity for 

biotechnology and biosafety. The purpose had been to provide an objective overview of internationally-

funded training programmes. The assessment had begun in 2004 and was planned to finish in June 2006. 

It had concluded that over the past 15 years about US$ 170 million in assistance had been provided to 

help build capacity for biosafety in developing countries. Detailed information on 30 of the largest 

projects had shown that the challenges and constraints of capacity-building for biosafety were similar to 

those in other capacity-building endeavours. Furthermore, the Protocol had acted as a focus and a catalyst 

for many initiatives, and the action plan provided a sound basis for guiding capacity-building projects.  

83. The assessment had, however, revealed gaps in: geographic coverage; several key areas, such 

as administrative systems and risk management; and the depth of training provided. Those gaps were of a 

magnitude that represented a serious challenge to successful implementation of the Protocol. The 

preliminary recommendations derived from the assessment addressed general capacity-building issues, 

the gaps and the sustainability of projects and cooperation and called for more support from a wider 

variety of donors and more support to developing countries to assess their priorities. More focus on long-

term training and support was critical, and donors should provide support for administrative systems, risk 

management and monitoring and information systems. The sustainability of projects must be ensured at 

the planning stage. The existing action plan should be complemented by support for the Biosafety 

Clearing-House. The speaker hoped that the preliminary recommendations arising from the assessment, 

which would be available on the Universityôs website in April, would prove useful for the revision and 

implementation of the action plan on capacity-building. 
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84. Following the presentations, the Chair drew the Working Groupôs attention to paragraph 72 of 

document UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/4, which consisted of the elements of a draft decision, and also to 

the annex to document UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/4/Add.1, which presented a draft updated action 

plan for building capacities for the effective implementation of the Biosafety Protocol.  

85. Statements were made by the representatives of Austria (on behalf of the European Union), 

Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, Namibia (on behalf of the African Group), New Zealand and Norway. 

86. Statements were also made by the representatives of the Foundation for Public Research and 

Regulation and the Global Industry Coalition. 

87. At its 2nd meeting, on 14 March 2006, the Working Group took up the text of a draft decision 

on capacity-building submitted by the Chair. 

88. Statements were made by the representatives of Argentina, Austria (on behalf of the European 

Union), Brazil, Cameroon, Canada, Cuba, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mexico and Namibia (on behalf of the 

African Group). 

89. Following the discussion, the Chair said that he would prepare a revised text of the draft 

decision. 

90. At its 4th meeting, on 15 March 2006, the Working Group took up a revised text of the draft 

decision on capacity-building, submitted by the Chair. 

91. Statements were made by the representatives of Austria (on behalf of the European Union), 

Cameroon, Cuba, Dominica and Namibia (on behalf of the African Group).  A statement was made by the 

representative of the Global Environment Facility.  The representative of the Foundation for Public 

Research and Regulation also made a statement. 

92. After the exchange of views, the Working Group agreed to transmit the draft decision, as orally 

amended, to the plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.8. 

93. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 17 March 2006, the Conference of the Parties 

serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-

MOP/3/L.8 and adopted it as decision BS-III/3.  The text of the decision is contained in the annex to the 

present report. 

Roster of experts on biosafety 

94. Introducing the second part of the agenda item on the roster of experts, the representative of the 

Secretariat recalled that decision BS-II/4 had requested the Executive Secretary to include in the 

questionnaire for collecting information to facilitate the review of the Action Plan on the status of 

capacity-building activities, question to assess the possible reasons behind the limited use of the roster of 

biosafety experts so as to facilitate the review of the roster in accordance with decision BS-1/4, annex I, 

section K.  The document before the Working Group (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/4/Add.2) reported on 

the status, composition and use of the roster and the pilot phase of the voluntary fund for the roster.  It 

also synthesized the results of the review of the roster, including the current level and nature of its use, the 

major factors limiting its use and recommendations for improving its operations and use.   

95. Following the introduction, statements were made by Austria (on behalf of the European 

Union), Brazil, Cameroon, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, Namibia (on behalf of the African Group), New 

Zealand and Norway.  

96. At its 2nd meeting, on 14 March 2006, the Working Group took up the text of a draft decision 

on the roster of experts submitted by the Chair. 

97. Statements were made by the representatives of Austria (on behalf of the European Union), 

Brazil, Cameroon, Egypt, Malaysia, Namibia (on behalf of the African Group) and New Zealand.  A 

statement was also made by Mr Veit Koester, Chair of the Compliance Committee.  The Global Industry 

Coalition and the Foundation for Public Research and Regulation also made statements. 
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98. Following the discussion, the Chair said that he would prepare a revised text of the draft 

decision. 

99. At its 4th meeting, on 15 March 2006, the Working Group took up a revised text of the draft 

decision on the roster of experts, submitted by the Chair. 

100. A statement was made by the representative of Austria (on behalf of the European Union).  The 

representative of the Foundation for Public Research and Regulation also made a statement. 

101. After the exchange of views, the Working Group agreed to transmit the draft decision to the 

plenary as draft decision UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.9. 

102. At the 3rd plenary session of the meeting, on 17 March 2006, the Conference of the Parties 

serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol considered draft decision 

UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/L.9 and adopted it as decision BS-III/4.  The text of the decision is 

contained in the annex to the present report. 

ITEM 7.  MATTERS RELATED TO T HE FINANCIAL MECHANI SM AND RESOURCES 

103. Agenda item 7 was taken up at the 2nd plenary session of the meeting on 14 March 2006.  In 

considering the item, the meeting had before it a note by the Executive Secretary on matters related to the 

financial mechanism and resources (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/5).  It also had before it as an 

information document elements for a biosafety strategy (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/13) and a 

report by the Executive Secretary on the evaluation of GEF support for biosafety 

(UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/INF/12).   

104. Introducing the item, the representative of the Secretariat recalled that, at its first meeting, the 

Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol had made a 

recommendation on guidance to the financial mechanism with respect to biosafety, which had 

subsequently been adopted as decision VII/20 and transmitted to the GEF. At its second meeting, the 

Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol had adopted decision 

BS-II/5, outlining further steps to strengthen and expand financial support for implementation of the 

Protocol, including an invitation to the GEF to further develop its funding modalities in order to support 

the Protocol in a systematic, flexible manner. It further encouraged the GEF and the Executive Secretary 

to continue their strong collaboration.  

105. She said that, in addition to the note by the Executive Secretary providing an update on the status 

of implementation of the guidance to the financial mechanism (UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/3/5), the GEF 

had prepared a report to the eighth meeting of the Conference of the Parties, contained in document 

UNEP/CBD/COP/8/10, which summarized the actions taken by the GEF in response to the guidance 

provided by the Conference of the Parties at its seventh meeting with respect to the different programme 

priorities, including those related to biosafety. 

106. The representative of the GEF reported that, in November 2004, the Council of the Facility had 

requested its Office of Safety and Evaluation to conduct an evaluation of GEF financial activities in the 

framework of the initial strategy, in order to provide useful lessons for increased capacity-building for 

implementation of the Protocol. In June 2005, the Council had approved an interim strategy that allowed 

for the provision of assistance to countries in urgent need of support in preparing national biosafety 

frameworks. That strategy had resulted in approval of a number of medium-term projects and also of 

projects to strengthen regional centres of excellence situated in developing countries. The results of the 

evaluation that had been requested had been presented to the GEF Council in November 2005, at the same 

time as a document entitled ñElements for a Biosafety Strategyò, prepared in collaboration with the 

Implementing and Executing Agencies, which was based on the directives of the Conference of the 

Parties, the mandate from the Council and the conclusions of the evaluation. The Council had approved 

the elements proposed and added several more; the results of the evaluation and the elements for a 

biosafety strategy were contained in the information documents referred to by the representative of the 

Secretariat. 




