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l. INTRODUCTION

1. As specified in Article 33 of the Protocol, each Party is required to monitor the implementation of
its obligations under the Protocol and to report to the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of
the Parties to the Protog@ OR-MOP) on measures taken to implement the Protocol.

2. At the third meetingof the Conference of the Parties serving as theeting of the Parties to the
Protocol held from 13 to 17 March 2006 Curitiba, Brazil,the Parties to the Protocatiopted a format
for the first regular national reporbn the implementationof the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety
(decision BSIII/14) andagreed to consideéhe first national reports at their fourth meeting the basis
of an analysis that the Executive Secretary was requested to prepare.

3. At the fourth meetingof the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to
Protoco] held from 12 to 16 May 2008n Bonn,the Parties took note of thenalysis of information
contained in thdirst national reportand expressed their concaegardingthe low number of repts
that had been submitte(decision BV/14). In the same decisiorParties were urged to observe
relevant decisions on reporting, especially with regards to timeframes faulimeission of national
reports The Executive Secretary was requested to repeat the analysise dfirét national reports
sulmitted afterthe deadline within three months after @enference of the Parties serving as the meeting
of the Parties to the Protocahd make the analysis available through the Biosafety Cledonge

4, This document presents the requested second simaly information containedn the first
national reports received by the Secretariat prior to 18 August 3@@8on Il e&scribeghe methodology

used in the preparatiaf the analysisthe regional distribution of responses, presentation of informatio

as well as thdimitationsthat need tdoe taken into account in reviewirthe analysisSection Il contains

the analysigtself, which is presentedollowing the structure of thereporting format which in turn
follows the structure of the provisionsf the Protocobhndsection IV provides someegeral conclusions

for consideratiorby the PartiesThe list of respondents whose national reports have been included in the
analysis can be found amnex| and asummary ofthe responses for questisproviding multiplechoice
answes is provided inannex Il. The complete text of the responses to all questions provided in the

* UNEP/CBD/BS/CC/5/1.

U The first analysis UNEP/CBD/BS/COPMOP/4/13 is also available at
http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/bs/m@d/official/mop04-13-en.pdf ) and the  summary of responses
(UNEP/CBDBS/CORMOP/4/INF/1]) at https://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/bs/m@gd/information/mopd4-inf-11-en.pdf).
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national reports submitted to the Secretariat can be accessed throBgbstfety ClearingHouse of the
Convention onBiological Diversity (CBD) 2/ A National Reports Analyzeintended to assist users to
aggregate and analyse data according to selected Parties, geographic area, economic groups and other
criteriais also available on the website.

Il. METHODOLOGY OF THE A NALYSIS
A. Regional breakdown

5. As of 20 August 2008, 78 Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and tRartiea had
submitted their national repor® Of these 78 Parties, two are countries that were not Parties to the
Protocol on 11 September 2007 andréf@re had no obligation to submit a first national report. Thus,
reportswere received from 76 (about 54 per ¢agftthe 141 Parties who had an obligation to repdre
distribution of these reports among theitdd Nationsregional groups is as follows

1 Africa: 22reports equal t@8 per centof the totalnumber ofreports received ardR per cent
of themembersn the regioal group

1 Asia and Pacific18 reports, equal t&@2 per centof the totalnumber ofreports received and
32 per cenbf thememlersin the regiomal group

i Latin America and the Caribbed@®RULAC): 9 reports, equal tdl per centof the total
reports received arel per cenof themembersn the regiomal group

1 Central and Eastern Eurof€EE) 14 reports, equal td8 per centof the totalnumber of
reports received arll per cenbf themembersn that regiomal group

1 Western Europe and OtlseGroup(WEOG): 17 reports equal to21 per centof the total
number ofreports received arisb per cenbf themembersn that group.

B. Limitations
6. The results presented in this paper should be interpreted within the limitations of the analysis
Technical l'imitations only allowed the statistica

languages that use the Roman alphabetEnglish, French and Spanish.) For this reason, two national
reports are not included in the statistical analysis below which is therefore based on 76 reports from
Parties and two from nelRarties.

7. From a statistical point of view, it should be stresseat the analysis and some conclusions
drawn here are based information received from only just over héfe Parties to the Protocol, and for
certain regional or economic groupings ghisportionis much lower.

8. It is also important to note that repodiParties ocountries were sefelectingi.e., results were
analysed only from those Parties that submitted repbhnestefore, results may be biased towdrdsties

or countries thatvere in a positioo submit th& reports for any reason, such &®sger monitoring and
reporting capacitiedanguage accessibilitgr determination to comply with the reporting requirement
Finally, the reports vary in the amount of informattbeyprovided.

Il. INFORMATION IN THE F IRST REGULAR NATIONA L REPORT ON
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CARTAGENA PROTOC OL ON
BIOSAFETY

9. Prior to completing the report, countries were asked to provide summary information on the
process by which their reports had been prepavkhy countries listed the stakeholders who were
actively nvolved in the preparation of the repofthese included national focal poinSpvernment
bodies (e.g. Ministry of Environment, etc.biosafety experislegal consultantsrelevant industries,
competent authoritiesesearch institutionsndthe generalpublic. Materials used in the preparation of the
reports included the text of the Protoatgcisionsof the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting

2/ Available athttp://bch.cbd.int/protocol/reporting/
3/ At the time of finalizing this document, the Secretariat has receiveat8hal reports as listed im@ex II.
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of the Parties to the Protocdégislative frameworksregulation and information documentjtreach
materials @culated by the Secretariat, the 200iterim national reports, questionnaires, public
consultationmaterialsthat were made availabthrough the UNEISEF capacitybuilding project on the
development of national biosafety framewomsgdmaterials regigred in the Biosafety Clearifigouse

A. Obligations for provision of information to the Biosafety Clearifdouse

10. Several articles of the Protocol require that information be provided to the Biosafety
ClearingHouse.In cases where relevantformation exists but has not been provided to the Biosafety
ClearingHouse, question 1 of the report asks Parties to describe any obstacles or impediments they may
have encountered in making the information availaberal African countries reportedatithey were

still developing their national biosafety frameworks, biosafety databases or websites and that, upon
completionof those projects, all information required under the Protocol will be provided to the Biosafety
ClearingHouse.One African Partys t at ed t hat although it fAhas submi
there is still information which is to be submitted, with special reference to information pertaining to risk
assessments of Living Modified Organisms (LMOs) that have been approvedondaase with the
Advanced I nformed Agreement (Al A) procedure befor
Anotherreported thafigenerating such information requires existence of an implementation mechanism

and a structure as well as considegatmordination among stakeholders which involves cost that can be
provided only upon approval of the biosafety law and its administrativer u cPartiesfrern the Asia

and Pacific region generally did not repovajor obstacles or impediments. Onerepoed t hat Al n r
of domestic use of LMOs, Bt cotton is the only t
However one country reported about the lack of an information exchange mechanism among different
government departments while anothgoi nt ed to dAproblems with wupdat

computers, internet connection and di fAfartgfroint i es i
GRULAC stated: fAnThe provision of infor madnga@n t o t
the full range of information that APaRyadomthe i s r e

Central and Eastern European (CEE) region also reptiteddck of human and financial resources as
major impediments (a problem also echoedadblyer African countries), as well as the existence of
intensive work which overstretched resources, to develop relevant national laws and regulations
harmonized with the legislation of the European Unismother reported that, the roster of experts is in

need of an extensive updating but fAthere is no ag
adopt this | ist, wha't are the criteria for exper
difficulties because of the lack of English tstation possibilities. The national legal acts and decisions

related to biosafety are available only ind that

reported having submitted comprehensive information through the Biosafety Clelatisg. Howeer,
one WEOG Pary reported tclaurgh d usse fdibs osaf @t mceé but we
di fficulties with respect to regular updates. . .0

11. In question 2, Parties are asked to provide an overview of the information required to be provided
to the Biosafety ClearingHouse.In particular, they are asked to indie whether the information

(a) exists and is being providdd the Biosafety Clearinglouse;(b) exists but is not yet provided to the
Biosafety ClearingHouse or (¢) does not exist or thguestion is not applicabldhe purpose of the
question is toestablishan understanding of the current situation on the implementation of obligations
related to making information availaliferoughthe Biosafety Clearingfouse.

12. At the global level, only20 per cenif the information required under the Protocol is reported to
exist andto havebeenprovided to the Biosafety Clearidgouse. Furthermore,63 per centof the
responses indicated th#te informationeither does not existor that the questionis inapplicable.
However, mly 8 per cenbf the respondentsdicated that the information exists thasnot yetbeen
provided.The resultsat the regional levedre consistent with those at the global levgh the exception

of the WEOG where 46 per g& of the information required is reported to exist and to have been
provided to theéBiosafety ClearingHouse

13. The group reporting the highest percentage of information that existshhsinot yet been
submittedare AsiaPacific (13 per ceftand GRULAC (12 per cent. The group reporting the highest
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percentage of information which does not exist or the questiampplicable is Africa 79 per cent
while the percentage of answérom the other regions ranges betweend@65 per cent

14. A detailed analyis of the 17 different categories of information listed under question 2, which
highlights some gaps and problems in the implementation of the obligations related to making
information available to thBiosafety ClearingHouse is set out below in three @ips.

15. In the first groupthe percentages of information reported as not existing which the question
was not applicable areery high. Onereason for these high numbers maythe simple fact thathese
categories of informatiomere either notecaded or not present at alh the early stages of national
implementation of the Protocdbuch categories of information include:

9 Bilateral, multilateral and regional agreements and arrangemetisrg 83 per centof
respondents reported this informataseither not existing or not applicaple

1 Occurrence of unintentional transboundary movements of living modified organisms (LMOs)
(96 per ceny,

lllegal transboundary movements of LM@lper cen;

Declarations regarding the framework to be used.kdé®s intended for direct use as food or
feed or for processing (FFP) under Article 117/ per ceny;

Review and change of decisio@8per cen;
LMOs granted exemption statu@5(per cenf, and

Cases where intentional transboundary movement mayplake at the same time as the
movement is notified to the Party of import as for Article 192per cenk

16. In the second group, the percentages of information reported as not existorgwdrich the
guestion vas not applicable amelatively high. This information ismainly related to the decisiemaking
procedures which are central to the Protomot, hadthe informationbeen available, it could have
highlighted important trends in the implementation of the Protocol

1 In cases of multiple competenational authorities, responsibilities foroba(Articles 19.2
and 19.3) (55 per cemwf respondents reported this information as either not existing or not
applicablé;

Reports submitted by the Parties onaperations of the Protocol (38 per gent

Final decisions regarding the importation or release of LMOs under Articles 10.3 and 20.3(d)
(62 per ceny,

1 Information on the application of domestic regulations to specific immértsMOs as for
Article 14.4 (68 per cejt

9 Final decisions regarding the destic use of LMOs that may be subject to transboundary
movement for direct use &sod or feed, or for processiag for Article 11.17 per ceny;

91 Final decisions regarding the import of LMOs intended for direct useoassor feed, or for
processinghat are taken under domestic regulatory frameworks as for Article 11.4 or in
accordance with annex Il as for Article 1163 fer cenf,

1 Summaries of risk assessments or environmental reviews of LMOs generated by regulatory
processes and relevant informat regarding products thereof as for Article 20.3&9 jper
cen).

17. In the thirdgroup the percentages oéspondentseporing that the informatiorexists and is
being provided to the BCl$ much highethan the previous two groups although it stilligades that a
large fraction is still missing
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1 Existing national legislation56 per centof respondents reported that tméormation exists
and is beingeported to the BCH

1 National laws, regulations and guidelines applicable to the import of LM@gadat for
direct use afood or feed, or for processirtg9 per cent;

1 Contact details for competent national authorities (Articles 19.2 and 19.3), national focal
points (Articles 19.1 and 19.3), and emergency conf@aticle 17.2 and 17.3(e)) (63 per
ceni

18. Question 36 complements question 1 by asking countries to describe any further details regarding
their experiences and progeein implementing Article 20Ir{fformation Sharing rad the Biosafety
ClearingHousg, including any obstacles or impedimente@unteredThe responses were similar from

all of the regional groups. For example, many countries described implementing a national Biosafety
ClearingHouse, often with the assistance of UNGEF, which is interoperable with the Biosafety
ClearingHouse administered by the Secretariat (BCH Central Por@he African country reported
experiencing challenges in synchronizing its national database with the Biosafety Ghéausey
Obstacles reported by one Party from GRULAC in implementing Article 2Qded{i) the identification

of persons and institutions involved; (ii) lack of a capabityiding strategy (and the tools to develop
one); (iii) the characterization of relevant information related to decisions; and (iv) maintaining the
interest and theanmitment of the main actors involve8ome Parties from CEE and WEOG reported
that training on the Biosafety Cleariitpuse had been conductdthpediments reported includpoor
Internet connectivity, slow response time from certain stakeholders awalsffinsuficient financial

and technicaluman resources assistance, biosafety information scattered throughout different
departments, inadequate public participation, lack of media exposwencabof a binding national

law/administrative structurenif or mati on resources not maxi mal ly us
expertise needed to comply with t [©Oee WEOE bouantryc a | ch
reported that Afanot her l' i miting fact binteropesiable t he v

BCH nodes at EU |l evel 06 (this pr obl Panificwemdthaeit ho e d
experienced difficulties in providgntranslations into one of the sifficial United Nations languageb

that respect, another WEOG comynreported the followingfi | n o u r, theoManagemennhCenter of

the BCH website is functional and easy to use. We would, however, appreciate even better functionality
with respect to being able to enter and retrieve the information on the BCH Wbettglish and in our
national | anguage. 0

B. Article 27 General provisions

19. Questions 3 and 4 of the report ask countries to indicate if they have introduced the necessary
legal, administrative and other measures required to implement the Protocol and te prdeitription

of their experiences and progress in this regard, including any obstacles or impediments they have
encountered.

20. A majority of the respadents §1 per cenf have indicated that they havefal domestic
regulatory framework in plac®f the remaining49 per centof respondents35 per centeported that
only some measures had been introduedtle 13 per centeportecthatno measures had been taken yet

21. With the exceptionof WEOG, in which 100per centof respondents reported havingfil
domestic regulatory framework in place, thé other groups acknowledged significant gaps regarding the
introduction of necessary legal, administrative and other measures required to implement the Protocol. In
particular, no respondents from the GRULACgiom reported having dull domestic regulatory
framework in place. In all of the developing country groups, the percentages of respondents indicating
that no measures have been taken yet range befieétiper cent

22. Severalcountriesfrom Africa and AsiaPacific reported on draftational biosafety legislation

emerging under their national biosafety frameworks supported by the {\@#ERrojects. Of these, most

countries reported that their frameworks atgrently administrative and voluntary in naturengieg

enactment of binding legislatio@ne African country reportetite f ol | owi ng owngvadi ment
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of public awareness; (ithe country is undeequippedn terms of capacitpuilding (human and pysical
infrastructure); (iii) utimely releaseo f pr oj e%®ome Hanies drand AsiBacific reported the

establi shment of a national bi osafety council/co
groups i n al | rel ated mi ni stries/ organAnptleet i ons 1
reported that a fAkey i mpedi men tSimiady, AGRULAC Raatyd e q u a C
reported that ithe existing human, technical and
fully establish and operate the required Nati a | Admi ni strati ve OrerifticaRegul at
Party reported that Afthe major challenge thus f ar

understanding of bi otefPhonofogy.sd ahe®athpatali omAAS
national competent authorities due to infrastructure, personnel and mandatégl/@igiolicy to commit

its implementation continuously. The public stibesnot havesufficient information and understanding

in order to effectively participatén the implementationof the Pr o t oSewedal. Parties from the

European Union set out the details of their national legislation and the nature of its relationship to both the
Protocol and the overarching legislation of the European Union.

C. Articles 7 to 10 ad 12: The advance informed agreement procedure

23. The AIA procedure applies to the first intentional transboundary movement of a specific LMO
into the jurisdiction of a Party of import for intentional introduction into the environriiért.procedure
allows fa the Party of import to decide whether or not it will authorize the import or impose any
conditions.Questions 5 to 11 address this procedure.

24, Under question5, approximately34 per centof the respondentglentified themselves to be
Parties of import wiké, under question @nly 8 per centof the respondentsonsideredhemselves to be
Parties of exportThe major importing groups ar®EOG (53 per ceft GRULAC (40 per cent and
Asia-Pacific (35 per celt The major exporting groups are: GRULAZD(percen) andAsia-Pacific (L2
per cent.

25. Under question7, the majority of respondent$3 per cen} reported that there is a legal
requirement for the accuracy of information provided by exporters in their jurisdictions. The regional
breakdown is as followsAfrica 32 per cent Asia Pacific39 per cent GRULAC 18 per cent CEE77 per

cent and WEOG 100 per cent

26. Underquestion8, no Party of exponteportedhaving requested any Party of import to review a
decision it had made under Article 10 on the growgpézified in Article 12.2.

27. Question 9 asks iPartiestook any decisions regarding import under domestic regulatory
frameworks as allowed by Article 9.2(@he majority of the respondents reported that this was either not
applicable 60 per cent or thatno decisions were taken during the reporting perit@per ceny. 4/
Twenty-one per cent of respondents reported that they have taken decisions regarding import under
domestic regulatory frameworks as allowed by Article 9.2(c)particular 41 per centof WEOG
respondentsl8 per cenbf the Asia-Pacific, 20 per cerif GRULAC, 15 per cenf CEE andl0 per cent

of the Africa groupindicated that they have taken decision regarding import under domestic regulatory
frameworks as allowed by Article 9.2(c)

28. Question 1&sksParties if they have been a Party of export of LMOs intended for release into the
environment and to describe their experiences and progress in implementing Articles 7 t010 and 12 of the
Protocol, including any obstacles or impedimentsoantered.None of the countries reporting from
Asia-Pacific, and CEE were Parties of expddne Party from Africareportedexporting LMOs for
environmental releasélowever this was donenly to Parties of Import where those LMOs had already

been approw and t herefore Adid not require Advanced
consenting t oOne Paty from@RULACaréporedceaxporting to a 1Rarty. One Party

from WEOG indicated that diff i cusomereguirementscfthe ni n t
Protocol o, particularly with respect to Annex | w

4/ The formulation of the question may have induced some confusion because ghsamigc) mightbe seen
as overlapping (i.e. no decisions were taken)
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Articles 8, 10 and 13Another WEOG country reported that consent for import and release into the
environment for the pugse of field trials has been granted for six notifications (and that no obstacles
were reported in the process).

29. Question 11focuseson decisions taken otie import of LMOs intended for release into the
environment and asks Parties to describe theirrexpmes and progress in implementing Articles 7 to 10

and 12, including any obstacles or impediments encountered. No African countries reported having taken
decisions on import and one Party reportasdf havi ng
L MOs o, but in all occasions they fAhad to request
submi ssions wer e Abeaerasaltd twa corfinefl fieldctriale mvéred approved with
conditions, one rejected and the other is stilenreview.Some Parties from GRULAC reported having

gone through decision processes consistent with both the objective of the Protocol and their national
legislation for importation from neRarties.There were no decisions reported from AB&cific butone

Party reported that obstacles faced Ainclude inad
of testing technical standar ds, referenEwopest andar
within WEOG as well as most Parties frothe CEE reported that decisionsn the import of LMOs

intended for release into the environmard taken at the European Uni@U)| e v e | (i . e. under
domestic regulatory framework and in place of the advance informed agreement proaeduha} oty

decisions relating to LMOs that are for other purpdsesfor field trials)are taken at the national level.

One of the Parties from the CEE reported that between 2002007, 1 14 wr i tten aut hori
been issued by the national competerihatity for import of GM maize, barley and tobacco seeds for

ex per i men tAadtherrCEHR Rarysdeciared thaluring the years20052006 it had imported
Roundup Ready soybean from the United Striallyes t hro
transposingo an EC Miaveothivdeamdniohat i iecipodnot 8CH,

D. Article 117 Procedure for living modified organisms intended for direct use
as food or feed, or for processing (LM&4-P)

30. Article 11 of the Protocol establishesspecific procedure for the transboundary movement of
LMOs-FFP wherebya Party must inform other Parties through the Biosafety Cle&touge, within
fifteen days, of its decision regarding domestic use of LMNFB® that may be subject to transboundary
movement.Questions 12 to 16 address this procedure.

31. Under question12, the majority of respondent§q per cen} reported that there is a legal
requirement for the accuracy of information provided by the applicant with respect to the domestic use of
a LMO thatmay be subject to transboundary movement for direct ufmodsor feed, or for processing
(Article 11.2).Approximately10 per centof respondents reported that no legal requirements are in place.
Finally, 31 per centof respondents reported that legaljuirements are not yet in place, but under
developmentThe regional breakdown for this last answer is as folléMisca 59 per cent AsiaPacific

41 per centand GRULACA45 per cent

32. Underquestionl3, with the exception of WEOGpme respondents &l groups reported having
indicated their needs for financial and technical assistance and capaldipg in respect of LMGFFP
(Article 11.9).The regional breakdown is as follows:Africa 38 per centof respondents stated that their
country has indiated its needs for financial and technical assistance and calpaitityng in respect of
LMOs-FFP, AsiaPacific 71 per cent GRULAC 60 per centand CEE38 per cent Thirty-onepercent of
respondents from the CEE region reported that the question wasawaint.

33. Under question 14, approximately per cenof the respondents reported having taken decisions
regarding import under domestic regulatory frameworks (Article 11/AMong the regional groups,
WEOG had the highest percentadd per cenf of respndents from its group who indicated that they
had taken decisions regarding import under their domestic regulatory frame#odtker23 per centof
respondents reportethat they hadnot taken decisia regarding import under domestic regulatory
framewaks with 56 per centof respondents frothe GRULAC regiorproviding this answer, the highest
percentage amongst the regional groiasally, a significant group of responden®sS per cent reported
that the question was not applicable or that no dewsieere taken during the reporting peri&uxty-
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eight percent of respondents frotime African region provided this answerthe highest percentage
amongst the regional groups

34. Question 15 asks countries if they have been a Party of export of LMOs infendiabct use

for FFP and to describe their experiences and progress in implementing Article 11, including any
obstacles oimpedimentsencounteredOnly one country from the African region reported having been
such a Party of e XNOsrintendedsar fadd iorrfegd or for pridcessipgdut bndy af
LMOs that already have similar approval status in the Party of Ingpbine same country reported that

no obstacles or impediments were encountered in the implementation of Article 11.

35. Question16 focuses orthe import of LMOs intended for direct usas food or feed or for

processing and asks countries to describe their experiences and progress in implementing Article 11,
including any obstacles or impediments encountdvkxkt reporting countes from Africa reported that

they were not Pads o f i mport . One African country hi ghl i
information/documents accompanying import contradictory (LMO and not LMO); (iBcoampliance by

importers of the existing regulatis due to ignorance; (iii) decisidaking on the matter across at least

two ministries delays workjy) payment for laboratory analysis delayed due to lack of funding; and (v)
confidentiality of opinions by officials was not guaranteeshother reportd that LMGCs-FFP were being

imported in violation of Article 11 of the Protocol because that provision has not yet been implemented.

A third African Party stated: ifnSome of the const
which are commerciallgvailable in the exporting country. When consulting the BCH concerns arise as to

the status of the information (when last it was updated). Documentation provided by the importers also
needs to be verified. Our experience has indicated that importersitpoestfication documentation

(detailing which LMOs have been approved in the country of export) from various authorities. It has been

di fficult to establish the | egal status ©owWo these
Parties in GRILAC reported having imported LMGSFP and one stated that the mechanism for
enforcing and monitoring the implementation of the national legislation for this type of import is still

under development and not yet in for@me Party from AsidPacificrepoe d it had i mported
scores of million tons of genetically modi fied st
accordance with regulations and st atThetseangecoungygui r i n
identified technich probl ems rel at ed t o Airi sk assessment,
identification and traceabiltyAnot her reported AOnly those regul at
for food and feed or processing which have passed a satisfackoagsisssment conducted in accordance

to domestic rules and regulations and are listed in the approval registry, are allowed entry. We have
ensured that all i mportations aOhemtesPdrty fromtAsia t he ¢ o
Pacific statedi The country prohibits an i mport of LMOs i
processing. However, two important commodities for food consumption and food industry are exempted;
including corn (only for feed) and soybean (for food and processing)nflustrial and processing

purpose. Ministry of Public Health requires a labelling of LMOs food which will be placed into the
market. The obstacles regarding to an exemption of IHF®s include a segregation, traceability of

original sources, inspectiomd surveillance of LM&GF FPs di stri buti on and trans
One Party from CEE that acceded to the EU reporte
soybeans as a feed componerAtnott hhat mpored @ LMOsSc Gint ai
authorized in the European Community for direct use for food or feed, or for processing. The operators
must hold the information for each transaction and be able to identify the operator by whom and to whom

the products are made availablé

E.  Article 137 Simplified procedure

36. Question 17asksParties if they have applied the simplified procedure whereby a Party of import
may specify in advance: (aases in whictlihe intentional transboundary movement tofitan LMO may

take place at the s time as the movement is notified to the Party of import; animfpyrts of living
modified organisms to it to be exempted from the advance informed agreement proQessimn 18
asks for a description of experiences in implementing Article 13,dirgjuany obstacles or impediments
encountered.
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37. One Party, from the AsiaPacific region, reported having appliech i e c o | 0 g-basedl | ar ea
approval procedure and simplified procedure for processing applications for the Biosafety Certificate (for
commercialzation) of genetically modified peste si st ant cott o Afficanreioreals ar t y f
r epor t eadsbourtdayt movement of LMOs approved previously (where a full AIA was applied) is
subject to the dSitmpdli §0 e dis Pta aatyeutefulnArtialel and prevents
unnecessary delays in tradebo.

F. Article 1471 Bilateral, regional and multilateral agreements and arrangements

38. Questions 19 and 20 ask if Parties have entered into any bilateral, regional or multilateral
agreements oarrangementsand to describe experiences in implementing Article 14, including any
obstacles or impediments encountered.

39. Approximately 14 per centof respondentsffom oneto threerespondents per region) reported
having entered into a bilateral, regionalmultilateral agreement or arrangement.

40. One country from Africa reported that divergent political alignments concerning LMOs constitute

the biggest difficulty with respect to this issven ot her st ated t hat it ii s pa
[Economic @mmunity of West African Statespulregional mechanism for management of
bi otechnology agreement and African UnWbhilenodel i ber

agreement was reported from the GRULAC countries, two of them statelil#tatal/egionaltreaties

are in the process of being elabora®de Party from AsidPacific reported that the ASEAN tredayis
ipreparing the ASEAN Guideline f or Anttherrdentiomedg GMOs
the issuing of a document regarding th@lmation of biotechnology in animal health and production

which wasin line with the OIE(World Organisition for Animal Health directives.Most Parties from

CEE and WEOG reported that they had not entered into any agreements and made reference to the
naional report from the European Communitihe European Community likewise reported that it had

not entered into any agreements and that the AEC
relies on its existing legislative framework for inienal movements of GMOs within the Community

and for imports of GMOs into the EC. This decision has been communicated to other Parties through the
Biosafety CleariniHouse. 6 One Party f r orrood/BtenGardmAudtalia Nenmf er e n c
Zealan®(FSANZ) &/ which is not a bilateral, regional or multilateral agreement or arranggeesé

G. Articles 15 and 16 Risk assessment and risk management

41. Under Article 15, the Protocol requires Parties to make decisiotkedmport of LMOs for
intentional intoduction into the environment in accordance with scientifically sound risk assessments
and, under Article 16, the Protocol requires Parties to adopt measures and strategies for preventing
adverse effectandfor managing and controlling risks identified bigk assessmentklnder the section

on generalprovisions, most countries highliged the importance of capaciyilding in the field of risk
assessment and risk managem@uiestions 21 to 28 address these issu@® specifically

42. Elevenrespondentso question 21(14 per cenk reported having carried out risk assessments for
all decisions taken undérticle 10. By region, 4 per centof respondents from Africal2 per centof
respondents from AsiBacific, 38per centof respondents from GRULAC, 13er centof respondents

from CEE and 1&er centof respondents from WEOG reported having carried out risk assessments for
all decisions taken under Article 1A@.large majority of the respondents (7#der cen) reported either that

they were not a Party of port or that no decisions were taken under ArticleTh® percentage of the
latter answer was minimal in the GRULAC region (83 cen}, while the other groups ranged between

71 and 85per cent

43. Of the eleverrespondentsvho indicated that they carriedubrisk assessments for all decisions
taken under Article 1@ight(72 per cenbor 12per cenof all respondents to question)22ported having
required the exporter to carry out the risk assessmimder question 23, 1per centof respondents

5/ Seehttp://www.aseansec.org/
6/ Seehttp://www.foodstandards.gov.au
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reportel that they had required the notifier to bear the cost of the risk assessment for decisions taken
under Article 10. This includes eight of the eleven respondentsgf72enyt who indicated that they had
carried out risk assessments for all decisions takeler Article 10.

44, Of all the respondents answering question 24, approximdt@lper centreported having
established and maintained appropriate mechanisms, measures and strategies to regulate, manage and
control risks identified in the rislassessmentrpvisions of the ProtocolWhen broken down by regional

group, the percentages of respondents answering question 24 in this way are much moreAfaicable:

24 per cent AsiaPacific29 per cent GRULAC 30 per cent CEE64 per centand WEOG 10(er centin

WEOG, no Partyindicated that there iso mechanism in placén the other groups, the percentage of
respondents stating that no mechanisimm place ranged fromper cen{CEE)to 19 per centAfrica).

45, On question 25, approximatel¢8 per centof the respondents reported having adopted
appropriate  measures tprevent unintentional transboundary movements of LMGOSignificant
differenceshowever result from the regional breakdowin:Africa, 23 per cenbf respondents stated that
they had adopted ppopriate measures to prevent unintentidnahsboundarynovementsAsia-Pacific

29 per cent GRULAC 20 per cent CEE71 per centand WEOG94 per cent

46. More than halof respondentssQ per cent reportedthat in all cases, thesndeavourdto ensure
that any LMO undergoes aappropriateperiod of observation commensurate with its-tfele or
generation time before it is put to its intended use (QuestionDB¢rences are also present in the
regional breakdowmwhere 41per centof respondents fromifrica, 41 per centof respondents from
Asia-Pacific, 33 per centof respondents frol@RULAC, 86 per cenbf respondents frorl@EE and39 per
centof respondents froWEOGresponded to this question in this way

47. Approximately one third of the respondemépated cooperating with othgefor the purposes
specified in Article 16.5 (identification of LMOs or specific traits that may have adversesedfeatt

appropriate measures regarding the treatnudnthese LMOs or traits Question 27). Significant
differences, however, result from the regional breakdoimnAfrica, 10 per centof respondents reported
cooperation with otherd\siaPacific 31per cent GRULAC 11per cent CEE 46per ceniand WEOG 71

per cent

48. Question 28 asks Parties to provide further desditaut their responses to the above questions, as

well as adescriptionof their experiences and progress in implementing Articles 15 and 16, including any
obstacles or impediments encounterglihst African countries reported that they were not a Party of

import but indicated that procedures for risk assessments will appear in their biosafety laws (which are at
various stages of developmer®ne African country indicated that constions are under way with the

Member States of the East African Communitd ¢he Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa
(COMESA)7/ regarding risk assessment and risk management. Another stated that the absence of a
binding national law impedes a risk assessment and risk management regime. A third African country
reportedt h at ALl applicants (notifiers) are required
submit this with any application for contained use, release into the environment or food, feed and
processing. This information is reviewed through an extengivocess, which includes public
participation, before authorization is approved. 0
risk assessment guidelines while another from the same region stated that the main obstacle for an
acceptable applicationf these requirements was the limited institutional capacity within the competent
national authoritiesMost Parties from Asi#acific reported that they have procedures in place for risk
assessment and risk management although they reported the neadrfoafisupport and traininghe

same is generally true for CEE and WEOG Parties that are EU members with most pointing to the
comprehensive regime outlined in the Hdislation which governs its &mnber Statedn general, risk
assessments contained iatifications are evaluated by the European Food Safety Authority and the
compeent authorities of the MembetefesOne Party from the CEE report ec
bank of reference materials and s alhpidlsg ©ne drty GM ma t
from WEOG reported being #fAin favour of a scient

7/ Seehttp://www.comesa.int/index_html/view
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providing scientific and technical guidance on r
objectives of t hreportBdrthatite legislative framdewakeconoeminhg risk assessment
and risk management fAare made and notified in a
Protocol 0. A third reported that I t g brhcaltwatingb j ect e
genetically modified plants as the undertaken environmental and health risk assessments seem incomplete
so far . ononPartyEtOaGt ed t hat | egi sl ation requires fAa ¢

Management Plan (RARMP) for eveligence application for intentional release of a GMO into the
environment. The development of the RARMP is informed by extensive consultation with the public and

a wide range of experts, agencies and authorities, and forms the basisRoé theu | decikion 6fs

whet her or not to issue a |licence and what, i f an

H.  Article 17 - Unintentional transboundary movements and emergency measures

49, When a Party knows of an unintentional transboundary movement of @nthkt is likely to

have significant adverse effects on biodiversity and human health, it must notify affected or potentially
affected States, the Biosafety Clearidguse and relevant international organizations regarding
information on the unintentionatlease Furthermore, Parties must initiate immediate consultation with

the affected or potentially affected States to enable them to determine response and emergency measures.
Question 29 asks Patrties if they have undergone any unintentional transbauogangents of LMOs

and if they consulted the affected or potentially affected States for the puspeségdin Article 17.4.

50. Approximately95 per cenbf the respondents reported no such occurre@dyg four cases were
reported(threein Africa andonein GRULAC).

51. Question 3(sks Parties to provide further details about their responses to the above question, as
well as adescriptionof their experiences and progress in implementing Article 17, including any
obstacles or impediments encountered. @frican country reported that LMO seeds may have been

smuggled into the country but Awithout any testin
as there is no accompanying proofo. One Party f
potentally affected States took place (although delayed) and focused primarily on the probability that

such movements had, in fact, occurr@de Party fromAsi# aci fi ¢ reported that it
laws and regulation in a great effort to elimindkegal and unintentional transboundary movement of

LMOs o . Anot her stated that their Airegul ations ar
October 20080. However, t wo ot her s reported t hat

reporting period, unintentional transboundary movement was not monitored. Similarly, sBegtials
notedthat in the absence of a binding national Jale implementation of the Protocol, and in particular
of this article is extremely difficult.

l. Article 18- Handling, transport, packaging and identification

52. Amongst other thingsArticle 18 of the Protocol specifies requirements on identification by
setting out what information must be provided in documentation that accmwspgesnsboundary
shipments of LMOs. Qestions 31 to 35 address this issue.

53. A majority of respondent$@ per cen} to question 3Ireported having taken measures requiring
that LMOs that aresubjectto transboundary movement within the scope of the Protocol are handled,
packaged and transportadder conditions of safety, taking into account relevant international rules and
standards (Article 18.1)he regional breakdown is as follows: Afrid& per cent AsiaPacific 47 per

cent GRULAC 36 per cent CEE92 per centand WEOG94 per cent An addtional 32 per centof the
respondents reported that the implementation of such measures is under development.

54, Similarly, 59 per centof the respondent® question 3Zeported having taken measures requiring

that documentation accompanying LMOs intendmddirect useas B/ cl ear |l 'y i denti fi es
c o n t LaMOsamdd are not intended for intentional introduction into the environment, as well as a contact
point for information (Article 18.2(a))The regional breakdown is as follows: Afried per e@nt
Asia-Pacific47 per cent GRULAC 20per cent CEE92 per centand WEOG94 per centAn additional

33 per cenbf the respondents reported that the implementation of such measures is under development.



UNEP/CBD/BS/CC/5/2
Pagel?2

55. A majority of respondents6@ per ceny to question 33reported having taken measures to require

that documentation accompanying LMOs that are destined for contained use clearly identifies them as
LMOs and specifies any requirements for the safe handling, storage, transport and use, the contact point
for further information, including the name and address of the individual and institution to whom the
LMOs are consigned (Article 18.2(b)The regional breakdown is as follows: Afrigeb per cent
Asia-Pacific 47 per cent GRULAC 30 per cent CEE92 per centand WEOG94 per cent An additional

32 per cenbf therespondentseported that the implementation of such measures is under development.

56. Finally, the same majority of respondend? per cen} to question 34reported having adopted
measurs to require tlat documentation accompanying LMOs that are intended for intentional
introduction into the environment of the Party of import and any other LMO within the scope of the
Protocol, clearly identifies them as LMOs; specifies the identity and relevant traits aharacteristics,

any requirements for the safe handling, storage, transport and use, the contact point for further
information and, as appropriate, the name and address of the importer and exporter; and contains a
declaration that the movement is ianéormity with the requirements of éfProtocol applicable to the
exporter (Article 18.2(c)). The regional breakdown is as follows: Affitaer cent AsiaPacific47 per

cent GRULAC 40 per cent CEE92 per centand WEOG94 per cent An additional32 per centof the
respondentseported that the implementation of such measures is under development.

57. Question 3msksParties to provide further details about their responses to the above questions, as

well as a description of their experiences and progressniementing Article 18, including any

obstacles or impediments encounte@ch e Af ri can country reported that
this Article have been i ncor postadfricard countries,osome x por t
Asia-Pacific countries and a GRULAC country indicated that measures addressing handling, transport,
packaging and identification will appear in their biosafety laws (which are at various stages of
development)Most Parties from the other regions reported that they reydations in place, or under
development but in an advanced phase, requiring that LMOs entering their jurisdictions be accompanied

with documentation and appropriate labellifgo r exampl e, one Party from (
obligatory thatthewordd Thi s product contains genetically modi
and t he accomp aMogtiParties fobm CEEvaach WEOE pointed to the comprehensive

regime outlined in the Elggislation which governs its &nber Stateddowever, oe Party from WEOG
statedthafia st andar di zed format for documentation and
standalone document, should be developed in order to secure clearest possible identification and avoid the
difficulties for traders tht would result from different countries requiring different formats and
documemtogth.er reported it had a AProhibition Order
nonParties, and provides that the export of LMOs is prohibited unless thstédifor the Environment

has consentedA ttchitrle WEXGorPtadc.t y stated that Ainfo
stakeholders importing or exporting LMOs destined for contained use only. Another point of confusion is

the documentationand /jprackagi ng requirements which vary grea
nonPartyst at ed that its Aregul ation of genetically mo
nati onal i mpl ement ati on oPacific reportdP r toh aotc oil t0 . i FAa P am d iy
importer nor exporter of LMOs except for pharmaceutical products such as human Insulin and Hepatitis B
Vaccineo. A Party finomi GEBr oepemt éide 18 immghtriegot et i ng
responsibilitiesofdif er ent i nstitutionso.

J.  Article 197 Competent national authorities and national focal points

58. The Protocol requires that each Party designate one national focal point to be responsible on its
behalf for liaison with the Secretariat and one or more compegtional authorities to be responsible for
performing the administrative functions required by the Protothis requirement is addressed in
guestion Zd) regarding the provision of information to the Biosafety CleaHongse (see sectiahl A

above)

K. Atrticle 207 Information sharing and the Biosafety Clearinglouse

59. Seesectionlll A above
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L. Article 21- Confidential information

60. Primarily in the context of the advance informed agreement, the provider of information (the
notifier) is required to subminformation to the Party of import so as to allow the latter to decide whether
or not to authorize the import of the LMO in questibnreturn, the Party of import has an obligation to
permit the notifier to identify information that is to be treateccasfidential. Questions 37 to 40 ask
Parties of import and Parties of export about their experiences regarding confidential information.

61. Approximately 59 per centof respondents reported having procedures to protect confidential
information received undethe Protocol and33 per centreported that the implementation of such
procedures is under development (question Afhe regional level92 per cenof respondents from the
CEE group and all respondents from the WEOG group indicated that they hadupescen place.
Fourty-onepercent of respondents from Asiacific reported having these procedures in place wile
per centreported that procedures are under developngintilarly, 40 per centof respondents from
GRULAC reported having these proceelsiin place whil&0 per centreported that procedures are under
developmentFinally, 32 per centof respondents from the African region reported having procedures in
place andb9 per centreported that procedures are under development. In the follasings, a limited
number of respondents reported that no procedaneim place:Africa 9 per cent Asia-Pacific 12per

cent GRULAC 10 per centand CEEB per cent

62. In question 3811 per centof the respondents reported having permitted a notifier totifgie
information submitted under the procedures of the Protocol or required by the Party of import as part of
the Advance Informed Agreememirocedure that was to be treated as confidential (Article 21.1). The
regional breakdown is as followAfrica 5 per cent Asia-Pacific 13 per cent GRULAC 29 per centand

WEOG 19 per cent No such measure has been taken or occurred in the CEE region for basons
include the nonapplicability of the situationFurthermore, approximately Ji#r centof the respondda
reportedthat they did not permit any notifier to identify information to be treasdconfidentigland a

large majority {7 per cen) reported either that the question was not applicable or thathtepot
receival such a request.

63. Question 39 askPar ti es t hat answered fAyeso to quest.i
experience including a description of any impediments or difficulties encount®red.Party from

GRULAC reported that, in accordance with their national legislation, all techaivdl scientific

information provided by private individuals or legal identities for the respective registers will be
considered confidential.hreeParties from AsidPacific reported that they have confidentiality provisions

in their national biosafety lavAn ot her stated fAOur rul es and regul
portions of the applications for field test, commercial propagation and direct use for food and feed or
processing, which contain trade secrets or confidential business informatibrpagge of the application
containing such informat-in€onéhdkehcbeée MErKpdbHCoOmMe
Parties, one from AsiRacific and one from Africa, stated that applicants can submit two copies of
documentation, one of whicki a copy where all confidenti al i n
applicants are afforded the opportunity to indi
Several Parties from CEE and European WEOG pointdiietcomprehensive rigge outlined in the EU
legislation which governs its &mber StatesThe European Community legislation stipulates that
confidentiality should be applied equally to domestic and foreign prodiiether or not information

will be treated as confidentias idecided by the competent authorityformation that may not be kept
confidential includesthe general description of the LMO, the contact details of the notifier, the reason for
the release, the location of the release and intended uses, the methdd@an(s) for monitoring the

LMO and for emergency response and risk assessments.

f or
c a

64. Question 40 asks Parties that are Parties of export, to describe any impediments or difficulties
they encountered, or encountered by exporters under their jurisdictiofgrihation is available, in the
implementation of the requirements of Article 21. Oafgw Parties reported on this question. One from
GRULAC reported no obstacles because the importing country was not a Party to the Protocol and one
WEOG Party statechta t it fhas approved a number of LMOs f
research facilities to indoor containeds e f aci | i ti es overseas, pursuant

/I é
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legislation. Two exporter countries (one from WEOG and one fronc#frdeclared that no difficulties
were identifiedwith regard to Article 21 for exports.

M.  Article 22- Capacitybuilding

65. In order toimplementthe Protocol, many developing countries and countries with economies in
transition require support to build adetpiacapacies in terms of human, technical and financial
resources For examplethey required capacity tandertake risk assessment and risk management of
LMOs, andbr to monitor LMOs once released into the environmeir. Questions 41 to 48 both
develomd and developing country Partigsre asked to repoabout their capacituilding initiatives, if

any.

66. In response tguestion 41 approximately43 per centof respondentseportedthat they were
developed country P&t or had provided assistance tines countries Among these, 7%er cent
(equivalent to 32per centof all respondents) reported having cooperated in the development and/or
strengthening of human resources and institutional capacities in biosafety for the purposes of the effective
implementation of the Protocol in developing country Parties or Parties with economies in transition.

67. Regarding gestion42 on how cooperation took place, one African Party repdntesting
regional workshops, organized the Regional Agricultural and Enviroramt Initiatives NetworkAfrica
(RAEIN Africa), for delegations from Ember Statesf the Southern African Development Community
(SADC) and other African countries, and various engagements with other government agencies such as
the National Corn Growers Assiation and US Grains CounciDne Party from Asidacific reported
having supported capacibuilding projects by contributing financial resources through the GEF and
FAO. A WEOG nonParty provided support for and participated in APEC meetings, contseand
workshops A different Party from the same group offered femeess to developing countries to its
clearinghousedatabase systen©One CEE Party reported having organized a training course on the
analysis of food samples for LMOs. Many initiasverere reported by Parties from WEOG. Examples
included the following:

1 Biosafety ClearingHouse training courses;

Twinning projects;

Joint Manual on Analysis of Food Samples for the Presence of GMOs;
Training courses on the analysis of food and feed sanfipiehe presence of GMOs;
Network of Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) Laboratories;

Research funding;

Project on consumer organizations and the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety;
Global Conference on GMO Analysis;

Nordic-Baltic capacitybuilding propct;

Training of trainers course;

Regional workshop on risk assessment and risk management;

Financial support through UNEBEF;

UNEP-GEF training courses and workshops;

=A =4 =4 =4 4 4 -4 -4 4 -4 -4 -

Active participation in the capaciyuilding programme developed by the UNBEF
(Building Capacity for Effective Participation in the Biosafety Clearing House (BCH) of the
Cartagena Protocol)

9 Bilateral initiatives with CEE countries;
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1 National biosafety workshops, technical workshops, awareness campaigns and training
courses in biosafetyncluding risk assessments and risk management;

9 Collaboration in the MATRA project in the CEE regia Social Transition Programme for
Central and Eastern Europe funded byNe¢herlands Ministry of Foreign Affaiys

GTZ workshop on GMOs in Beijing/China

participation at the International Forum fasuntries of the é&at Mekong SubregiofGMS)
countries on sharing experiences on implementing biotechnology asafdiiopolicies and
regulations;

1 East African RegionaProgramme and Research Network for Biotechnology, Biosafety and
Biotechnology Policy Development (BIOEARN); and

1 Mastes Programme in Management of Biological Diversity.

68. On theotherhand, approximately6 per centeported question 43 to be applicaflbis question

asked developing country Parties and Parties with an economy in transition whether, during the reporting
period, they had contributed to the development and/or strengthening of human resources and institutional
capacities in biosafety for theugposes of the effective implementation of the Protocol in another
developing country Party or Party with an economy in transithimong tlose indicating that the
guestion was applicahlé8 per cent(equivalent t037 per centof all respondents) reporteldaving
contributed to the development and/or strengthening of human resources and institutional capacities in
biosafety for the purposes of the effective implementation of the Protocol in another developing country
Party or Party with an economy in trati.

69. Question44 asks countries that answered yes to question 43, how such cooperation has taken

pl ace. From the African region, one Party report e
functions in Biosafety were provided with internet ipguent and their key personnel trained in the use of
the Biosafety ClearingHouse . Three ot her African countries

biosafetyrelated training initiatives and a fourth reported having provided technical assistance to other
developig countries in the regionTwo Parties from GRULAC reported having contributed to
capacitybuilding initiatives through the participation of national experts or the organization of biosafety
training coursesAnother GRULAC Party reported having assistedther country in the regioim the
identification of a legal consultan8ix Parties from the Asi®acific region also reported conducting
biosafetyrelated training initiatvesOne country from the CEE reported
inthecooperation within the region of (@egothérrstatédd and
AWith the expertise accumulated in course of th
of NBFs, the GermaAustrian PHARE project and the PS®@bjed (NetherlandsBulgaria)[it] is now on

a position to play more active role in the field of capabifiiding in biosafety in the Balkan and Black
Sea regiono.

E
e

70. Questiond5 asked developing countries or countries with an economy in transition whether they
had benefited from cooperation for technical and scientific training in the proper and safe management of
biotechnology to the extent that it is required for biosatpproximately46 per cenbof the respondents,
reported that capacHyuilding needs wergartially met (Africa64 per cent AsiaPacific50 per cent
GRULAC 80 per centand CEE46 per cent Another17 per centreported that capacityuilding needs
remained unmet (Afric23 per cent AsiaPacific 38 per cent GRULAC 20 per cen). Threeresponeénts

(4 per cen), two from Africa and one from the CEE region, reported that capacitging needs were

fully met andfour Parties § per cen}, one from Africa and threkom the CEE region, reported having

no unmet capacitpuilding needs.

71. Questiond6 asked developing countries or countries with an economy in transition whether they
had benefited from cooperation for technical and scientific training in the use of risk assessment and risk
management for biosafetgpproximately46 per centof the respndents reported that capaeiiyilding

needs in this regard were partially met (Africaf® cent AsiaPacific 47 per cent GRULAC 90 per
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centand CEE46 per cen). Another18 per centreported that capacHyuilding needs for risk assessment
and manageent remained unmet (Africa2 per cent AsiaPacific 35 per cent and CEE8 per cent
Only two countries 3 per cent, one from Africa and one from the CEfegion, reported that
capacitybuilding needs were fully mekEive respondents (@er cent, onefrom each of the African
region, AsiaPacific and GRULAC and two from CERlso reportedthat they had no unmet
capacitybuilding needs.

72. Question47 focused on cooperation for technical and scientific training for enhancement of
technological and instituti@ capacities in biosafetyApproximately 47 per centof the respondents
reported that capacHyuilding needs in this regard were partially met (Afri@aper cent AsiaPacific

53 per cent GRULAC 90 per centand CEE62 per cen) while 18 per centrepored that capacitpuilding

needs for enhancement of technological and institutional capacities remained unmet3Afrécacent
Asia-Pacific 35 per cent GRULAC 10 per cen). Only two respondentsS (er cen), one from Africa and

one from the CEE regiomeported that capaciyuilding needs were fully meEour respondentsy(per

cen), three from Africa and one from the CEE region also reportedt they had no unmet
capacitybuilding needs.

73. Question 48 asks countries to provide a description of theipegences and progress in
implementing Article 22, including any obstacles or impediments encountradmber of countries

made reference to having benefited from the UMEEF project on developing national biosafety
frameworks. Many GRULAC countriessal reported their need for more financial support in this area.

Two African countries emphasized the need for trained scientists in risk assessment and risk management.
Another statedbiosafety courses had been followed at ICGEB. A third African countppried
benefitting from theCollaborative Agricultural Biotechnology Initiative (CABIO) that is supported by the

U.S. Agency for International Development (USAIne CEE Party stated that it had benefited from

the PHARE Twinning Project which address twntained use, deliberate release and placing on the
market of GMOs. Severountries from AsidPacific expressed inadequacies in capawityding,
especially with regard to risk assessment and risk manage®mmtAsiaPacific Party, as well as one

African and one GRULAC Party, stated that they had benefited thherGEFWorld Bank Capacity

Building Project on Biosafety. Another Party from the ABgcific region reported having participated in

the I nternational Bi os af etAsses€nentrasdeRegilationl of Genetic F o u
Engineering and Genetically Modified Or ghidi sms?©o
World Network

N.  Article 23- Public awareness and participation

74. Under Article 23, Partiesindertaketo promote and facilitat public awareness, education and
participation concerning the safe transfer, handling and use of LMOs, to consult the public in the
decisionmaking processes and to provide information to the public about access to the Biosafety
ClearingHouse Questiong19 to 54 address these obligations.

75. In questiord9, approximatelyO per cenbof the respondents, reported promoting and facilitating,

to a significant extent, public awareness, education and participation concerning the safe transfer,
handling and use dfMOs (Article 23.1(a)).The regional breakdown is as follows: Afried per cent
Asia-Pacific29 per cent GRULAC 10 per cent CEE46 per ceniand WEOG81 per centln addition,56

per cenbf the respondents reported having implemented Article 23.1éa)inated extent.

76. In question50, approximatel\25 per centof the respondentseported having cooperated with
other States and international bodies to a significant extent whgers@&nof them reported cooperation
to a limited extentApproximately 22 per centof the respondents, from AfricaAsiaPacific and
GRULAC, reported that there had been no such cooperation.

77. In question51, approximatelyb per centof therespondentseported endeavouring to ensure, to

a significant extent, that public avesress and education encompass access to information on LMOs
(Article 23.1(b)). The regional breakdown is as followAfrica 23 per cent AsiaPacific 47 per cent
GRULAC 22 per cent CEE62 per centand WEOGT/5 per centln addition,45 per centreported hving
implemented Article 23.1(b) to a limited extent.
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78. In question52, approximatelyp2 per centof the respondents reported to have fully consulted, in
accordance with their respective laws and regulations, the public in the devakorg process
regading LMOs andto hawe made the results of such decisions avadlabl the public (Article 23.2).
Significant variability in the answers is reflected in the regional breakdown: Af%cager cent
Asia-Pacific41 per cent GRULAC 10 per cent CEE77 per cethand WEOG 10@er centAn additional

27 per centof the respondents reported having implemented Article 23.2 to a limited extent and eight of
them (16per cen} reported that no consultations with the public took place.

79. In question53, only 26 per centof the respondents reported having fully informed the public
about the means of public access to the Biosafety CleHidnge. Approximately 61per centof
respondents reported to havidgnesoto a limited extentTenrespondentsi@ per cen), from Africa,
Asia-Pacific andGRULAC, reportechaving not informedthe public about the Biosafety Clearikigpuse.

80. Question 54 asks countries to provide a description of their experiences and progress in
implementing Article 23, including any obstacles or impedimentounteredA number of respondents

from Africa reported widespread publi@wareness initiatives including through the Biosafety
ClearingHouse and the UNEBEF project on developing national biosafety framewotkse African
country listed the followig i mpedi ment s: A(1l) The country has di\
public, there is need to translate most of the concepts into the various national languages, (2) Limited
funding for public awareness, B)n s uf f i ci ent ThreenRaties frone AsiePadific reported

on theirpubliccawareness initiativesThese were mainly conducted via the Internet as well as through

news releases and press conferendearties from GRULAC reported different levels of the
implementation of Article 2&nd they all indicated that much more needs to be done with respect to

public participationOne GRULAC Party stated fisome national d
through the execution of stakehol der soelopmennsul t at
Pr oj OretRarty from Asifaci fi c reported that AR600 wuniver si

participate in |ive debate i n AnWwa hreeg g asrtdaitnegd tthheat
release of Bt cotton, the first LMO, extensiifoes have been made to create awareness amongst all
stakeholders such as scientists, industry, government departmen®@s NG f ar mer s, et c. ¢

Asia-Pacific Party reported the following as obstacles: (i) different level of awareness and education of
target groups; (ii) limited budget; (iii) characterization of the country as an archipelago; and (iv)
determined appropriate media for public awareness and participatfonrth AsiaPacific Party stated

APubl i c awar eness an dopmoatrdentified goresttain o Biosafety issueén the f  t h «
country. Lack of public awareness brings to confusion of what will be their final decision/choice. Lack of
participation gradually create the publ iountryconcer |

Parties sited that public participation processes will be included in upcoming National Biosafety Laws.
Several respondents from CEE and WEOG reported national websites (sometimes operating in
collaboration with the UNE&SEF projects) as the primameans of implementing public awareness and
participation.Reference was also consistently made to being a Party to the Aarhus Convention on Access

to Informationg/ One Party from WEOG reported having conve
reported th t Aconsultation with the public is an integ
devel opment of | aws and r eapBartyaftom "JEOGmreported the s ms 0 .
requirement Aito consult with a bliabere finali§ingeskpert s
assessment so.

O. Article 24- Non-Parties

81. Article 24 states that the transboundary movements of LMOs between Parties aPalrties
must be onsistent with the objective of the Protocol and that Parties shall encouragraniesto
adhere to the Protocol and to contribute appropriate information to the Biosafety Cléauisgy on
LMOs. Questions 55 and 56 ask Parties if there have been any Paddrngriransboundary movements
of LMOs andif so, to describe their experiencesc¢iuding any obstacles or impediments encountered.

8/ Seehttp://www.unece.org/env/pp/
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82. Transboundarymovements of LMOs with neRarties were reported by 2Ber centof
respondentsThis was especially the case in Aflacific 5 per cent, GRULAC @2 per cent and
WEOG @7 per cent. A lower percentage of respondents reported such transboundary movements in
Africa and the CEE regioris6 per centand15 per centrespectively.

83. Question56 asks Partiethat have experienced transboundary movements of LMOs between their
country and a noPRarty to provide information on their experiences, including a description of any
impediments or difficulties encounteredne Af ri can Party reported that
the import were contradit or y 6 and t h arty didinothfeel olii@dptcocontact thg nafonal
competent authorityAobthbe rmportedgtbaunfiappl ica
have been received from one ABarty, and it was subjected to the same process as would have applied

to a Party (iskesessment was required and A thie AfdagarpRartyc at i on
stated AAs a martexduring thie reporting perioo,nve experienced that thepadies

prefer not to follow the provisions of the Protocol and arey weluctant to adhere to national
requirements that are beyond t heOneRadgydromr GRURACt s pr o
reported problems in the implementation of Article 24, and in particular it highligheedifficulty of

recognizing thepresence of LMOs in material traded with Hearties. One Party from Asidacific

reported an import of genetically modified corn froma-Roar t y and t hat fAmeasures
prevent t heiAmothedri esp o ri tbpnetmartkdn @sk assisment and an informed consent
through a permit i ssued by o alrcass Same Patiesofrorg CEEg e nc i ¢
and WEOG reported transboundary movements (import and export) of LMOs for contained use (i.e. for
scientific purposes). @n  WEOG Party reported that LMOs had beece
from nonPar ti es of t he Protocol o and that, once aut
encountered regarding the import of these LMOs.

P. Article 25- lllegal transboundary m@ements

84. Questions7 to 59 address the situation whereby the transboundary movement of an LMO takes
place in contravention of national regulations implementing the Protocol.

85. In question57,theadoption of appropriate domestic measures in order to pramdrgenalize, as
appropriate, transboundary movements of LMOs carried out in contravention of their domestic measures
was reported bg8 per cenof respondents. labsence of measures in place was reported by respondents

in three groups: Africd5 per cem, AsiaPacific53 per centand GRULAC67 per cent

86. In question58, illegal transboundary movements of LMOs were reportetidgyer centof the
respondentin accordncewith the following regional breakdown: Africa per cent Asia-Pacific 6 per
cent GRULAC 11 per cent CEE31 per centand WEOGA4 per cent

87. Questions59 asks Parties to provide further details about any illegal transboundary movements as

well as a description of their experiences and progress in implementing Article 25, including any
obstates or impediments encounterefl. number of countriesparticularly from the African region,

reported that legal measuréscluding liability and redress measurese going to be put into place on

this issue once their national biosafety legal framewarkse into force and are implementédne
African country stated that it fimakes use of insfg
GMO Act makes provision for penalti eQ@nerespondeats es oO°f
from GRULAC reportedillegal transboundary movements of LMOs from a 4Rarty. The primary

obstacles reported in those circumstances wéie:the absence of notifications for potential
transboundary movements; (ii) the absence of information on the specific LiMIO(iia the lack of

coordination among national competent authoritiés. sanctions were applied against the country
responsible for the illegal moveme@ne respondent from AsRacific reported illegal transboundary
movement of BtlO cornintoitsjudsi ct i on and stated that Ameasures
di st r i Many Ewopean countries from WEOG and CEE reported that their legislation is
harmonized with that of the ElUh this regard, several respondents reported on the illegabtrandary
movement of A Gl o fBrashydarsoaeri§. @ne bespandentifranh WEOG reported that
emergency measures had been taken regarding the unauthorized presence of LL RICE 601 in several rice
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products on the EU markefnother respondent dm WEOG reported on the illegal transboundary
movement of genetically modified rice as well as genetically modified papayao t her r eport ed

incidents of illegal or uni fFinadynadParty fram. WBOG re@@rted 1 0 ma
thatsancti ons are in place regarding the Ai mport, k
have an approval under the EU regul atory regi meo.

Q. Article 26- Socioeconomic considerations

88. In reaching decisions on imports, the Protocol states thati€@artmay take into account
sociaeconomic considerations arising from the impact of LMOs on the conservation and sustainable use
of biological diversityQuestions 60 to 62 address this issue.

89. In question60, approximately4 per centof the respondents refied having taken decisions on
import. Of these, one countrgapproximately 1per centof the responden)sreported having taken
sociceconomic considerations into account to a significant extéty-five percent (or 16per centof

the respondentskported hawg taken them into account to a limited extent &2dper cent(or 27 per
centof the respndents) reported that no so@oonomic considerations were taken into account in their
decisions.

90. In question61, one country (approximately fper centof the respondentsieported having
cooperated with other Parties to a significant extent on research fanchation exchange on any
sociaeconomic impacts of LMOgighteenpercent of the respondents reported limited cooperafioa
regional breakdownf this answer was as followafrica 9 per cent AsiaPacific 24 per cent GRULAC
22 per cent CEE 15 per centand WEOG24 per cent Approximately81 per centof the respondents
reportedthat there waso cooperation regarding soeg@oonomic impacts of LKds

91. Question62 asks countries to provide further details about secomomic considerations as well

as a description of their experiences and progress in implementing Article 25, including any obstacles or
impediments encounterefl.number of developingountry Partieseported that socieconomic impact

are covered intheir draft biosafetybills. Anot her r e p o-econendic conkidetatiors @re pait o

and parcel of our ri sk talsisred shamty revomwdfar ocas pc
international framework with regard to the seemdnomic factors that should be taken into account

during decisiorma k i @me.Party fromAsi##aci fi ¢ reported that it had
sociceconomic impacts by GMotton, GM rice ard GM-p o p | a r Thé sameeceudtry reported that

it Afhas relatively i n-edrmmicimpaets af eEMOs and dshfacimgnmarty h e s «
obstacles and i mpedi mentso, especially with regar
Anothe country fromAsiadPaci fi ¢ stated the foll owing: iSoci o e

decision making. In the case of Bt cotton, government requested the importer to appoint independent
institution to conduct socioeconomic studies. These studies been conducted twice (2001 & 2002).

But it is a not a part of ri skt nagss e ds neanctkdos. eAxng
socice conomi ¢ aspect s r ecbuatties rdported thah Soaooromie donsideratio@st h e r
are refleted in their national legislatior: o r exampl e, one CEE <country s

stipulates that socieconomic impact (s) must be taken into account before each placing on the
market/import of LMO®Y Eur opean countries ftothexEUWHC,Gn2808,d CEE
issuedanotbi ndi ng recommendation that fiaims at ensuri
the EU and that consumers and producers are given a choice with reggd toaul t ur al pro
However, Member States arencairagedto develop measures for coexistence of LMO andlido

products, based on the guidelines provided by the EU.

R. Article 28 - Financial mechanism and resources

92. Article 28 callsfor financial assistance to be provided to developing country Parties diesPa

with economies in transition that have limited capacity and need assistance in order to comply with the
obligations set out in the Protoc@uestions 63 and 64 ask Parties if they gave or received financial
assistance and, in either case, to desctiteir experiences, including any obstacles or impediments
encountered.
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93. In question 63, approximatel§5 per centof respondents reported having made financial
resources available to other Parties for the purposes of implementation of the Pefigoet;cent
reported having received financial resources from other Parties or financial institutioB8 jpadcent
reportedthatno financial resources were provided or received.

94. The regional breakdown of donor countries is as follo&/ger centof respondets from

Asia-Pacific indicated that they had made financial resources available to other F@BESBper cent

and WEOG 5%er centThe percentage of countries, in each region, which received financial assistance

were as follows:50 per centof responénts fromAfrica indicated that they had received financial

resources AsiaPacific 65per cent GRULAC 70 per centand CEE 75per cent Question 64 asks

countries to provide further details about the financial mechanism and resources as well as eulescript

of their experiences, including any obstacles or impediments encourltéaay. African countries, as

well as some from the GRULAC, AsRacific and CEE regions, referred to financial support provided by

the UNERGEF projects, particularly with respettt developing national biosafety frameworks and

national biosafety website®ne Afri can Party stated that AdAThere i
enable the implementation of t h eeportec that,cas wdll asbi os af
UNEP-GEF support, further support came frome International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA)

and USAID.One GRULAC Party stated that f@AConsidesring tF
required to meet our capacibyilding needs as idefigd in Section 48 of this report, the issue of funding

remains a challenge particularly as the indicative RAF allocation per country stands hinilién to

cover Biodiversity and Bi os afMany¥urapeae countridegortedo ur ( 4
having provided financial resourcg’s.

S. Other information

95. Question 65 invited respondents to provide any other information related to articles of the
Protocol, questions in the reporting format, or other issues related to national implementakien of
Protoco.One African country reported Athe national [
negatively impacted on by the new financing arrangements (resource allocation framBA&dkby the

GEF, since biosafety is not regardegriorityd nati oAabt hewvwesDated fAOnce th
enacted most pr obl e nGne FadytfronwAsidcifichseggestedeahatanformeation

on LMOs that are at the field trial stage should be made available through the Biosafetyg&leasa.

Another stated that more regional training is requirBdme respondents from CEE set out the
competencies and details of their national focal points, competent authorities and mivisterer of
respondents from WEOG described in greaterildéhair regulatory regimes regarding LMO8ne

WEOG Party report ed -y@ar rhoeatoeum basining the diseemination ofaMds iinv e
agriculture which started in November 2005 and will end in November 2010. This moratorium does not
concern he deliberate release of LMOs for research purposes, which is allowed after approval of the
application from the cPapttyehtomuWBOGi $s1i ased ©Oheaet
signatory to the Protocol, [it] has some of the most rigoregsilation in the world concerning gene
technologyo and that its regulatory framework gen
of the Protocol.

9/ Theseinclude contributions to{a) The Bl Trust Fund to facilitate participation of dey@ng country Parties
and Parties with economies in transitigh) The OETEG on Art. 18.2(aJr) The 2nd- 4th OEWG meetings on Liability and
Redress (d) The MOR2 and MOP3 meetings (e) The BH Trust Fund for the organization of the first OEWG meeting
Liability and Redress(f) The African Union;(g) The General Trust Fund for the Core Programme Budget of the Protocol (BG
Trust Fund);(h) The Special Voluntary Trust Fund for Additional Voluntary Contributions in Support of Approved Activities of
the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (BH Trust Fun(); The Special Voluntary Trust Fund for Additional Voluntary
Contributions to Facilitate the Participation of Parties in the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (Bl Trus{jJFuihe),AdHoc
Technical ExpertGroup on Risk Assessment in November 200¢; Academicallyaccredited coursegl) Various regional
Biosafety projects{m) Various training initiativesand (n)Various NGOs.
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T. Comments on reporting format

96. A final box in the reporting format invited respondents to ptevinformation on any difficulties
encountered in interpreting the wording of the questidlwsdifficulties were reported by respondents

from GRULAC or CEE countries regarding the reporting fornMast African countries reported
satisfaction. Howeverpne reportedthat AMany questions are too | ong
noncommitt al (é) The nuAmboetrhienrg swaast endo ti Scoomes iosft etnhte
confusing and seem repetitive. This is due to the nature of the format followirgytities of the
Protocol 0. One GRULAC Party stated: AThe reportin
developing country awaiting passage of its legislation and establishment of its biosafety system, difficulty

was found in answering many the questions which bore no relevance to activities by the country at

pr es &hetsame country suggested that issues of liability and redress should be addressed in the
reporting formatAnother Party suggested detailed questshmsuldonly be addresdto those countries

that have developed activities in the specific area concerned in the reporting section. One Party from
Asia-Pacific did not find the reporting format flexible enough to accurately reflect its situation on
biosafety issuedAnothersth e d At her e should be more options such
to o6a full extentd and O6a QOniemiReardt ye xftremm 6WE G grueer
minor confusion related to the use of the term BCH since there is a@m=tr&CH and a National
BCHA®mot her stated fisome difficulty was encounter
required for this report. o

97. The ComplianceCommittee reviewed general issues of compliance on the basis ofittak

analysis ofinformation communicated through the first national rep@rés, the analysis in document
UNEP/CBD/BS/CORPMOP/4/13) In so doing, it identified some gaps in the existing reporting format

and made suggestions to include, in the future reporting fofimatguestion about the possible origin of

living modified organisms deemed to be illegal transboundary movements and the nature of the living
modified organism, where known; (ii) a requirement for explanations, where available, as to why such
movements ozurred or were illegal; and (iii) a question in relationd® t i cl e 14 on #ABil at
and multilateral a g r eeking spedifis infarmation anrthe aatugeeandescopesod , s e
any such arrangements and agreemeaots

V. CONCLUSIONS

98. Thefollowing conclusions are made within the inherent limitations of this report as described in
paragraph$ and7 above:

@ Capacitybuilding (human, financial and institutional), so@oonomic considerations
and public participation in biosafetglatedprocessesremainthe mostpressing concerns that Parties to
Protocol need to address;

(b) Countries are cooperating and assisting each other at the regional level in terms of
building capacities for the effectivmplementation of the Protocol;

(© Training initiatives, particuldy in the areas of: (i) risk assessment and risk management;
and (ii) exchange ohvailable existing national information through the Biosafety Cledtiogse, are
reported to be still particularly important for the implementation oPttdocol;

(d) Several respondents believe that it is imperative that information made available through
the Biosafety Clearingdouse be translated into all six United Nations langudgeshermore, there must
be greater facility for countries to registeramhation in the Biosafety Clearifidouse in any language;

(e) Several developing country Party respondents are increasingly realizing the need for
comprehensive biosafety regulatory regimes, and are taking action in finalizing and in implementing their
nationd biosafety frameworkss mosty with support through the UNERSEF Biosafety Projects
However, there are still serious limitations and gaps in this respect;

10 See 19 and 20 the @ARep cCartagemafProtbchl®en Comp | i

paragraphs
Bi osafetyo, UNHEOPMARBD/ BS/ COP
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() A number of countries have not yet provided infation to the Biosafety
ClearingHouse, as requideunder Article 20 of the Protocd¥lany countries involved in the UNEBEF
Biosafety Projects reported thtte primary reason for not providing the information to the Biosafety
ClearingHouseis that the draft legislation set out in their national bietsaframeworks has not yet been
implemented;

(9) The transboundary movement of LMOs not being fully monitored partly because many
countries have not yet enacted biosafety legislation. The legislation of manyries is only in draft
format;

(h) Confidentiality povisionsare includedn the national biosafety lawef many countries,
especially developed countries;

(1) Public participation processes will be included in the upcoming national biosafety laws of
a number of developing country Parties;

()] Experience in the iplementation of the advanced informegreement procedure is
generally low and full application of this procedure has not yet been fully realized;

(K) The sl ow pace of i mplementation Hafdling,he r eq
Transport, P a ¢ k a g contiguesata kb of lutchesnhcbnicerni tacPartieis of imort of living
modified organisms;

)] Several respondents reported transboundary movements of LMOs, both legal ahd illeg
into their jurisdictions and stressed the need for enforcing or strengthening their detaiog and
monitoringprocesses

(m) There is a need fobetter adoption and/or application ofore comprehensive and
detailed risk assessment critegiiad risk nanagement procedurgsbiosafety legislation;

(n) Socieeconomic considerations are reflected in the national legislation, both enacted and
in draft formy in many countries;

(o) Taking into account #it only slightly more than 5fer centof Parties have subméit
their first national reportand in considering the recommendation contained in paragraph 6 of decision
BS-1/9, Parties may also wish to review the current reporting interval.


http://www.cbd.int/biosafety/articles.shtml?a=cpb-18
http://www.cbd.int/biosafety/articles.shtml?a=cpb-18
http://www.cbd.int/biosafety/articles.shtml?a=cpb-18
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Annex |

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

1. Below is a summary of the responses to thdtiple choice questions provided by Parties in the
First Regular National Report on the Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety. This
summary includes all reports receivegd20 August 2008 that wene Word formatand written in Roman
alphadet

2. Note that where explanatory text was provided directly within a muitiptece question, it is
reflected below as a ftrote next to the country name.

Reportsreceivedby regional groups

Groups 11/ Parties Number (_)f members Repqrts Percen'ta'ge of Groups Percentage_ o_f Group members

of the regional groups | received submitting reports submitting reports
AFR 41 53 22 28% 42%
AP 34 56 17 22% 37%
GRULAC 27 33 9 12% 27%
CEE 22 23 13 17% 52%
WEOG 23 31 17 22% 46%
Tot 147 196 78 100%

Participation of UN Regional Groups to the 1st
National Report (2nd analysis)

60%

50% O Percentage of Groups

40% submitting reports

30%

20% - B Percentage of Group

10% - members submitting
00/2 | reports

AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

1V AFR: Africa, AP: Asia and the Pacific, GRULAC: Latin America and the Caribbean, QEdhtral and
Eastern Europe, WEOG: Western Europe and Others
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Obligations fa provision of information to the Biosafety Clearinglouse

3. Question 2. Please provide an overview of information that is required to be provided to the
Biosafety ClearingHouse:

4. For this question, the type of information categorized in the A B C colunpeasdpg in the tables
below is as follows:

A = Information exists and is being provided to the Biosafety Cleddimgse;
B = Information exists but is not yet provided to the Biosafety Cleafimgse; and
C = Information does not exist /not applicable

Suns and pecentages of all answers undend3tion 2 (g):

A B C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 41 27 | 254 322 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 64 39 | 188 291 A 20% 13% 22% 37% 33% 46%
GRULAC 62 | 20 | 86 168 B 8% 8% 13% 12% 4% 4%
CEE 73 [ 10 | 141 224 C | 63% [ 79% | 65% 51% 63% 50%
WEOG 133 [ 12 | 145 290
Tot 260 | 108 | 814 1295
Sum of Q2 answers (a-q)
90%
80% —
70%
60% (] (]
oA
50% ]
mB
40%
oc
30%
20%
0% T T T T T
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

a) Existing national legislation, regulations and guidelines for implementing the Protocol, as well as
information required by Parties for the advance informed agreement predédirie 20.3(a)):

A B C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 4 6 12 22 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 12 5 3 20 A 56% 18% 60% 43% 79% 94%
GRULAC 6 3 14 B 18% 27% 25% 21% 14% 0%
CEE 11 2 1 14 C 25% 55% 15% 36% 7% 6%
WEOG 16 0 17
Tot 49 | 16 | 22 87
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Question 2(a)

100%
90%
80% —
70%
60% BA
50% | mB
40% | m oc
30% |

20% |

10%- h
0% L1

Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

b) National laws, regulations and guidelines applicable to the import of LMOs intended for direct
use as food or feed, or for processing (Article 11.5):

A B C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 4 4 11 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 9 6 4 19 A 39% 21% 47% 55% 71% 100%
GRULAC 6 1 4 11 B | 18% | 21% | 32% 9% 21% 0%
CEE 10 | 3 1 14 C | 25% | 58% | 21% 36% 7% 0%
WEOG 17 0 0 17
Tot 31|14 | 20 80
Question 2(b)

120%

100%

80%

— oA
60% mB

40% A _| nce

o I_\
0% - . . . . .

Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

c) Bilateral, multilateral and regional agreemeamsl arrangements (Articles 14.2, 20.3(b), and
24.1):

A|B]| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 0 1] 17 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 1 1] 14 16 A 9% 0% 6% 23% 15% 18%
GRULAC 3 2 8 13 B 5% 6% 6% 15% 0% 0%
CEE 210] 11 13 C 83% 94% 88% 62% 85% 82%
WEOG 310 14 17
Tot 71 4| 64 77
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Question 2(c)

100%

90% ] —
80% ] ] 1
70% =
60% T — (mA
50% - (mB
40% — |oc
30% =
20% :|_i —
10% =
oo L | o | [ , ,
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

d) Contact details for competent national authorities (Articles 19.2 and 19.3), national focal points
(Articles 19.1 and 19.3), and emergency contacts (Article 17.2 and 17.3(e)):

A B|C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 18 [ 2 0 20 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 152 ] 0 17 A | 63% 90% 88% 83% 93% 100%
GRULAC 10 [ 1 1 12 B 8% 10% 12% 8% 7% 0%
CEE 13(1]0 14 C 1% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0%
WEOG 17 ( O 0 17
Tot 50| 6|1 80
Question 2(d)
120%
100%
80% ™
oA
60% - BB
oc
40%
20% 4
oo | N NN NN =N .
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

e) In cases of multiple competent nationatteorities, responsibilities for each (Articles 19.2 and

19.3):

A B | C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 1 11| 16 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 5 2 9 16 A | 26% 6% 31% 60% 54% 59%
GRULAC 6 1 3 10 B 5% 6% 13% 10% 0% 0%
CEE 7 0 6 13 C | 55% 89% 56% 30% 46% 41%
WEOG 10| 0 7 17
Tot 19| 4| 41 74
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Question 2(e)
100%
90%
80%
70%
60% = — oA
50% ] =B
40% oc
30%
20% - —
10% —
0% - | . . .
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

f) Reports submitted by the Parties on the operation of the Protocol (Article 20.3(e)):

A B C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 5 3 11 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 4 4 8 16 A 34% 26% 25% 56% 54% 76%
GRULAC 5 2 2 9 B 16% 16% 25% 22% 0% 18%
CEE 7 0 6 13 C | 38% 58% 50% 22% 46% 6%
WEOG 13| 3 1 17
Tot 25112 | 28 74

Question 2(f)

90%
80%
70%
60% —
50%
40% _—
30% _—
20% —

&/ TRlHEI=
0% . . . . .

Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

g) Occurrence of unintentional transboundary movements that are likely to have significant adverse
effects on biologial diversity (Article 17.1):

A|lB| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: o o0 18 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP oo 17 17 A 0% 0% 0% 22% 0% 0%
GRULAC | 2 | 1 6 9 B 1% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0%
CEE o0 13 13 C | 96% | 100% 100% 67% 100% 100%
WEOG oo 17 17
Tot o171 74
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120%

Question 2(g)

100% —
80% —
. OA
60% — (@B
ocC
40% —
0% T T T T
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
h) lllegal transboundary movements of LMOs (Article 25.3):
A|lB|C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: o 1] 18 19 Tot | AFR | AP GRULAC CEE | WEOG
AP 1| 1] 15 17 A | 3% 0% 6% 22% 0% 6%
GRULAC | 2 | 1 [ 6 9 B | 11% | 5% 6% 11% 8% 24%
CEE o 1] 12 13 C | 84% | 95% | 88% 67% 92% 71%
WEOG 1| 4] 12 17
Tot 2 | 8| 63 75
Question 2(h)
100%
90% ]
80% ]
70% — —
60% — |[OA
50% — (@B
40% — |(OC
30% —
i :‘_E !—l_
10% A —
o Ll [ ml [ el [ —m [ i
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
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i) Final decisions regarding the importation or release of LMOs (i.e. approval or prohibition, any
conditions, requests for further information, extensions granted, reasons for d€gigicl®s
10.3 and 20.3(d)):

A B C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 1 1 16 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 2 3| 12 17 A | 19% 6% 12% 22% 46% 59%
GRULAC 2 2 5 9 B 9% 6% 18% 22% 0% 6%
CEE 6 0 7 13 C | 62% 89% 71% 56% 54% 35%
WEOG 10 | 1 6 17
Tot 14 | 7 | 46 74
Question 2(i)
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90%
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70%
60% u = = @A
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40% oc
30%
20%
- i == =l H
0% A | . . .
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG

J) Information on the application of domestic regulations to specific imports of LMOs (Article
14.4):

A B| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 1 1 17 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 2 14|11 17 A | 13% 5% 12% 33% 31% 41%
GRULAC 3 1] 5 9 B 9% 5% 24% 11% 8% 0%
CEE 4 1] 8 13 C | 68% 89% 65% 56% 62% 59%
WEOG 7 0| 10 17
Tot 10 | 7 | 51 75

Question 2(j)
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k) Final decisions regarding the domestic use of LMOs that may be subject to transboundary
movement for direct use as food or feed, or focpssing (Article 11.1):

A B| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 1 2| 16 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 3 3 11 17 A 15% 5% 18% 22% 23% 53%
GRULAC 2 1 6 9 B 9% 11% 18% 11% 0% 6%
CEE 3 0 10 13 C 67% 84% 65% 67% 77% 41%
WEOG 9 1117 17
Tot 11| 7 | 50 75

Question 2(k)
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[) Final decisions regarding the import of LMOs intended for direct use as food or feed, or for
processing that are taken under domestic regulatory frameworks (Article 11.4) or in accordance
with annex Il (Article 11.6) (requirement éfrticle 20.3(d)):

A B| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 1 2 16 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 2 3 12 17 A 20% 5% 12% 22% 31% 71%
GRULAC 2 1] 6 9 B 9% 11% 18% 11% 8% 0%
CEE 4 1] 8 13 C | 63% 84% 71% 67% 62% 29%
WEOG 121 0| 5 17
Tot 15| 7 | 47 75
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m) Declarations regarding the framework to be used for LMOs intended for direct use as food or
feed, or for processing (Article 11.6):

A|B]|C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 20|17 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 5 2 10 17 A 11% 11% 29% 44% 8% 24%
GRULAC 4 0 5 9 B 3% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0%
CEE 1 0 12 13 C 76% 89% 59% 56% 92% 76%
WEOG 4 | 0| 13 17
Tot 8 | 2| 57 75

Question 2(m)
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n) Review and change of decisions regarding intentional transboundary movements of LMOs
(Article 12.1):

A|lB]| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 1 0] 18 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 00| 16 16 A 5% 5% 0% 22% 8% 24%
GRULAC | 2 | 1| 6 9 B 1% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0%
CEE 10|12 13 C | 88% 95% 100% 67% 92% 76%
WEOG 4 (0] 13 17
Tot 4 1| 65 74

Question 2(n)
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0) LMOs granted exemptiostatus by each Party (Article 13.1):

AlB| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 10|17 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 0 1| 16 17 A 0% 6% 0% 22% 0% 0%
GRULAC 2 0 7 9 B 1% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0%
CEE 0 0| 13 13 C 95% 94% 94% 78% 100% 100%
WEOG 0| O0| 17 17
Tot o1]f70 74

Question 2(0)
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p) Cases where intentional transboundary movement may take place at the same time as the
movement is notified to the Party of import (Article 13.1):

A|lB]| C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 0 0| 18 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 0 0| 17 17 A 0% 0% 0% 22% 0% 0%
GRULAC 2 0 7 9 B 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CEE 0 0| 13 13 C 97% 100% 100% 78% 100% 100%
WEOG 0 0| 17 17
Tot 0 0| 72 74

Question 2(p)
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g) Summaries of risk assessments or environmental reviews of LMOs generated by regulatory
processes and relevant information regarding products thereof (Article 20.3(c)):

A B C (A+B+C) Percentages
AFR: 1 3| 16 20 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 3 2 13 18 A 19% 5% 17% 33% 31% 56%
GRULAC 3 2 4 9 B 14% 15% 11% 22% 8% 17%
CEE 4 1 8 13 C 59% 80% 72% 44% 62% 28%
WEOG 10 | 3 5 18
Tot 15 | 11 | 46 78
Question 2(q)
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Article 2 - General provisions

5. Question 3.Has your country introduced the necessary legal, administrative and other measures
for implementation of the Protocol? (Artéc2.1)

a) full domestic regulatory framework in place
b) some measures introduced
C) no measures yet taken

a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 9 10 5 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 7 9 2 a) | 51% 38% 39% 0% 69% 100%
GRULAC | O 8 2 b) 35% 42% 50% 80% 15% 0%
CEE 9 2 2 c) 13% 21% 11% 20% 15% 0%
WEOG 17 |0 0
Tot 42 29 | 11
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Question 3
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Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
Articles 7 to 10 and 12: The advance informed agreement procedure
6. Question 5.Were you a Party of import during this reporting period?
a) yes
b) no
a) b) Percentages
AFR 4 15 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 6 11 a) | 34% | 21% | 35% 40% 23% 53%
GRULAC | 4 6 b) | 66% | 79% | 65% 60% 77% 47%
CEE 3 10
WEOG 9 8
Tot 26 | 50
Question 5
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Article 13- Simplified procedure
7. Question 6.Were you a Party of export during this reportpegiod?
a) yes
b) no
a) b) Percentages
AFR 0 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 2 15 a) | 8% 0% 12% 20% 0% 13%
GRULAC | 2 8 b) | 92% | 100% | 88% 80% 100% 88%
CEE 0 13
WEOG 2 14
Tot 6 69
Question 6
120%
100%
80%
60%
BB
40%
20%
0%
Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
8. Question 7.lIs there a legal requirement ftive accuracy of information provided by exporters /
under the jurisdiction of your country? (Article 8.2)
a) yes
b) not yet, but under development
Cc) no

d) not applicable not a Party of export

a) b) | ¢) | d) Percentages
AFR: 7 9 0 6 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 7 9 0 2 a) 53% 32% 39% 18% 7% 100%
GRULAC | 2 6 2 1 b) 30% 41% 50% 55% 0% 0%
CEE 10 | O 0 |3 c) 2% 0% 0% 18% 0% 0%
WEOG 17 | 0 0 0 d) 15% 27% 11% 9% 23% 0%
Tot 43 | 24 2 12
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Question 7
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9. Question 8.1f you were a Party of export during thisporting period, did you request any Party
of import to review a decision it had made under Article 10 on the grounds specified in Article 12.2?
a) yes
b) not yet, but under development
C) no
d) not applicable not a Party of export
a) [ b) | ¢ | d) Percentages
AFR: 0 2 2 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 0 [0 [3 [14 a) | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0%
GRULAC [0 [0 [2 |7 b) | 3% | 9% | 0% 0% 0% 0%
CEE 0 0 0 13 c) 15% 9% 18% 22% 0% 29%
WEOG 0 0 5 12 d) 82% 82% 82% 78% 100% 71%
Tot 0| 2 [12]64
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10. Question 9. Did your country tak decisions regarding import under domestic regulatory
frameworks as allowed by Article 9.2(c)?

a) yes
b) no
¢) not applicable no decisions taken during the reporting period
a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 2 |5 14 Tot | AFR | AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 3 |2 12 a) | 21% | 10% | 18% 20% 15% 41%
GRULAC [2 [3 |5 b) | 19% | 24% | 12% 30% 31% 6%
CEE 2 |4 |7 c) | 60% | 67% | 71% 50% 54% 53%
WEOG 7 |1 |9
Tot 16 | 15 | 47
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Article 11- Procedure for living modified organisms intended for direct use as food or feed,
or for processilg

11. Question 12.Is there a legal requirement for the accuracy of information provided by the
applicant with respect to the domestic use of a living modified organism that may be subject to
transboundary movement for direct use as food or feed, or for piog@gArticle 11.2)

a) yes

b) not yet, but under development
Cc) no

d) not applicable

a) | b) c) | d) Percentages
AFR: 6 13 | 3 0 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 9 7 1 0 a) 59% 27% 53% 27% 92% 100%
GRULAC | 3 5 3 0 b) 31% 59% 41% 45% 0% 0%
CEE 12 | O 1 0 c) 10% 14% 6% 27% 8% 0%
WEOG 17 |0 0 0 d) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Tot 47 | 25 8 0
Question 12
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12. Question 13.Has your country indicated its needs for financial and technical assistance and
capacitybuilding in respect of living modified organisms intended for direct useab do feed, or for
processing? (Article 11.9)

a) yes
b) no
c) notrelevant

a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 8 [12 |1 Tot | AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 12 |5 0 a) | 40% | 38% | 71% 60% 38% 0%
GRULAC |6 | 4 0 b) | 33% | 57% | 29% 40% 31% 6%
CEE 5 |4 4 o | 27% | 5% 0% 0% 31% 94%
WEOG 0 [1 16
Tot 31| 26 | 21
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Question 13
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13. Question 14.Did your country take decisions regarding import
frameworks as allowed by Article 11.47?

under domestic

regulatory

a) yes
b) no
¢) not applicable no decisions taken during the reporting period
a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 1 |6 15 Tot | AFR | AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 5 |2 10 a) | 24% | 5% | 29% 22% 23% 47%
GRULAC [2 [5 |2 b) | 23% | 27% | 12% 56% 23% 12%
CEE 3 [3 |7 c) | 53% | 68% | 59% 22% 54% 41%
WEOG |8 |2 |7
Tot 19 184
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80%

70% —

60% —

50% ] ] A

40% BB

30% oc

20% 4 —

10% A —

0% T T T

Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG




UNEP/CBD/BS/CC/5/2
Paged0

Article 13- Simplified procedure

14. Question 17.Have you applied the simplified procedure during the reporting period?

a) yes
b) no
a) b) Percentages

AFR 0 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 1 15 a) 1% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0%
GRULAC 0 9 b) 99% 100% 94% 100% 100% 100%
CEE 0 13

WEOG 0 17

Tot 1 73

Question 17
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Article 14- Bilateral, regional and multilateral agreements and arrangements

15. Question 19.Has your country entered into any bilateral, regional or multilateral agreements or

arrangements?
a) yes
b) no
a) b) Percentages
AFR 2 16 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 3 13 a) | 14% 11% | 19% 11% 8% 18%
GRULAC 1 8 by | 86% | 89% | 81% 89% 92% 82%
CEE 1 12
WEOG 3 14
Tot 10 |63
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Question 19
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Articles 15 and 16 Risk assessment and risk management

16. Question 21.If you were aParty of import during this reporting period, were
carried out for all decisions taken under Article 10? (Article 15.2)

risk assessments

a) yes
b) no
¢) not a Party of import / no decisions taken under Article 10
a | b | o
1.Percentages
AFR: 1 4 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 2 |3 12 a) | 14% 4% 12% 38% 15% 18%
GRULAC 3 |2 3 by | 12% | 17% | 18% 25% 0% 0%
CEE 2 0 11 c) 74% 78% 71% 38% 85% 82%
WEOG 3 0 14
Tot 11 | 9 | 58

Question 21
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17. Question 22.If yes toquestion21, did you require the exporter to carmt the risk assessment?

a) vyes-inall cases
b) yesi in some cases
c) no
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d) not a Party of import / no decisions taken under Article 10
a) | by | ¢)| d Percentages
AFR: 1 [o o |15 Tot | AFR | AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 2 [0 [1 [10 a) | 12% | 6% | 15% 13% 15% 12%
GRULAC 1 [1 |3 [3 b) | 1% 0% 0% 13% 0% 0%
CEE 2 [0 Jo |11 o | 7% 0% 8% 38% 0% 6%
WEOG 2 [0 |1 |24 d) | 79% | 94% | 77% 38% 85% 82%
Tot 8 | 1| 5]53
Question 22
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18. Question 23.If you took adecisionunder Article 10 during the reporting period, did you require
the natifier to bear the cost the risk assessment? (Article 15.3)

a) yesi in all cases

b) yesi in some cases

Cc) no

d) not a Party of import / no decisions taken under Article 10

a) | b) | ¢)| d Percentages
AFR: 2 0 1 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 4 0 0 12 a) | 15% 10% 25% 13% 15% 12%
GRULAC 1 0 3 4 b) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CEE 2 0 0 11 c) 7% 5% 0% 38% 0% 6%
WEOG 2 0 1 14 d) | 79% 86% 75% 50% 85% 82%
Tot 11 0 5 59
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Question 23
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19. Question 24.Has yourcountry established and maintained appropriate mechanisms, measures
and strategies to reguatmanage and control risks identified in the risk assessment provisions of the
Protocol? (Article 16.1)

a) yes- fully established
b) not yet, but under development or partially established

c) no
a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 5 12 4 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 5 10 2 a) 49% 24% 29% 30% 64% 100%
GRULAC 3 5 2 b) 39% 57% 59% 50% 29% 0%
CEE 9 4 1 c) 11% 19% 12% 20% 7% 0%
WEOG 17 | 0 0
Tot 39 31 9
Question 24
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20. Question 25. Has your country adopted appropriate measures to prevent unintentional
translmundary movements of living modified organisms? (Article 16.3)

a) yes- fully established
b) not yet, but under development or partially established
Cc) no
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a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 5 12 5 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 5 9 3 a) 48% 23% 29% 20% 71% 94%
GRULAC 2 5 3 b) 38% 55% 53% 50% 21% 6%
CEE 10 | 3 1 c) 15% 23% 18% 30% 7% 0%
WEOG 16 |1 0
Tot 38 | 30 12
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21. Question 26.Does your country endeavour to ensure that any living modified organism, whether
imported or locallydeveloped undergos an appropriate period of observation commensurate with its
life-cycle or generation time before it is put to its intended use? (Article 16.4)

a) yes-in all cases

b) yesi in some cases
c) no

d) not applicable

a) b) c) | d) Percentages
3 9 3 3 7 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 7 3 1 6 a) 59% 41% 41% 33% 86% 89%
GRULAC 3 1 1 4 b) 9% 14% 18% 11% 0% 0%
CEE 12 | 0 2 0 c) 10% 14% 6% 11% 14% 6%
WEOG 16 | 0O 1 1 d) 23% 32% 35% 44% 0% 6%
Tot 47 7 8 18
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22. Question 27.Has yourcountrycooperated with othergif the purposes specified in Article 16.5?

a) yes
b) no
a) b) Percentages

AFR 2 19 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 5 11 a) 34% 10% 31% 11% 46% 71%
GRULAC 1 8 b) 66% 90% 69% 89% 54% 29%
CEE 6 7

WEOG 12 5

Tot 26 50
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Article 17- Unintentional transboundary movements and emergency measures

23. Question 29.During thereportingperiod, if there were any occurrences under your jurisdiction

that led, or could have led, to an unintentional transboundary movement of a livingethodganism

that had, or could have had, significant adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of
biological diversity, taking also into account risks to human health in such States, did you immediately
consult the affected or potentiallffected States for the purposes specified in Article 17.47?

a) yes- all relevant States immediately

b) yes- partially consulted, or consultations were delayed
c) no-did not consult immediately

d) not applicable (no such occurrences)

a) | by | c)| d Percentages
AFR: 0 0 3 18 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 0 0 0 17 a) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
GRULAC 0 1 0 7 b) 1% 0% 0% 13% 0% 0%
CEE 0 0 0 13 c) 4% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0%
WEOG 0 0 0 17 d) | 95% 86% 100% 88% 100% 100%
Tot 0 1 3 | 72
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Article 18- Handling, transpot, packaging and identification

24, Question 31.Has your country taken measures to require that living modified organisms that are
subject to transboundary movement within the scope of the Protocol are handled, packaged and

transported under conditions eéfety, taking into account relevant international rules and standards?

(Article 18.1)

a) yes

b) not yet, but under development

c) no

d) not applicable

a) b) c) | d) Percentages
AFR: 9 11 | 0 1 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 8 9 0 0 a) 62% 43% 47% 36% 92% 94%
GRULAC 4 5 1 1 b) 32% 52% 53% 45% 0% 0%
CEE 12 | 0 1 0 c) 3% 0% 0% 9% 8% 0%
WEOG 16 | O 0 1 d) 4% 5% 0% 9% 0% 6%
Tot 49 | 25 2 3
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25. Question 32.Has your country taken measures to require that documentation accompanying

living modified organisms for dect use as food or feed, or for processing, clearly identifies that they
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a) yes
b) notyet, but under development
c) no

a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 9 |12 |1 Tot | AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 8 |8 1 a) | 59% | 41% | 47% 20% 92% 94%
GRULAC 2 |6 2 by | 33% | 55% | 47% 60% 0% 0%
CEE 12 |0 1 o | 8% 5% 6% 20% 8% 6%
WEOG 6 |0 1
Tot 47 | 26 | 6
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26. Question 33.Has your country taken measures to require that documentation accompanying
living modified organisms that are destined for contained use clearly identifies them as living modified
organisms and specifies amgquirementdor the safe handig, storage, transport and use, the contact
point for further information, including the name and address of the individual and institution to whom
the living modified organisms are consigned? (Article 18.2(b))

a) yes
b) not yet, but under development
Cc) no

a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 10 11 1 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 8 [9 [o a) | 62% | 45% | 47% 30% 92% 94%
GRULAC 3 [5 |2 b) | 32% | 50% | 53% 50% 0% 0%
CEE 2 [0 |1 o | &% 5% 0% 20% 8% 6%
WEOG 6 |0 |1
Tot 49 25 5
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27. Question 34.Has your country agpted measures to require that documentation accompanying
living modified organisms that are intended for intentional introduction into the environment of the Party
of import and any other livingnodified organisms within the scope of the Protocol, cleabntifies

them as living modified organisms; specifies the identity and relevant traits and/or characteristics, any
requirements for the safe handling, storage, transport and use, the contact point for further information
and, as appropriate, the namel address of the importer and exporter; and contains a declaration that the
movement is in conformity with the requirements of this Protocol applicable to the exporter? (Article
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18.2(c))

a) yes
b) not yet, but under development
c) no

a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 9 |12 |1 Tot | AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 8 |8 1 a) | 62% | 41% | 47% 40% 92% 94%
GRULAC 4 |5 1 b) | 32% | 55% | 47% 50% 0% 0%
CEE 12 o 1 o | % 5% 6% 10% 8% 6%
WEOG 16 |0 1
Tot 49 | 25 | 5
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Article 21 - Confidential information

28. Question 37.Doesyour country have procedures to protect confidential information received
under the Protocol and that protect the confidentiality of such information in a manner no less favourable
than its treatment ofonfidentialinformation in connection with domestlaproduced living modified
organisms? (Article 21.3)

a) yes
b) not yet, but under development
Cc) no

a) b) C) Percentages
AFR: 7 13 |2 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 7 8 2 a) | 59% | 32% | 41% 40% 92% 100%
GRULAC 4 5 1 b) | 33% [ 59% | 47% 50% 0% 0%
CEE 12 [0 1 c) | 8% 9% 12% 10% 8% 0%
WEOG 17 |0 0
Tot 47 | 26 6
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29. Question 38.1f you were a Party of import during this reporting period, did you permit any
notifier to identify information submitted under the procedures of the Protocol or requitked Barty of

import as part of the advance informed agreement procedure that was to be treated as confidential?
(Article 21.1)

a) yes
b) no
c) not applicable not a Party of import / no such requests received

a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 1 |4 |16 Tot | AFR | AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 2 |1 |13 a) | 11% | 5% | 13% 29% 0% 19%
GRULAC 2 [2 |3 b) | 12% | 19% | 6% 29% 15% 0%
CEE 0 |2 |11 o | 77% | 76% | 81% 43% 85% 81%
WEOG 3 [0 |13
Tot 8 | 9 |56
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Article 22 - Capacitybuilding

30. Question 41.1f a developed country Party, duginthis reporting period has your country
cooperated in the development and/or strengthening of human resources and institutional capacities in
biosafety for the purposes of tb&ectiveimplementation of the Protocol in developing country Parties,

in paricular the least developed and small island developing States among them, and in Parties with
economies in transition?

a) yes
b) no
c) not applicable not a developed country Party
a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 2 [1 [15 Tot | AFR | AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 3 [1 [13 a) | 32% | 11% | 18% 0% 36% 88%
GRULAC 0o [1 [s8 b) | 11% | 6% 6% 11% 21% 13%
CEE 5 [3 |6 c) | 57% | 83% | 76% 89% 43% 0%
WEOG 4 [2 [o
Tot 24 | 8 | 42
Question 41
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Protocol in another developing country Party or Party withcan@my in transition?

Question 43.1f a developing country Party, or Party with an economy in transition, during this
reporting period has your country contributed to the development and/or strengthening of human
resources and institutional capacities in biosafety for the purposes of the effective implementation of the

a) yes
b) no
c) not applicable not a developing country Party
a) b) c) Percentages
AFR: 8 |11 |o Tot | AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 8 |7 |2 a) | 37% | 42% | 47% 60% 31% 12%
GRULAC 6 |4 |0 b) | 39% | 58% | 41% 40% 54% 6%
CEE 4 |7 T2 o | 24% | 0% 12% 0% 15% 82%
WEOG 2 |1 14
Tot 28 | 30 | 18
Question 43
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32.

a) yes- capacitybuilding needs fully met

b) yes- capacitybuilding needs partially met
C) no- capacitybuilding needs remain unmet
d) no-we have no unmet capacibyilding needs in this area
€) not applicable not a developing country Party or a Party with an economy in transition

Question 45.If a developingcountry Party or a Party with an economy in transition, have you
benefited from cooperation for technical and scientific training in the proper and safe management of
biotedhnology to the extent that it is required for biosafety?

a) b) c) | d) e) Percentages
AFR: 2 14 |5 1 0 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 0 8 6 0 2 a) 4% 9% 0% 0% 8% 0%
GRULAC 0 8 2 0 0 b) | 46% 64% 50% 80% 46% 0%
CEE 1 6 0 3 3 c) 17% 23% 38% 20% 0% 0%
WEOG 0 0 0 0 17 d) 5% 5% 0% 0% 23% 0%
Tot 3 36 | 13| 4 | 22 e) | 28% 0% 13% 0% 23% 100%
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33. Question 46.If a developing country Party or a Party with an economy in transition, have you
benefited fromcooperationfor technical and scientifitraining in the use of risk assessment and risk
management for biosafety?

a) yes- capacitybuilding needs fully met

b) yes- capacitybuilding needs partially met

C) no- capacitybuilding needs remain unmet

d) no-we have no unmet capacibyilding needs in thisraa

€) not applicable not a developing country Party or a Party with an economy in transition

a) | by | c)| d| e Percentages
AFR: 1 13 |7 1 0 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 0 8 6 1 2 a) 3% 5% 0% 0% 8% 0%
GRULAC 0 9 0 1 0 b) | 46% 59% 47% 90% 46% 0%
CEE 1 6 1 2 3 c) | 18% 32% 35% 0% 8% 0%
WEOG 0 0 0 |0 17 d) 6% 5% 6% 10% 15% 0%
Tot 2 | 36|14 5 |22 e) | 28% 0% 12% 0% 23% 100%
Question 46
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34. Question 47.If a developingcountry Party or a Party with an economy in transition, have you
benefited from cooperation for techal and scientific training for enhancement of technological and
institutional capacities in biosafety?

a) yes- capacitybuilding needs fully met
b) yes- capacitybuilding needs partially met
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C) no- capacitybuilding needs remain unmet
d) no-we have no unmet cagity-building needs in this area
e) not applicable not a developing country Party or a Party with an economy in transition

a) b) c) | d) e) Percentages
AFR: 1 11 | 7 3 0 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 0 9 6 0 2 a) 3% 5% 0% 0% 8% 0%
GRULAC 0 9 1 0 0 b) | 47% 50% 53% 90% 62% 0%
CEE 1 8 0 1 3 c) | 18% 32% 35% 10% 0% 0%
WEOG 0 0 0 0 17 d) 5% 14% 0% 0% 8% 0%
Tot 2 37 | 14| 4 | 22 e) | 28% 0% 12% 0% 23% 100%
Question 47
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Article 23- Public awareness and patrticipation

35. Question 49. Does your country promote and facilitapblic awareness, education and
participation concerning the safe transfer, handling and use of living modified organisms in relation to the
conservation andustainablaise of biological diversity, taking also into account risks to human health?
(Article 23.1(a))

a) yes- significant extent
b) yes- limited extent

Cc) no
a) b) c) Percentages

AFR: 6 15 1 Tot AFR AP GRULAC CEE WEOG
AP 5 1 |1 a) | 40% 27% 29% 10% 46% 81%
GRULAC 1 8 1 b) 56% 68% 65% 80% 54% 19%
CEE 6 7 0 c) 4% 5% 6% 10% 0% 0%
WEOG 13 | 3 0
Tot 31 44 3







