UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/1/INF/1

Page 10
	UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/1/INF/1

Page 11



	[image: image1.png]



	[image: image2.png]



	CBD



	[image: image3.png]



	CONVENTION ON
BIOLOGICAL
DIVERSITY

	Distr.

GENERAL

UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/1/INF/1

15 December 2003

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH/SPANISH


CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY SERVING AS THE FIRST MEETING OF THE PARTIES TO THE CARTAGENA PROTOCOL ON BIOSAFETY

First meeting

Kuala Lumpur, 23-27 February 2004

Agenda item 6.2 of the provisional agenda

information sharing and the biosafety clearing-house (BCH)
(article 20, paragraph 4)

Compilation of views on the status, operations and modalities of the Biosafety Clearing‑House
contents

2Submissions from governments


2AUSTRALIA


2EUROPEAN UNION


5PARAGUAY


5SWITZERLAND


6UNITED STATES OF AMERICA


7Submissions from organiZations


7INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR GENETIC ENGINEERING AND BIOTECHNOLOGY (ICGEB)


9ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT (OECD)


11WWF INTERNATIONAL




SUBMISSIONS FROM GOVERNMENTS
	AUSTRALIA
	

	
	[22 SEPTEMBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


Responding to the request for views on the transition between the pilot phase and the fully operational and functional Biosafety Clearing-House (paragraph 1, recommendation 3/3)

The enhancements made to the Biosafety Clearing-House (BCH) by the Secretariat in early 2003 have had a positive impact on the usability of the site. 

A review of the information contained within the Biosafety Clearing-House that relates to Australia has been conducted.  This information has been updated where necessary.  The Secretariat’s timely assistance with these updates was most appreciated. 

Usability of the site would be further enhanced by the inclusion of the taxonomic name in lists of search results. For example, this information could be included for each result listed when searching by country for Decisions on LMOs for Food or Feed, or for Processing under Article 11.

Australia encourages Parties to the Protocol to make available information relevant to their implementation of the Protocol, including any regulations or laws introduced to implement their obligations under the Protocol.

	EUROPEAN UNION
	

	
	[21 OCTOBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


Information sharing - Article 20 of the Cartagena Protocol
Information sharing is a core element of the Cartagena Protocol. It follows from Article 20 of the Protocol that the exchange of information is to take place primarily through the Biosafety Clearing-House. The aim of the establishment of the Biosafety Clearing-House is to facilitate the exchange of scientific, technical, environmental and legal information on, and experience with, LMOs. The Biosafety Clearing-House is also intended to be a key tool in assisting parties to implement the Protocol, especially in the context of decision-making.

The EU welcomes the work that has been done so far in developing the pilot phase of the Biosafety Clearing-House and congratulates the Secretariat on the development of the central portal.  The development of the pilot phase has been an ongoing process, building on the recommendations of the meetings of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Cartagena Protocol (ICCP), on advice from the technical experts who had participated in the Liaison Group meetings, and on feedback received from Governments and organizations.

According to Article 20, paragraph 4, of the Protocol, the first meeting of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety shall decide upon the modalities of the operation of the Biosafety Clearing-House. In this regard, the EU has the following views on the transition between the pilot phase and a fully operational and functional Biosafety Clearing-House.

Retrieving information

The EU believes that the central portal in its current status provides for a useful and reliable Internet‑based system for efficient information exchange under the Biosafety Protocol. Accordingly, it should serve as the central component of the Biosafety Clearing-House to provide access to information relevant to the Protocol. The EU finds the central portal well designed, enabling the search for information on the basis of specific categories using common formats and controlled vocabulary and reflecting the structure and organization of information provided for in the Protocol. In this respect, the EU finds the toolkit developed by the Secretariat a very useful and informative tool to assist visitors in using the central portal.

As regards usability of the central portal, the EU would like to stress the following points:

· the central portal must be technically designed to facilitate online access for Governments with poor internet connectivity, and should be made fully available in all United Nations languages;

· the site must be easy to navigate and to read, taking into account that the Biosafety Clearing-House is also meant for general public use;

· the search function should enable users to find information across the standard search mechanism (e.g. to identify which countries are requesting the advanced informed agreement (AIA) procedure for transit of LMOs);

· the users must know at every point what is the source of the information they are viewing (directly from the central portal versus from a remote site via interoperability).

The EU also welcomes the recent inclusion of a registry for unique identification of LMOs, which will be linked to the system being developed by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). The EU believes that harmonized unique identification systems should be used for all LMOs as a key to retrieving from the information of the Biosafety Clearing-House about LMOs approved for domestic use, including placing on the market.

Although the implementation of the Biosafety Clearing-House must focus primarily on information requested under the Protocol, the EU believes that the Biosafety Clearing-House should as rapidly as possible serve as a means to provide access to more general scientific information about biosafety.  Access should be provided to already existing information and databases, taking all the various aspects into account and thus ensuring access to well-balanced information. In this regard, the EU welcomes the recent development in the central portal allowing access to and interoperability with more external databases, including the bibliographic database of the International Centre for Genetic Engineering and Biotechnology (ICGEB). The need to make such information available to countries with poor internet connectivity should be taken into consideration.

Registering information
It is evident that Parties to the Protocol must fulfil their information-sharing obligations under the Protocol. The EU is of the view that all other Governments and organizations should also further contribute information to the Biosafety Clearing-House in order actively to participate in its development and use.

In order to ensure that relevant information is available in due time, the EU believes that the central portal should in the short term be the preferred option for storing data on the Biosafety Clearing‑House (use of the Management Centre), especially for Governments which do not maintain a local Biosafety Clearing‑House website. This would be in line with the recommendations made by the Liaison Group of Technical Experts, which met in Montreal from 10 and 11 April 2003 (document UNEP/ CBD/BCH/LG‑MTE/1/2), recommendations that the EU fully supports. The development of an "instant Biosafety Clearing-House database template", as recommended by the Liaison Group, would be an interesting solution to facilitate storage and organization of data at national level and further export of these data to the central portal.

However, in the mid-term, the EU considers the development of local Biosafety Clearing-House websites interoperable with the central portal as a necessary step in making distributed information available (such as regulatory frameworks, decisions, and summaries of risk assessments). In order to establish this interoperability, it is essential that flexible and user-friendly standards be developed, as well as clear guidelines, with support and technical guidance from the Secretariat, including the development of self‑standing templates for national Biosafety Clearing-House sites. Establishment of interoperability will have to be done partly on a case-by-case basis in order to accommodate technical solutions that have already been implemented in some national Biosafety Clearing-House.

The development and maintenance of interoperable databases will be greatly facilitated if detailed technical guidance and troubleshooting information are made available to information-technology experts by the Secretariat. The EU also supports the establishment of mechanisms to support continuous flow of information among the Secretariat, experts, national focal points for the Biosafety Clearing-House and partner organizations.

Finally, the EU would like once again to stress the importance of meeting the capacity needs of developing countries with respect to implementation and use of the Biosafety Clearing-House.  Capacity-building should focus in the short term on use of the central portal and the management centre and, in the longer term, on development of interoperable national components of the Biosafety Clearing-House. 

EU participation
The EU and its Member States, as Parties to the Protocol, will participate actively in the information exchange procedure. Each Member State and the Community will make efforts towards achieving the objective of making their own national Biosafety Clearing-House interoperable with the central portal of the Biosafety Clearing-House. 

The EU has recently adopted a Regulation committing itself to share, through the Biosafety Clearing-House, any legislation and guidelines relevant to the implementation of the Protocol, as well as any bilateral, regional and multilateral agreement or arrangements entered into by the Member State or the Community regarding intentional transboundary movements of LMOs. The text of this Regulation (on Transboundary Movements of GMOs) will be sent to the Secretariat after its publication in the Official Journal of the EU.
Summary of risk assessments or environmental reviews of LMOs generated by the Community's regulatory process including, where appropriate, relevant information regarding products thereof, will also be made available through the Biosafety Clearing-House.

The Commission or the Member States, where appropriate, will communicate, through the Biosafety Clearing-House, any final decision regarding the use of LMOs within the Community. This includes decisions on contained use classified in risk class 3 or 4 of LMOs which are likely to be subject to transboundary movements, as well as decisions on import, marketing and experimental use of LMOs.  The information will be made available within 15 days of the adoption of the decision, as will any review of such decisions. Decisions on safeguard measures will also be reported through the Biosafety Clearing‑House.

Each Member State and the EC will appoint/has appointed contact points for notification of unintentional transboundary movements. Information on cases of unintentional or illegal transboundary movements will be made available through the Biosafety Clearing-House.

Furthermore, reports regarding monitoring of implementation of the Protocol, as well as implementation of the AIA procedure, will also be available through the Biosafety Clearing-House.

Finally, the EC has provided information to the Biosafety Clearing-House, on areas in which Community legislation is applied instead of the procedures under the Protocol for transboundary movements of LMOs within the Community and imports of LMOs into the Community
/.

	PARAGUAY
	

	
	[22 SEPTEMBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: SPANISH]


Paraguay se encuentra realizando las gestiones para mejorar la infraestructura a nivel de institución gubernamental como Centro Nacional de Coordinación para el Centro de Intercambio de Información.

No es una situación muy fácil pero estamos haciendo nuestros esfuerzos, debido a la escasez de financiamiento para tener buenos equipos tecnológicos y personal entrenado. 

Estamos complacidos con la funcionalidad del Centro de Intercambio de Información, proporciona un modelo útil y eficiente de información.

Esperamos que se encuentren desarrollando vínculos específicos y secciones correspondientes a guiar al usuario para acceder de manera sencilla a la información.

Es de importancia seguir desarrollando la guía práctica de seguridad de la biotecnología para incluir materiales didácticos más específicos, destinados a diversos públicos y que las Partes que somos países en desarrollo pudiéramos acceder a estos materiales para ofrecer así materiales a diferentes niveles del público.
	SWITZERLAND
	

	
	[26 SEPTEMBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


On 11 September 2003, Switzerland launched the pilot phase of the Swiss Biosafety Clearing‑House (ww.ch-bch.ch) to fulfill its obligation under the Cartagena Protocol.

The time between the entry into force of the Protocol and the first meeting of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety in February 2004 in Kuala Lumpur should be used to test the current version of the Pilot Phase of the Biosafety Clearing-House and to build sufficient national experience. In this regard, the Swiss Agency for Environment, Forests and Landscape, with the support of the Geneva Environment Network, is organizing a technical meeting on "Implementation of the Biosafety Clearing-House (BCH) in industrialized countries. Experiences and future development" in Geneva on 29 and 30 September.   We will provide the Secretariat with a report of this meeting

The main challenge for full and efficient operability of the Biosafety Clearing-House will be to ensure the participation of all Parties and Governments. This will require additional financial resources and better use of existing resources. Switzerland therefore fully supports the UNEP proposal submitted to the GEF on building capacity for effective participation in the Biosafety Clearing-House as an add-on module to the current GEF Project on development of the National Biosafety Framework. Furthermore, according to the recommendation of third meeting of the ICCP, a transparent and effective coordination mechanism should be established under the supervision of the Secretariat to ensure efficient synergies with existing initiatives.

	UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
	

	
	[25 SEPTEMBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


Views of the United States on information sharing

The United States wishes to emphasize its continued commitment to making United States biosafety information available to the Biosafety Clearing-House to support the needs of Governments.  The United States intends to make information available to the Biosafety to share our experience in regulating LMOs, to facilitate transboundary movement of LMOs, and to support science-based decision-making.  

We have previously shared with the Secretariat our experiences in establishing our national biosafety database, first at the Montreal meeting of the Liaison Group of Technical Experts on the Biosafety Clearing-House (10 and 11 April 2003) and then more recently at the technical meeting held in Geneva on 29 and 30 September on implementation of the Biosafety Clearing-House in industrialized countries.  

We look forward to continuing to make United States information available through the Biosafety Clearing-House and will work closely with the Secretariat to establish interoperability between the United States website and the international Biosafety Clearing-House.  

The United States website unifies the data from the three Federal agencies (United States Department of Agriculture, United States Environmental Protection Agency and United States Food and Drug Administration) responsible for regulating LMOs in the United States.  The United States Government developed a number of fundamental components in setting up its own Biotechnology Regulatory Website that we firmly believe would optimize the opportunities for information sharing with the international Biosafety Clearing-House.  They include:

· Distributed networks of interoperable databases where owners of the data remain the custodians and are responsible for its upkeep.

· Common formats that are consistent with the types of data fields used by experienced regulators, and that are flexible enough to reflect accurately the various types of regulatory structures used by different countries.

· Searchable databases that take into account the needs of intended users.

· Unique identifiers for transgenic plant lines based on OECD guidelines to allow access to the regulatory information about that specific plant line.

The United States commends the Secretariat for its successful development of the Pilot Phase of the Biosafety Clearing‑House, which we regard as a critical element for the successful implementation of the Protocol.  We have continued to support cooperation with the OECD Product Database during the Pilot Phase.  To create a fully functional Biosafety Clearing‑House, the United States believes that particular attention should be paid to the feedback from government users of the Biosafety Clearing‑House, with priority placed on the categories of information that regulatory bodies provide. 

Finally, if the Biosafety Clearing‑House is to be wholly successful, then the roles and responsibilities of the National Focal Point (NFP) for the Biosafety Clearing‑House need to be carefully defined.  We seek to ensure that this does not become a burdensome requirement for any Government.  To that end, the United States intends to supply certain data through direct, secure electronic arrangements.  This information should not need verification by the NFP once the authenticity of the source has been established.   

SUBMISSIONS FROM ORGANIZATIONS
	INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR GENETIC ENGINEERING AND BIOTECHNOLOGY (ICGEB)
	

	
	[22 SEPTEMBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


The forthcoming entry into force of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (adopted in 2000 by the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity) is shaping the activities on biosafety implemented by Governments, international agencies and biotechnology stakeholders. Accordingly, there is an increased interest in acquiring specific scientific expertise in this area, which has led to formal requests for access to information and capacity‑building activities offered by the ICGEB and for extending its cooperation with other international organizations involved in this subject.

In 1997, the ICGEB established a Biosafety Unit within the Directorate to provide institutional services related to genetically-modified organisms (GMOs) and their environmental release to Member States. The Unit is involved in three major sectors, namely: (i) information dissemination and the establishment of a biosafety clearing‑house; (ii) scientific training in risk assessment for the environmental release of GMOs (capacity building and technology transfer), and (iii) international cooperation with other international agencies involved in biosafety.

The following is a brief update of the activities implemented by the Biosafety Unit over the past year, as well as the outlook for possible new programmes that may involve ICGEB and its constituency in the future.

Dissemination of information (biosafety clearing-house)

The Biosafety Web Page (http://www.icgeb.org/biosafety), a functional portal through which all the information currently available on the subject of biosafety is accessible, with four main sections: the "Biosafety Database", the “Library”, the “Links” and the ”Risk Assessment Searching Mechanism (RASM)", are continually updated.

The “Biosafety Database” (http://www.icgeb.org/biosafety/bsfdata1.htm) contains approximately 3,800 scientific articles (full references and abstracts), published in international, peer‑reviewed, scientific journals since 1990. These are selected and classified by ICGEB scientists according to specific topics that could raise concern for the environmental release of GMOs (see Table 1). By virtue of an Agreement entered into with the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, and after defining a set of criteria to guarantee the interoperability between the two information systems, the ICGEB Bibliographic Database can now be accessed directly from the Biosafety Clearing-House (BCH), hosted on the Web pages of the Convention on Biological Diversity.

The “Library” (http://www.icgeb.org/biosafety/bsflib.htm) and the “Links” (http://www.icgcb.org/biosafety/bsflinks.htm) provide access to all official documents issued by major international organizations operating in this field, as well as access to national and international Websites related to biosafety.

The Risk Assessment Searching Mechanism (RASM) (www.icgeb.org/biosafety/rasm.html) developed by the ICGEB with the support of the Italian Ministry for the Environment, has been established as a tool for the decision‑making process according to Article 10 of the Cartagena Protocol, and takes into account: (i) the needs of the Parties to the Protocol for risk assessment information on the intentional introduction of GMOs into the environment; and (ii) the need for information‑sharing decisions on the BCH, according to Article 10 of the Protocol (AIA). It provides access to an index of the existing risk assessment documents related to official governmental decisions for the release of GMOs, in accordance with the UNEP International Technical Guidelines for Safety in Biotechnology.

The pilot version of this new tool, which has been available on‑line since March 2002, contains 213 records of risk assessment documents, relating to 77 different transgenic events from 14 plant species, issued by nine official authorities from several countries (see Tables 2 and 3). Currently, RASM is offered on a voluntary basis through the ICGEB Web pages while its potential use is evaluated by the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol and the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity. RASM has been presented at the meetings of the ICCP as an additional tool to be included in the Biosafety Clearing‑House. Tools facilitating access to the latest official risk assessment documents (“Last updates”), as well as statistical data on the records contained in RASM (“Statistics”), have also recently been made available. Apart from ensuring easier access to reliable information on risk assessment, RASM might play a role in data maintenance, such as the temporary storage of data not yet available on the Web due to the lack of electronic infrastructure in some countries where the concerned bodies still do not possess their own Web sites. In this regard, the ICGEB Board of Governors has recently recommended that all Member States take full advantage of this facility and provide concrete inputs of any available information on risk assessment implemented within their national context.  

Tables:

Table 1:  ICGEB Biosafety Database: records as at 30 June 2003. Total authors: 7,322; Total descriptors: 5,991; Total articles: 3,821; 

Count of records per year and per category of risk.
	
	1990 
	1991 
	1992 
	1993 
	1994 
	1995 
	1996 
	1997 
	1998 
	1999 
	2000 
	2001 
	2002 
	2003
	TOT

	Animal and human

health
	10
	46
	40
	57
	116
	73
	88
	54
	33
	50
	96
	160
	157
	29
	1010

	Environment 
	31
	55
	63
	73
	140
	99
	74
	76
	51
	68
	139
	179
	153
	39
	1240

	Agriculture
	9
	39
	42
	79
	130
	108
	133
	53
	41
	60
	108
	109
	98
	18
	1027

	General concerns
	52
	120
	98
	151
	137
	89
	76
	119
	107
	116
	199
	273
	260
	42
	1840

	Interaction with non- target organisms
	13
	16
	17


	27
	59
	51
	48
	48
	66
	73
	77
	62
	47
	6
	610

	Genetically-modified

microorganisms
	33
	56
	52
	73
	128
	75
	84
	45
	29
	11
	24
	37
	28
	5
	680

	Aquaculture
	
	2
	2
	2
	12
	15
	8
	4
	1
	6
	9
	10
	10
	1
	82


Table 2: ICGEB Risk Assessment Searching Mechanism (RASM): records as at 30 June 2003. Statistics (General): 213 records; eight countries (Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, European Union, New Zealand, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States); nine national competent authorities.

	
	Plant Species (Common Name)
	Number of varieties 

	
	Chicory 
	1

	
	Cotton
	5

	
	Flax
	1

	
	Maize
	22

	
	Oilseed rape
	18

	
	Papaya
	1

	
	Potato
	7

	
	Rice
	3

	
	Soybean
	5

	
	Squash
	2

	
	Sugar beet
	3

	
	Tobacco
	1

	
	Tomato
	6

	
	Wheat
	2

	TOTAL
	
	77


Table 3: ICGEB Risk Assessment Searching Mechanism (RASM): 213 records as at 30 June 2003. Statistics (Traits): Herbicide tolerance: 51%; Insect resistance: 29%; Male sterility: 7%; Virus and fungal resistance: 8%; Others: 5%.

	Traits
	Records 

	Bromoxynil herbicide tolerance
	14

	Coleopteran insect resistance
	25

	Cucumber mosaic virus (CMV) resistance
	2

	Fruit ripening altered
	8

	Fungal (Ustilago maydis) resistance
	1

	Glyphosate herbicide tolerance
	44

	Higher amylopectin starch content
	2

	Imidazolinone herbicide tolerance
	9

	Lepidopteran insect resistance
	58

	Male sterility
	21

	Oil profile altered
	5

	Papaya ring spot virus (PRSV) resistance
	1

	Phosphinothicin (Glufosinate ammonium) herbicide tolerance
	78

	Potato leaf roll virus (PLRV) resistance
	9

	Potato virus Y (PVY) resistance
	3

	Sethoxydim herbicide tolerance
	1

	Sulfonilurea herbicide tolerance
	3

	Watermelon virus 2 (WMV2) resistance
	4

	Zucchini yellow mosaic virus (ZYMV) resistance
	4


	ORGANIZATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT (OECD)
	

	
	[7 OCTOBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


Recommendations by the third meeting of the ICCP requesting action from relevant organizations


I would first like to congratulate you and your colleagues in the Secretariat for all your hard work, which culminated in the Cartagena Biosafety Protocol entering into force on 11 September 2003.  This has been no small achievement.  I am told that, as of today, 62 States and the European Commission have ratified the Protocol and this is clearly a strong basis for a successful first meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties, which will be held in Malaysia, February 2004.  


I would also like to emphasize that the cooperation between our respective organizations, which is covered by our Memorandum of Cooperation of 23 January 2002, has been a valuable experience for us at OECD.  The lessons we have learned, especially through the implementation of interoperability between our databases, has benefited a wide range of our activities. 


I would like now to turn to your letter of 6 June 2003, which addresses the Recommendations by the third meeting of the ICCP requesting action from relevant organizations.  Specifically, I would like to bring you up to date with progress on those topics referred to in the attachment to your letter under Item 4.1.3: Information Sharing. 


One of the key topics is that of the Unique Identifier.  The OECD Guidance for the Designation of a Unique Identifier for Transgenic Plants (developed under the auspices of our Working Group for Harmonization in Biotechnology) was published in March 2002.  Since that time, national authorities have been working with the developers of products to assign unique identifiers for those products which have already been approved and for which records exist in OECD’s product database.   


This process has accelerated in recent weeks and we are now at the point where 80 unique identifiers have been assigned.  These cover the majority of plant products in our product database and, as far as we know, most of the LMO products which have received commercial approval around the world.  It is my understanding that unique identifiers are also being assigned for products not yet approved and under consideration by certain authorities.  As a result, we now have clear evidence that the “guidance” can be (and is being) implemented widely in practice.  I am convinced that this “guidance” for a unique identifier could make an important contribution to the implementation of the Protocol.


By the way, as products in our database have been assigned unique identifiers, information on each product together with the unique identifier, has been made available (through interoperability) to the component of the Biosafety Clearing‑House which addresses Article 11 decisions.


At the same time, there remain several plant products which have not yet had unique identifiers assigned.  In these cases, there does not appear to be an issue with the “guidance”, but rather, there appears to be a question as to what exactly is considered to constitute a commercial application or (within the context of Article 11 of the Protocol) a “final decision”.  The OECD Secretariat, together with the Working Group, is currently clarifying the situation with respect to these products, and I believe that the findings, which will be considered by the next meeting of our Working Group in November, will be of interest to you.  At the same time, the Working Group will be considering whether and how the “guidance” might be extended to products of microbial and animal origin, which are not yet covered.  


In any event, we are now in a position to establish interoperability with the registry of unique identifiers of the Biosafety Clearing‑House, which will clarify those which have been assigned to date.  We expect that this will be established within a very short period. 


As regards interoperability between our product database and the component of the Biosafety Clearing‑House addressing Article 11 decisions, I believe that this has worked well.  So far, we have forwarded information on 38 products which have been the subject of national decisions.  This number will increase in the near future, given the recent progress made in assigning unique identifiers.  


A number of our member countries have indicated their intention to take direct responsibility for their information on national decisions in the future, and to become directly interoperable with the Biosafety Clearing‑House via their national nodes.  In the OECD Secretariat, we believe that our role is to facilitate this transition as efficiently as possible, while maintaining (and where possible improving) the current information that is found in the Biosafety Clearing‑House.  We expect that this transition will be undertaken in an orderly and coordinated way.  This will also be an important topic of discussion at the meeting of our Working Group in November.  


I have already alluded several times to the role of our Working Group for Harmonization in Biotechnology in managing the issues which are the subject of our collaboration.  The 14th meeting of the Working Group will be held from 24 to 26 November.  Because of the nature of the issues to be addressed within the context of our collaboration, I believe that it will be important for the Secretariat to attend this meeting of the Working Group, as it has on previous occasions.  If necessary, I suggest that we find an opportunity immediately following the November meeting, to discuss between the two Secretariats, whether we need to take any additional actions in advance of the first meeting of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  


As regards our existing Memorandum of Cooperation, it is my understanding that it is still valid in the current situation and need not be revisited in the immediate future.  I assume that you will inform us when you feel that the status of the Biosafety Clearing‑House has changed as the Memorandum only covers the pilot phase of the Biosafety Clearing‑House.  At the same time, I recognize that we will need to revisit the Memorandum following the first meeting of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  


Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to raise an issue which has not been addressed (at least directly) in our Memorandum of Cooperation, though it is related to information exchange.  I refer to the OECD Consensus Documents which have been published under the auspices of our Working Group.  The subject of most of these documents has been either crop plants (such as maize, soybean, rapeseed, etc,) or traits relevant to LMOs (such as herbicide tolerance, virus resistance, etc.).   


These documents contain information which OECD countries have agreed is important in risk/safety assessment.  They contain, for example, references to the “centre of origin and diversity” of the crop in question.  Our product database is making increasing reference to these documents and because of interoperability, such references might also appear in the Biosafety Clearing‑House.  Because these documents contain information which could become of increasing relevance to the implementation of the Protocol, I feel it is important to draw to your attention an upcoming workshop (hosted by Canada, Mexico and the United States) which will be held in Washington DC, from 21 to 24 October.  One of the main objectives of the Workshop is to ensure the increased utility and applicability of Consensus Documents and to ensure their effective development. As always, the Secretariat of the Convention is welcome to attend.   In any case, I will make the report of the Workshop available to you.  


I have covered a number of issues in this letter and I recognize that you may have questions of clarification or might wish to have a follow-up discussion.  If that is the case, please do not hesitate to contact me.  In the meantime, I would like to offer you my best wishes as you move forward with the preparations for the first meeting of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  I have every confidence that this will be a successful meeting.  

	WWF INTERNATIONAL
	

	
	[30 SEPTEMBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


WWF welcomes the progress that has been made in establishment of the Biosafety Clearing‑House.  In addition to the information that is currently included on the Biosafety Clearing‑House, WWF suggests that the first meeting of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety recommend that the following information also be systematically collected and provided through the Biosafety Clearing‑House:

· information on unintentional releases of live modified organisms (LMOs) and LMOs for food or feed or for processing (LMO-FFPs); 

· information on field trials of LMOs (including details of field trials of genetically-modified trees and genetically-modified fish). 

· information on the types of LMOs and the types of modifications being notified and dealt with through the AIA procedure, and procedures for LMO-FFPs.


WWF also suggests that the first meeting of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety include activities to provide local and indigenous communities with access to the Biosafety Clearing‑House, as part of capacity-building in relation to the Biosafety Clearing‑House.

-----

� 	UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/1/1.


�/	On 11 September 2003, the European Commission submitted, on behalf of the EC, most of the information mentioned in this paragraph, in accordance with Article 20.3 of the Biosafety Protocol.
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