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SUBMISSIONS FROM GOVERNMENTS
	AUSTRALIA
	

	
	[22 SEPTEMBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


Views on items to be included in a medium-term programme of work of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (para 12, recommendation 3/8)

Australia first submitted views on the medium-term work plan in 2001.  The following comments are resubmitted as they contain additions based on discussions at the third meeting of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (ICCP).

Australia’s view remains that the medium-term programme of work of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, to be identified at the meeting of the Conference of the Parties serving as the first meeting of the Parties, should be focused on the essential work of the Protocol:

· a review of the Protocol’s core operational elements, such as the Biosafety Clearing House and capacity-building; and

· those issues for which a decision is required under the Protocol.  The order in which these issues are prioritized should be according to the timeframes set out in the Protocol, such as detailed documentation requirements (Article 18.2(a)) and liability and redress (Article 27).

As previously advised, the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety should concentrate efforts on the above to ensure that appropriate decisions are made in the interests of effective implementation of the Protocol, as agreed by the States who negotiated the text.

Experience with the Protocol is continuing to reveal the complexity of implementation issues and the need for considerable coordination at the national and international level.  It is important that Parties not develop an over-ambitious program that would lead to rushed and potentially ill-considered decisions.

Accordingly, the inclusion of non-essential items on the programme of work should be considered only after the essential work of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety -- as listed above -- has been completed.  This would also allow countries time to identify what further work the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety may usefully undertake, based on Parties’ experience implementing the Protocol.  

Australia continues to support informal liaison and exchanges of view between Governments on issues that arise during ratification and implementation of the Protocol.  This can take place in bilateral, regional and multilateral contexts.  Australia would encourage governments to take advantage of scheduled meetings and visits for this purpose.  

A number of key decisions required by the Protocol are yet to be made.  Australia therefore considers that in the short to medium term, the meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the first meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, after entry into force, and the Secretariat should focus efforts on completing the essential work on those particular issues which are scheduled to be finalized by the meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the first meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  At this stage it would be inappropriate to distract attention from resolving these issues by adding to the existing workload or creating new mechanisms to consider or clarify ‘other issues’.

Australia is also concerned about the potential for duplication of work being undertaken by other competent international organizations, including the Codex Alimentarius Commission, the Organisation International des Epizooties and the International Plant Protection Convention.  

Accordingly, Australia wishes to reaffirm its bracketing of the list of proposed issues for clarification contained in the decision of the third meeting of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (ICCP), that is:

· categorization of LMOs

· risk assessment and risk management

· establishment of harmonized rules for unique identification systems

· transboundary movements with non-Parties. 

In the case of transboundary movement with non-Parties, Australia wishes to reaffirm the status of the negotiated text on Article 24 which contains explicit provisions for trade with non-Parties and about which there are no uncertainties in relation to implementation. For these reasons, the issue requires no clarification.

	CANADA
	

	
	[14 OCTOBER 2003] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


Canada’s views on items to be included in a medium-term programme of work.


Canada welcomes and supports the proposal contained in document UNEP/CBD/ICCP/3/9/Add.1, the draft medium-term programme of work, developed by the Secretariat, particularly as many of the issues identified are critical to effective implementation of the Protocol. In Canada’s view, the programme of work should focus immediately on those elements of the Protocol that are necessary to enable Parties to fully implement the Protocol and bring to conclusion, many outstanding issues that require clarification as soon as possible. 


Canada sees the first and second meetings of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety as critical decision making fora for addressing issues that are impediments to the effective functioning of the Protocol and for provision of clarity on the operations of the Protocol that will establish conditions for States to effectively implement the Protocol and move to ratification of the Protocol. It is Canada’s view that the obligations under Article 24 are adequately clear and we see no necessity for further Protocol guidance on this issue. Therefore, Canada would not support the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety undertaking additional work on Article 24. 

In addition, Canada supports the proposal contained in document UNEP/CBD/ICCP/3/9/Add.1 that identifies standing issues for consideration by the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, through the second to the fifth meetings of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety. 


Canada would welcome additional items to be added to the programme of work to address implementation issues, as clarifying such issues will be important at this early stage of operation of the Protocol.


Regarding proposed element 4.2, Risk Assessment, it is Canada’s view that it is not productive to separate the issues of Risk assessment and risk management and would recommend that these items should be considered by the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety jointly.  It is Canada’s view that the context of risk is key to making decisions with respect to allowing products into the environment. 


Canada would recommend that the second meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety consider the issue of international harmonization of testing and sampling techniques for LMOs, and refer to work already being done in other science-based international bodies.

In addition, the relationship between decision-making, the roster of experts and the Biosafety Clearing House should be further clarified.

	EQUATORIAL GUINEA
	

	
	[11 JANUARY 2002] [SUBMISSION: SPANISH]



Se considera que se debe incluir los temas de los siguientes incisos:

Inciso b) sobre las disposiciones del párr. 4 del articulo 29.

Inciso c) las actividades en curso de otros órganos y organizaciones pertinentes;

Inciso d):

i) cuestiones estipuladas en el protocolo para su consideración por la primera reuni6n de la Conferencia de las Partes que  actué como reunión de las partes del Protocolo; 

ii) cuestiones que deben abordarse en momentos especificos después de la entrada en vigor del protocolo.

	EUROPEAN UNION
	

	
	[21 JANUARY 2002] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


The adoption of a medium-term programme of work for the Conference of the Parties to the Convention serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol is a key element in addressing in a timely and transparent manner issues that are vital for the effective implementation of the Protocol.

The EU agrees that such a programme shall be based on the provisions of Article 29, paragraph 4 of the Protocol, that gives the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety the responsibility of regularly reviewing the implementation of the Protocol and taking the necessary decisions to promote its effective implementation.

We also support, as regard the implementation of the Protocol, the objective of mutual supportiveness with other relevant bodies and organizations. In that context, development and improvement of cooperation should be ensured, for example through the agreement of memorandums of understanding of a general nature if real synergies and effective mainstreaming are to be achieved.

The most pressing issues with respect to the timely entry into force of the Protocol are the subject of specific attention of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (ICCP). Many of these issues will require continuing attention of the process after entry into force of the Protocol. These issues have been highlighted in paragraph 2 (d) (i) and (ii) of recommendation 2/6. All these issues are vital elements in promoting effective implementation of the Protocol, but one of the most important priorities, as for any new instrument, is the development of relevant capacities, particularly in developing countries.

The issue of "unique identification" has been addressed in the context of the implementation of the pilot phase of the Biosafety Clearing-House (recommendation 2/8, paragraph 10 of the Second Intergovernmental Committee for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety). The Biosafety Clearing House should be fully operational at the latest at the time of entry into force, and therefore requires the issue of unique identification to be resolved and more specifically harmonized rules for unique identification systems to be developed.

Other issues should also receive further attention, such as items "l" (public awareness, education and participation) and "m" (socio-economic considerations), identified in paragraph 2 of recommendation 2/6. We also think that Article 24 (Non-Parties) should require clarification, as it will be particularly relevant in the first years after the Protocol enters into force.

Finally, given the importance of the provisions on risk assessment, the EU believes that the development of guidance to assist Parties should be considered in a medium-term programme of work for the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.

	SLOVENIA
	

	
	[18 JANUARY 2002] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


The most important priority for the foreseeable future to promote implementation of the Protocol is development of relevant capacities, and a number of additional issues that will only become important after the Protocol enters into force. Therewith, the adoption of a medium-term programme of work for the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety should be the most important task for the Secretary in a near future. Regarding the above, the following issue in a timely manner should be address, among others mentioned in paragraph 2, recommendation 2/6, in a programme; (1) Transboundary movements of LMOs between non- Parties; (2) Cooperation with the other relevant bodies and organizations; (3) Guidance on harmonized rules for unique identification systems; and (4) Categorization of LMOs.

	SWITZERLAND
	

	
	[31 JANUARY 2002] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


Switzerland does not have specific comments at this stage. We fully support the recommendation of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (ICCP) at its second meeting and we do not see any need for ICCP to address this issue at its third meeting.

	VIET NAM
	

	
	[16 JANUARY 2002] [SUBMISSION: ENGLISH]


· Regarding views on the item to be included in a medium-term programme of work for the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety: No comments.
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