Draft for consultation

Note: this document is an advance review versiank-session document for the second meetirtgeof t
Subsidiary Body on Implementation to be considerater agenda item 15 - review of the effectivenéss
processes under the Convention and its Protécols

REVIEW OF THE EXPERIENCE IN HOLDING CONCURRENT MEETINGSOF THE
CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIESOF THE CONVENTION AND THE MEETINGS OF THE
PARTIESOF THE PROTOCOLS

l. BACKGROUND

1. At the UN Biodiversity Conference held in Cancunexito, in 2016, the Conference of the
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversitgsyfor the first time, convened concurrently vitib
Conference of the Parties serving as the meetitigeoParties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafiedy
the Conference of the Parties serving as the ngeefithe Parties to the Nagoya Protocol on Access t
Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable fhafirBenefits Arising from their Utilization. In
decision Xll1/26, the Conference of the Partieghe Convention, decided to use a list of criteda f
reviewing, at its fourteenth and fifteenth meetinggperience in holding meetings concurrently, and
requested the Executive Secretary to prepare angmaty review, using these criteria, for considiera

by the Subsidiary Body on Implementation at itsosekc meeting. The meetings of the Parties to the
Cartagena and Nagoya Protocols decided to useasiomiteria for reviewing their meetings in decisio
VIII/10 and decision 2/12, respectively.

2. In response to this request a notification invitiRgrties to provide their perspectives on
concurrently convening meetings of the Confererfdd® Parties to the Convention and the meetings of
Parties to the two Protocols was issued on 22 keprd017 with a deadline of 24 March 2017.
Subsequently the deadline for the submission of ngents was extended to 10 April 2017. The
notification was distributed to Parties to the Camiion on Biological Diversity, and the Cartagena a
Nagoya Protocols. The notification invited Parttescomplete a questionnaire based on the criteria
identified in decisions Xll1/26, COP-MOP VIII/10 driCOP-MOP 2/12 and provided additional space for
written comments.

3. An additional survey was distributed electronicatly participants to the UN Biodiversity
Conference. This survey was distributed on 22 Felr2017 and was open until 10 March 2017.
Reminders to complete the survey were sent on XiMa01l7 and on 9 March 2017. For the survey,
respondents participated in their personal capamity their responses do not necessarily reflect the
official view of the Parties or organizations tirepresent.

4, The following note summarises the main findingstted two surveys on the experiences of
convening concurrent meetings of the Conferencth@fParties to the Convention, and the meetings of
the two Protocofs Observations are also provided by the Secretariassues related to the logistics of
convening meetings of the Convention and Protoimolshe information of Parties in their considenati

of this issue. The note contains a section on ehtte criteria identified in decisions Xll1/26, GZ&MOP
VIII/10 and COP-MOP 2/12 as well as a section idginiy general observations and conclusion. Further

! Montreal, Canada, 9-13 July 2018. See: CBD/SBI&2é4ilable ahttps://www.cbd.int/meetings/SBI-02

2 As per decision XII1/26, this document will be cplimented by the reflections from the GovernmeniMaixico, as the host
country for the UN Biodiversity Conference, on thgistical and technical burdens of convening coresut meetings.
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this note is complemented by two information docntsevhich reproduce all of the written comments
received in response to the notification and suagwell as provide additional analysis

. RESPONDENTSTO THE SURVEYS

5. Responses to the survey issued to Parties throumgtiifecation were received from 64 Parties
However 71 responses to the survey were receivadrag countries provided separate submissions for
the Convention and its Protocols. Not all respotsl@mswered all questions in the survey or provided
written comments. The number of written commentwireed varied with the question and ranged from
23 to 44 written responses. Of the responses tontidication, 62 related to the Convention on
Biological Diversity, 55 to Cartagena Protocol atidto the Nagoya Protocol. This represents a respon
rate of approximately 32% of Parties to the Coneanbn Biological Diversity, 32% of Parties to the
Cartagena Protocol and 43% of Parties to the Naguogtocol. On a regional basis 23 responses were
received from Africa, 10 from Asia and the Pacificfrom Central and Eastern Europe, 17 from the
Group of Latin American Countries and 14 from thestérn European and Other Group. 53 of the
responses were from developing countries and 18 fvem developed countries. The responses to the
survey are summarized in figure 1. The resulthefdurvey are further explored in the followingtsect

of this note.

6. The online survey was distributed to 2,810 parénig to the UN Biodiversity Conferefic&his
represents approximately 90% of all meeting pardiots. Responses to the survey were received from
749 respondents. This represents a response rappaiximately 27% amongst those surveyed and 24%
of all participants in the UN Biodiversity Confersn Not all respondents answered all questionsan t
survey. Further the number of written responseegigreatly. The number of written comments reaive
ranged from 15 to 217 responses depending on #estiqn. The written comments also tended to be
more critical than the situation suggested by thentjtative results.47% of respondents represented
Parties, 8% represented indigenous peoples anddocenunities and 38% represented other observers.
A further 6% represented non-party governmentsudticg subnational authorities. This distributioin
responses was similar to the overall participainotine UN Biodiversity Conference where Parties
accounted for 48% of participants, indigenous pespphd local communities represented 5% of
participants and observers accounted for 45% difcjgzants. On a regional basis 17% of responsee wer
from Africa, 21% from Asia and the Pacific, 8% fradentral and Eastern Europe, 25% from Latin
America and the Caribbean and 30% from the We&arope and Other Group. This distribution is
similar to the regional distribution of participarih the UN Biodiversity Conference. The resporees

3 UNEP/CBD/SBI/2/INF/... and UNEP/CBD/SBI/2/INF/...

4Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Austriagl@us, Belgium, Bénin, Bolivia, Bosnia and Heragga, Bulgaria,
Burundi, Cabo Verde, Canada, China, Colombia, CBsta, Cbte d'lvoire, Cuba, Czech Republic, DemticrRepublic of
Congo, Denmark, Ecuador, European Union, Finlaretpn@ny, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea Equa®Guiaee-Bissau,
Honduras ,India, Iran, Jamaica, Kuwait, Madagashtalaysia, Mali, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nephaletherlands,
Niger, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Repuloii Korea, Sao Tome, Senegal, Seychelles, Slov&{@enia, South
Africa, Spain, St. Kitts and Nevis, Sudan, Switaed, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukraine, Yemen, Zimbabweaddition one Party
(Irag) noted that it was unable to respond to Wtéination as it could not participate in the UNbBiversity Conference for visa
reasons.

5 E-mail addresses were collected from the lisegistered participants to the UN Biodiversity Caafee. As some participants
did not provide an email address and/or registegdg a generic institutional email address it was possible to contact all
registered participants. However most participaapg@roximately 90%, were contacted The survey veaslistributed to United
Nations staff servicing the meeting, security persd, interpreters, local staff, volunteers andséhindividuals who only
attended a specific event taking place at the margf the Conference.
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the survey that directly address issues relatéldet@riteria identified in decision Xll1/26 are somarized
in figure 2.

Figurel

Proportion of Party responses regarding the attainment of the evaluation
criteria
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

(a) Full and effective participation of
representatives of developing country Parties in
COP13

(a) Full and effective participation of
representatives of developing country Parties in
COPMOPS8

(a) Full and effective participation of
representatives of developing country Parties in
COPMOP2

(b) Effective development of outcomes of the
Conference of the Parties

(b) Effective development of the outcomes of the
Cartagena Protocol

b) Effective development of the outcomes of the
Nagoya Protocol

(c) Increased integration among the Convention
and its Protocols

(d) Cost-effectiveness

(d) Cost-effectiveness with respect to the
Cartagena Protocol

(e) Improved consultations, coordination and
synergies among national focal points

M Criteria fully met O Criteria partially met M Criteria not met




Page 4
Draft

Figure2

UN Biodiversity Conference Participants' views on convening concurrent meetings

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Convening the meetings of the Convention on Biological
Diversity, the Cartagena Protocol and the Nagoya Protocol
concurrently was effective in terms of improving the
efficiency of the processes.

Convening the meetings of the Convention on Biological

Diversity, the Cartagena Protocol and the Nagoya Protocol . I

concurrently was effective in terms of costs incurred and
the level of participation by my delegation.

Convening the meetings of the Convention on Biological
Diversity, the Cartagena Protocol and the Nagoya Protocol
concurrently increased integration among the Convention

and its Protocols.

Convening the meetings of the Convention on Biological
Diversity, the Cartagena Protocol and the Nagoya Protocol
concurrently facilitated consultations and coordination

among delegates and negotiation forums.

The transition from the Convention on Biological Diversity
to the Cartagena Protocol and the Nagoya Protocol during F

the working sessions of the UN Biodiversity Conference
was easy to follow.

B Strongly agree. OAgree ONeutral EDisagree M Strongly disagree

1. FULL AND EFFECTIVE PARTICIPATION OF REPRESENTATIVESOF
DEVELOPING COUNTRY PARTIES

7. The information collected through the notificatidistributed to Parties indicates that 43% of
respondents felt that the criterion of full andeeffve participation of representatives of deveigpi

country Parties in COP-13 was fully met while 49%4espondents felt that it was partially met. Oaly
minority of Parties felt that the criterion was me¢t (8%). With regards in to the participation of
developing countries in COPMOP-8, 27% of resporgl&git that the criterion had been met and 62% felt
that it had been partially met. 11% of respondégitghat it had not been met. The distribution of
responses was similar for the criterion relatethéoparticipation of developing countries in COPMRP
27% of respondents felt that the criterion had breehand 61% felt that it had been partially m&gslof
respondents felt that it had not been met. Fahedle criteria the responses from developing and
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developed countries were similar, except that myFeom a developed country indicated that the
criterion was not met.

8. A number of issues were raised by Parties in thidtten comments. Several Parties noted that
concurrent meetings made it difficult for some dalions to follow the proceedings. This was noted a
being particularly problematic for small delegaoRelatedly a number of Parties noted that coeatirr
meetings necessitated a relatively large numbeowntact group meetings as well as meetings ofdgen
of the chair. Further many Parties noted the lichfterding available to support the participation of
representatives from developing countries was prohtic in terms of the full and effective partidipa

of developing country Parties.

9. The number of developing country Parties that lraceived funding to participate in meetings of
the COP and COP MOPs has varied from meeting tainged he number of Parties and participants that
can be supported is dependent on the contributemeved by the Secretariat of the Convention on
Biological Diversity, the daily subsistence ratefud country the meeting is being held in and thst of
airfare. This makes a direct comparison of the remalp Parties and participants supported to pastei

in meetings of the Conference of the Parties tadbevention and the meetings of the Protocolsaiffi

as these factors have all varied between meetiggsexample the contributions received to support
participation in meetings has ranged between $Z65& COP12 and COP MOP 7 to $1,045,102 for
COP 10 and COP MOP 5. For the UN Biodiversity Comfee in 2016, contributions totalling $672,000
were received.

10. The general approach the Secretariat of the Colovehéas followed at previous meetings was to
provide each eligible country with the equivalehbpe return airline ticket and the equivalenthoke
weeks of daily subsistence allowahdewas then up to the Party to decide how thesheid to make use
of the funds. For example some Parties chose @ @es participant to cover issues related to the
Convention and its Protocols while other Partiesseito allocate the ticket to one participant while
allocating the DSA to another. A similar approadsviollow for the UN Biodiversity Conference
however the amount of daily subsistence allowahatwas mad available was reduced to two weeks
owing to the shorter duration of the meetings. Galhethe effect of convening concurrent meetings h
been a reduction of one week of daily subsistefloeance. However as some Parties have also rateive
support to participate in the high level segmemhth® meetings, the overall reduction in DSA in gom
cases was less. Further, historically it has béffioudt to secure funds for the Conference of Beaties
serving as the Meeting of the Parties to the CartadProtocol in comparison to meetings of the
Conference of the Parties to the Convention. Camgemeetings concurrently has reduced this
discrepancy as funds are provided for the UN Biexdiity Conference generally and not to one of the
three specific meetings.

11. Between COP10 and COP13 the number of Partiesviegeiupport has ranged from 74

(COP12) to 118 (COP10) and has averaged 103. DQ®@Ig13 108 Parties received support. Similarly
the number of participants that it has been passibbkupport has also varied. Between COP10 and
COP13 the number of funded participants has rafrged 77 (COP12) to 139 (COP10) and has averaged
113. During COP 13 119 participants were fundedil®toth the number of Parties and participants
supported to participate in COP13 was a little bighan average it is not clear if this can be whared

as a positive trend due to the other variablesthal®ve (see Figure 3). Further it is importamdte

® However in some cases, for example when a paatitifrom a developing country was a member onévefGonvention’s
Bureau’s, multiple participants from the same Pantye supported.
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that many of the funded participants which parttga in the meetings of the COP also participated i
meetings of the MOPs. This is especially true fantipipation in the UN Biodiversity conference waer
no distinction was made between participants ind@®® and COP MOPs in the issuing of support. The
decision on who to send to participate in the mgstiwvas left to the discretion of the Parties comee:

12. With regards to meetings of the Cartagena COPM@#&yden COPMOPS5 and COPMOP-8 the
number of Parties receiving support has ranged 85rfCOPMOP7) to 108 (COPMOPS8) and the
number of funded participants has varied from 6@RAMOP 7) and 119 (COP MOP 8). However in the
case of COPMOP-8 the majority of funded participamére also participants in COP13. The overall
effect of convening concurrent meetings of the G@& MOPs in terms of the level of support provided
to developing countries appears to have been aease in the number of Parties and Participantstabl
participate in negotiations related to the Cartagerotocol. However it is important to note that albof
these participants are necessarily experts in #reagena Protocol and many also needed to cover
multiple issues during the UN Biodiversity ConfezenThe meetings of the COP MOP of the Nagoya
Protocol have always been held concurrently witletings of the COP and as such it is not possible to
discern any trends with regards to the fundingasti®s and participarits

Figure3
Number of funded Parties and participants to meetings of the Convention and the Cartagena
Protocol
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13. Information gathered from the Secretariat of the@mtion on Biological Diversity’s meeting

registration database indicates that the numbedewaéloping country Parties participating in meeging

the COP has varied over time. Between COP-7 and-CXRere has been an average of 127 developing
country Parties participating in meetings. Whewiinfation from COP-10 is excluded the average
number of developing country Parties participatmgeetings is 125. The number of developing cguntr
Parties participating has varied from 117(85%) (€Q®o 138 (97%)(COP-18)During COP-13 128

" The issue of support to developing country Paftieparticipation in meetings of the meetingshu Conference of the Parties
and the two Protocols will be further explored dgrithe second meeting of the Subsidiary Body onlédmpntation under
agenda item 17 (Trust fund for facilitating pamigiion of Parties in the Convention process: atlooaof resources and
possibilities of engaging the private sector). Ratg documentation prepared for that agenda iteth provide further
information on this issue.

8 The percent figures indicate the proportion ofdaVeloping country Parties participating in theetitey. The figures are based
on the number of developing country Parties atithe of the meeting.
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(88%) developing country Parties participated. lrerrthe number of participants from developing
country Parties has also varied. Between COP-TCapid-13 the average number of participants from
developing country Parties has been 897 and hgsdanom 578 (COP-7) to 1168 (COP-10). During
COP-13 there were 922 participants representingldping country Parties. Overall convening
concurrent meetings does not appear to have hatfeart on the number of developing country Parties
and participants attending COP-13(see figure 4).

14. With regards to the participation of developing miies in the Cartagena Protocol COPMOPSs
this has also varied over time. Between COPMOPdIGRPMOP-8 the number of Parties participating
varied from 38 (68%) (COPMOP-1) and 104 (83%)(COMME) and averaged 77 Parties participating
per meeting. Further the number of non-Party gavernts participating has also varied and ranged from
6 (COPMOP-6) and 103 (COPMOP-1) with an averag&aion-Party governments participating.
However if the information COPMOP-1 is excluded dverage per meeting has been 13 non-Party
governments. With regards to participants, the remolp participants from developing country Parties
participating in meetings of the COPMOP has rarfgea 123 (COPMOP-1) to 580 (COPMOP-8) and
averaged 300 participants per meeting. It app&atsconvening concurrent meetings has allowed for
more Parties and representatives of developingtdearo participate in meetings of the COPMOP (see
figure 5). However it is important to note thatsk figures do not provide any information on the
effectiveness of participation. Given that someetdi@wing country Parties were represented by small
delegations which had to handle multiple issuegnduthe meeting, their ability to participate magvh
been limited.

15. As there have only been two meetings of the Nagrmgaocol COP-MOP, trends are difficult to
discern. As the Nagoya Protocol entered into foluwgng COP12, participation information specifigall
for COPMOPL1 of the Nagoya Protocol is not availablering COPMOP-2 there 53(76%) developing
country Parties participating represented by 32@0geants. More time will be required to determine
trends with regards to participation.

16. Overall convening concurrent meetings does notapieehave had an effect on the level of
participation of developing country Parties in @®P. However it does appear to have increased
participation of developing country Parties in @&rtagena Protocol COPMOP. However it is important
to note that while participation may have increasede is insufficient information to be able tdge the
effectiveness of this participation. Further thisrinsufficient information to be able to judge wiize
effect has been for the Nagoya Protocol COPMOP.
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Figure4
Party participation in meetings of the Conference of the Parties
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I EFFECTIVE DEVELOPMENT OF OUTCOMES

17. With regards to the effective development of outesrfor the Convention on Biological
Diversity 49% of the Parties responding to thefiwatiion indicated that the criterion was fully neatd
48% indicated that it was partially met. 3% of i@sges indicated that the criterion was not methWit
regards to the Cartagena Protocol 27% of respondiesited that the criterion had been fully met and
65% indicated that the criterion had been partialbt. 8% of responses indicated that it had nat bee
met. For the Nagoya Protocol 35% of respondentstat the criterion had been fully met, 52% fakit

it had been partially met and 13% felt that it Imatl been met. The responses from the notification
suggest that the process of convening concurreetimgs was perceived as being more effective fer th
Convention than for the Protocols. However for kb Convention and the Protocols the proportion of
respondents indicating that the criterion was net was relatively small. For the criterion relatedhe
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Convention on Biological there were no major diffeces when the results were disaggregated by
developed and developing countries. However wiglargs to the development of outcomes for the
Cartagena Protocol the proportion of responsesatidig that the criterion had been fully met wacimu
smaller in the responses from developed countnzs from developing countries. The responses from
developed countries tended to be of the view th@ttiterion had been partially met. Further, with
regards to the Nagoya Protocol, the proportioresponses indicating that the criterion had not lmeen
was much larger for developed countries then foekping countries.

18. In their written comments some Parties noted tkatidg with some items of the agenda, such as
those related to the financial mechanisms, in tegiiated manner created confusion at times. However
others felt that that dealing with some issuesiiimgegrated manner, such as synthetic biology and
digital sequence information, had benefits. A nundieespondents noted that the limited time abddla

for contract groups was problematic and that dgakiith the Convention and the Protocols in a
concurrent manner risked that some instrumentsaMoellgiven more attention than others. It was
suggested that some of these issues could be addresthe drafting of the agendas for the meetiAgs
number of Parties also noted that the limited pigdtion of some Parties in the Conference created
challenges for the effective development of outceme

19. The results from the electronic survey of partioiigavere similar to those from the notification.

A clear majority of survey respondents felt thabhwening the meetings of the Convention on Biololgica
Diversity, the Cartagena Protocol and the Nagoyatoeol concurrently was effective in terms of
improving the efficiency of the processes undes¢hagreements. 11% of respondents strongly agreed
and 50% agreed that this was the case. 13% of mdepts disagreed and 6% strongly disagreed. The
remaining 22% of respondents had a neutral opiniorhis issue. The results were similar when only
responses from respondents from Parties were @esid(16% strongly agreed, 49% agreed, 17%
neutral, 13% disagreed and 6% strongly disagreed.

20. Survey respondents, in their written comments, tiled various advantages and disadvantages
of convening concurrent meetings of the ConventinrBiological Diversity, the Cartagena Protocol and
the Nagoya Protocol. The advantages identifieclaed the greater exchange of views and information
and more coherent outcomes across the three agreer®®me respondents also noted that concurrent
meetings shortened the total length of the meetamgsthat concurrent meetings gave more visibibty
the work of the Protocols and allowed for linksvibe¢n the three processes to be better recognized.
Among the disadvantages noted were the difficultiotbowing three different meetings, the difficylof
coordinating, and the large number of contact geaeguired. These issues were noted to be pariigcula
problematic for smaller delegations. Other chaléengoted were the limited amount of time available
discuss some issues and the need for delegatesttiontheir items to be addressed.

21. In total, during the UN Biodiversity Conference thewvere 46 sessions held in plenary and
working groups over 12 days. This means that omagecthere were 3.8 working sessions held per day.
By comparison during COP12, COPMOP 1 and COPMOfeietwere 54 working sessions held over 15
days, or an average of 3.6 session a day. DurinB-CDand COPMOP-6 there a total of 51 working
sessions over 15 days, or an average of 3.4 workesgions per day. Similarly for COP-10 and
COPMOP-5 there were 56 working sessions held ovatays, or an average of 3.7 sessions per day and
for COP-9 and COPMOP-4 there were 52 working sessiwer 15 days, or an average of 3.4 sessions
per day (See table 1). The effect of having commirmeetings was a reduction in the overall lerofth
the meeting and an overall reduction in the nundfeplenary and working group sessions. However
during the UN Biodiversity Conference there wene,average, slightly more working sessions per day.
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However when sessions of the high level segmenalae considered there is no major different in the
number of working sessiohs

22. The number of contact groups and friends of thdrcmeetings was greater during the UN
Biodiversity Conference than during recent meetinffgthe COP and COPMOP, though lower than
during COP-10. During the UN Biodiversity Conferentiere were 76 meetings of contact groups and
friends of the chair. During COP12, COPMOP-7 andPBADP-1 there were 36 while during COP11 and
COPMOP-6 there were 42. During COP10 and COPMUOHefetwere 116 contact groups and friends of
the chair. Part of the reason for this large nunibdhat the negotiations at COP-10 lead to theptiolo

of the Nagoya Protocol and there were contact grongeting on this issue throughout the courseef th
meeting.

Table 1-Number of sessions per mee

M eetings Length of | Number Average | Number | Average
meetings | of number of contact | number
(days) plenary of groups of contact
and sessions and groups
working | per day friendsof | and
group thechair | friends of
sessions® the chair
per day
COF-9, COPMOI-4 15 52 3.4 NA NA
COF-10, COPMOI-5 15 56 3.7 11€ 7.7
COF-11, COPMOI-6 15 51 3.4 42 2.8
COF-12, COPMOI-7, COPMOI-1 15 54 3.€ 36 2.4
UN Biodiversity Conferenc 12 46 3.8 76 6.2

23. Overall the effect of having concurrent has beeadaiction in the length of the meetings and an
overall reduction in the number of plenary and vimgkgroup sessions. This has also resulted in, on
average in a small increase in the number of wgrkjroup and plenary sessions being held each day.
However when sessions of the high level segmentansidered, this increase is negligible. Further i
appears to have resulted in more contact groupfraamttls of the chair meetings being held. Therefore
while the overall duration of the meetings has bestuced the intensity of the negotiations app&ars
have increased slightly to compensate.

. INCREASED INTEGRATION AMONG THE CONVENTION AND ITS
PROTOCOLS

24, 51% Parties responding to the notification felt tha criterion of increased integration among
the Convention and its Protocols was fully met @li6% felt that it was partially met. Two Partid8%o
felt that the criterion was not met. There werssigmificant differences when responses from devetpp

° Prior to the UN Biodiversity Conference, the Higlvel Segment was convened in parallel to the mgetof the Conference
of the Parties to the Convention. During the UNddiersity Conference, the High Level Segment wasreoed just prior to the
official start of the meeting.

19 The number of sessions does not reflect the sessield as part of the High Level Segment, of whiwre are 4 for each
meeting. During the UN Biodiversity Conference thigh Level Segment was convened just prior to tfficial start of the
meeting, unlike previous meetings were it was lirejgarallel.
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and developed countries were considered separatalgpt that no Party from a developed country
indicated that the criterion was not met.

25. In their written comments several Parties notedctiterening concurrent meetings was a good
first step and had some positive impacts. HowevfemaParties noted that more time will be requited
be able to judge this issue in a meaningful wayn&®&arties were of the view that more progress had
been made on the integration of procedural issndenthe Convention and its Protocols then on
substantive matters. Others noted that the forarghe UN Biodiversity Conference promoted a greate
understanding of how the Convention and its Prdtoadate to one another.

26. The results from the electronic survey were simitathose from the notification distributed to
Parties. With regards to integration among the @atign and the Protocols a majority of respondents
felt that convening concurrent meetings helpedhis tegard. 17% and 52% of respondents strongly
agreed or agreed, respectively, that this was #dise.c/% and 3% of respondents disagreed or strongly
disagreed. Further 20% of respondents had a neajialon on this issue. When only responses from
Parties were considered 22% strongly agreed and &deéed that convening concurrent meetings
increased the integration among the Convention ismdProtocols. 7% disagreed and 2% strongly
disagreed that this was the case. A further 18%sgondents were neutral.

27. In their written comments, respondents to the suofgarticipant to the UN Biodiversity
Conference, were generally positive regarding ffeces of convening concurrent meetings on incregsi
the integration between the Convention and itsdeals. Among the issues highlighted were the irewea
in awareness of the operations of the three agneisnaad increased consultations. Several respaadent
pointed to the discussions on synthetic biology digial sequence information being dealt with unde
the three agreements as an example of increasgptatipn. However others felt that this made for
complicated negotiations. Further some respondeted that for small delegations concurrent mesting
did not facilitate integration and raised questiahsut the mandates of the Convention and Protocols
Others felt that concurrent meetings resulted nalf discussions and complicated negotiatiornsemat
than promoted integration. Some respondents alswirtbat the effects of concurrent meetings with
respect to integration cannot be judged basedenuttomes of one meeting alone and that integratio
requires time.

28. The issue of concurrent meetings was also considhkreng the fourteenth meeting of the
Compliance Committee Under the Cartagena Protat@iosafety. The members of the committee noted
that concurrent meetings allowed for better andeniategrated discussions on matters common to the
Convention and its Protocols, including on the gnoitke to the GEFR

[, COST-EFFECTIVENESS

29. On the criterion of cost effectiveness 37% Parésponding to the notification felt that the
criterion was fully met, 49% felt that it was pafty met and 14% felt that it was not met. The
distribution of responses between developed andldeiwng countries were similar. However a greater
proportion of developed countries felt that théecidbn was not met and a greater proportion of
developing countries felt that the criterion wakyfmet.

11 For further information see document CBD/CP/CC314/
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30. With regards to the criterion on the cost effeaiess with respected to the Cartagena Protocol
29% of responses indicated that the criterion whg fnet and 43% of responses indicated that the
criterion was partially met. 29% of responses iathd that the criterion was not met. In comparison
the other criteria, this was the one where thetgstg@roportion of respondents felt the critericaswot
met. However overall most respondents still fedit tine criterion had been fully or partially methgv

the responses received are disaggregated by deglapd developed countries there do appear to be
differences. The responses from developed counirifsate that more than half (56%) believe that th
criterion had not been met. The responses fromlogivg countries suggest that only about a fifth of
Parties feel that this criterion had not been met.

31. In their written comments Parties noted that haogcurrent meetings generated cost savings in
relation to some elements of their participatiargrsas by only having two weeks of meetings ratien
three weeks, but that it also generated some iseceeosts. Increased costs were generally noted in
relation to the need to have delegates resporfsibtbe Cartagena and Nagoya Protocols attend two
weeks of meetings. Further it was noted that theeaised number of parallel sessions required larger
delegations. This may be particularly true for deped country Parties which tend to have larger
delegations with more specific areas of expertise.

32. There are a variety of costs associated with cangemeetings of the Convention on Biological
Diversity and the Protocols. Differences in natiariecumstances among host countries make a direct
comparison of costs impossible. However some issaede compared in relative terms. For example the
UN Biodiversity Conference required the same nunabeecurity officials from the United Nations
Department of Safety and Security as for previoastings of the COPs and MOPs. However during the
UN Biodiversity Conference these officials wereyordquired for 20 days while for other meetingsrthe
presence was required for between 26 and 28 days.

33. With regards to interpretation costs, the UN Biedsity Conference required more interpreters
than previous meetings of the COP and MOPs. Howtieeinterpreters were required for less time. For
example the UN Biodiversity Conference required ifi@rpreter days (54 interpreters for 14 days)
whereas COP-12 and COP-9 required 836 interpdetes (44 interpreters for 19 days), COP11 required
798 interpreter days (42 interpreters for 19 d&@J10 required 660 interpreter days (44 interpsetar

15 days), and COPS8 required 722 interpreter de§énf8rpreters for 19 days). However it is impottian
note that the length of the contract for intermete based on a variety of factors including gregth of

the meetings, the number of weekends, and the ot interpreters are travelling from to reach th
meeting venue (see table 2). As such the contfacisterpreters are not solely determined by the
duration of the meeting.

34. With regards to services for document translationthe UN Biodiversity Conference 630
translator days (45 translators for 14 days) wesesluFor previous meetings of the COP and MOPs the
practice had been to use 840 translator days é@lators for 21 days). However based on the
experiences at the UN Biodiversity Conferencehaftiture, if concurrent meetings are held, the lmem
of translators hired and/or the length of theirtcacts may need to be further increased in ordbetter
serve the needs of the meeting.

Table 2- interpretation neec

Meetings Length ofcontrac Interpreters require | Interpreter day
COF-9, COPMOI-4 19 44 83€
COF-10, COPMOI-5 15 44 66C
COF-11, COPMOI-6 19 42 79¢
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COF-12, COPMOI-7, COPMOI-1 19 44 83¢

UN Biodiversity Conferenc 14 54 75€

V. IMPROVED CONSULTATIONS, COORDINATION AND SYNERGIESAMONG
NATIONAL FOCAL POINTS

35. The responses from Parties to the notificationdaigid that Parties generally felt that convening
concurrent meetings of the Convention on Biologiersity, the Cartagena Protocol and the Nagoya
protocol improved consultations, coordination aypigesgies among national focal points. A majority of
responses indicate that this criterion had bedn foét (58%). Further 35% of responses indicatetthia
criterion had been partially met and 8% of respsrssggest that it had not been met. There were no
significant differences when responses from deve@ppnd developed countries were considered
separately.

36. In their written comments a number of Parties ndted convening concurrent meetings
facilitated coordination and consultation. Howeseme Parties noted that they did not observe any
significant change in this respect. It was als@ddhat as all the issues related to the two Potdatere
held in one working group this limited consultatamd coordination. A few developing country Partie
noted that as only one participant per delegatias supported to attend the meeting this limited the
ability of coordinate and consult.

37.  The responses from the electronic survey distribtdeparticipants were similar to those from the
notification. A majority of respondents felt thatnvening concurrent meetings facilitated consultati
and coordination among delegates and negotiatiam®. 16% of respondents strongly agreed and 51%
agreed that this was the case. Only 9% of respdsddisagreed and 2% of respondents strongly
disagreed. 22% of respondents had a neutral oporidhis issue. When only responses from respoadent
representing Parties were considered the results gimilar. 20% of respondents strongly agreed and
51% agreed that concurrent meetings facilitate wtettons and coordination. 8% of respondents
disagreed and 2% strongly disagreed that this Wwascase. 18% of respondents were neutral in their
opinion.

38. In their written comments a few respondents natetl concurrent meetings created opportunities
to network. However others noted that given thermeaenda and having meetings concurrently reduced
the amount of time available to coordinate and atin3his was noted to be the case particularly for

small delegations.

V. OTHER ISSUES

39. Parties raised a number of additional issues iin fibmissions in response to the notification. A
number of respondents noted that convening conuumeetings was generally a good idea but that a
number of outstanding issues needed to be reshvader to ensure the effectiveness of the process
Among the issues identified were the need to erepeopriate representation of developing countries
structuring the agendas for the three meetingsatcernthem as streamlined as possible and limitiag th
need for contact group and friends of the chairtings. It was also noted that sufficient time nektie

be given to all three instruments. Some Partiegesstgd that in future meetings of the UN Biodiwtgrsi
Conference the discussions under the Protocolddbeuimited to the first week of the meeting. Som
Parties also commented on the timing of the HigheL &egment and questioned whether it would be
more effective to have the meeting at the staeinar of the UN Biodiversity Conference.
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40. The High Level Segment was also considered aopérne electronic survey distributed to
participants in the UN Biodiversity Conference. Timeolvement of different sectors and ministershie
High Level Segment was felt to have promoted thesiceration of mainstreaming and promoted
dialogue. However a number of respondents notadtthauld have been more effective if there were
greater opportunities for discussion. With regdadshe timing of the High Level Segment, responslent
generally felt that having the segment before ffieial start of the UN Biodiversity Conference was
effective. However some respondents noted thatte&sted some challenges as some high level
participants were not available to help addressestious issues at the end of the Conference. Rieggr
the timing of future high level segments while thajority of respondents indicated that these should
continue to be held before the official start af thN Biodiversity Conference respondents were more
divided in their views. However several respondereee of the opinion that the timing of the Highveé
Segment should be based on the goals for the HigkllSegment and the issues being discussed.

VI. SUMMARY

41. Most Parties responding to the notification fetittthe criteria identified in decisions XII1/26,
COP-MOP VIII/10 and COP-MOP 2/12 were either fulypartially met (see figure 1). The criterion
with the highest proportion of responses indicathg it had not been met was the cost-effectivenes
with respect to the Cartagena Protocol. Overalietheere no major differences between the responses
from developing and developed countries. Howevenfany of the criteria the proportion of Parties
indicating that they had been met or partially mas similar. Therefore while the process of conegni
concurrent meetings can be viewed as positivecteiar that further work is needed to make conciirre
meetings more effective and to ensure that athefdriteria are fully met. In this respect amorgigsues
identified by Parties are the need to ensure apiatejrepresentation of developing countries, #aedto
give sufficient time to the three instruments igotation sessions, the need to streamline thedagsior
the meetings as much as possible in order to retheceeeds for contact groups and the need to explo
ways to limit the amount of time delegates respaador the Protocols are required to spend atiNe
Biodiversity Conference.

42. The responses from the electronic survey provisiendar picture. Overall the responses to the
survey suggest that the organization of the UN Bty Conference was effective and appropriate.
The survey respondents generally felt that conyeaomcurrent meetings of the Convention on
Biological Diversity, the Cartagena Protocol ane lagoya Protocol was efficient, and cost effective
Respondents also generally felt that it increasthration and facilitated consultations. Howeer f
smaller delegations this was not always the cadesaveral respondents noted in their written contsnen
that the success of holding concurrent meetingddwepend on ensuring that all Parties are
appropriately represented.



