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Why the portal?
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• Technical assistance
• Capacity building
• Technology transfer
⇨ Knowledge and resources

Regional Centres mandate

• Information scattered across sources
• Variable formats
• Difficult discovery
• Limited visibility

Challenges

23 Regional Centres for Basel and Stockholm Conventions



How the Joint Portal works
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WWW Centre Y

WWW Centre X

WWW Dakar

WWW Spain

WWW Caribbean

• Collect data from Regional Centres 
• Harmonize and standardize data and metadata
• Aggregate content into a common repository
• Provide access through a user-friendly web portal

Process

• A one-stop shop for Regional Centres knowledge
• Greater visibility of Regional Centres expertise and 

activities
• Stronger regional and national online repositories
• Improved access to knowledge for Parties and 

stakeholders

Objectives



How the Joint Portal works
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Filter by 

Regional 

Centre

Access to documents, 

meetings or activities, 

contacts, news and videos Filter by topic and 

chemical, or search by 

keywords

https://www.brsmeas.org/?tabid=8330


Interoperability and future innovation
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Clearing-house 

mechanism

COMMUNITY

PROCESSES
AND TOOLS

INFORMATION

• Structured information
• Shared standards and metadata
• Reuse of knowledge across platforms
• Reduced duplication and fragmentation

Interoperability

• AI-ready information
• Better knowledge discovery
• Advanced search & insights
• Future digital tools & services

Future innovation



Thank you!

Contacts:
claire.morel@un.org

julien.hortoneda@un.org

w w w.b r s m eas . o r g

mailto:claire.morel@un.org
mailto:julien.hortoneda@un.org
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From documents to answers
W hat happened when we pointed  A I at fifty years of C ITES  text

Shashika Sedara Hettige

Information Systems Officer, CITES Secretariat  ·  Minamata Online, 22 September 2026
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CITES in one slide
A trade Convention. Every inclusion in the CITES Appendices was decided by the Parties, in a meeting, and written down.

185
Parties

41,000+
species listed

3
Appendices

1975
in force since

At CoP20, Parties considered 51 proposals to change what is listed — 39 fauna, 12 flora.

13 rejected. 1 withdrawn. 2 rejected, then adopted in amended form. All 51 are still on our website, 

and they all read alike.
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The permits went digital first
eCITES — electronic application, issuance, border control, reporting, and exchange of CITES permits between Parties.

WHAT eCITES IS

Digitised permitting for CITES permits and certificates — structured data 

moving between Management Authorities, customs, and other Parties.

Electronic application and issuance

Control and authentication at borders

Annual reporting

Permit exchange between Parties

Our documents are the other half.
Slide content: Salehin Khan, CITES Secretariat
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The problem isn't access
CITES has been operating for just over fifty years. All of this is public.

The Convention

Resolutions

Decisions

Notifications to the Parties

Meeting documents — CoP, SC, AC, PC

≈ 10,000 meeting documents
20 CoPs and 142 committee meetings since 1975. SC78 alone had 127 working documents. Each one in 
English, French and Spanish.

All of it is published

Every instrument is on our website, in three languages.

But status lives outside the text

Whether something still applies is in the meeting record, not the document.

Fine for a person. Not for a machine.

A reader infers status from context. A system cannot.
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We built a pilot. It broke in three ways.
A helpdesk assistant, in development, to reduce the load on info@cites.org — where researchers and stakeholders ask us the same questions every week.

1

It quoted text that was never adopted

A draft working document and a final Decision use 

almost the same words. The draft is usually longer 

and more detailed, which makes it more 

attractive to the system, not less.

2

It reported a rejected proposal as an 

an adopted listing

A document proposing a listing reads exactly like 

one establishing it. The fact that Parties rejected 

it is in the record of the meeting, not in the 

document.

3

It treated our instruments as 

interchangeable

Resolutions, Decisions and Notifications carry 

carry different weight and have different 

lifespans. To the system they were just text.

None of these were fixed by using a better AI model.
Every fix came from adding information that was not in the documents.
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What the document doesn't say
A worked example from CoP20.

CoP20 Prop. 25

What the document says

Proposes including Crotalus lepidus, C. ravus and the genera Crotalus and 

Crotalus and Sistrurus in Appendix II. Sets out the rationale, the trade data 

trade data and the full supporting statement.

The outcome

What actually happened

Parties rejected it. No listing was made. Those species are not in Appendix 

II.

Nothing in the proposal records that outcome.
It is a pre-meeting submission. The decision exists only in the plenary summary record — a different document, filed separately.
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There is already a standard for this

Akoma Ntoso for the United Nations System (AKN4UN) — published 2017. By September 2025 InforMEA had converted 48+ treaty texts and nearly 1,000 COP decisions into 
it, with amendment tracking, in test.

WHAT EACH PITFALL NEEDS WHAT AKN4UN ALREADY DEFINES

A flag for draft versus adopted → Separate categories for draft and approved text

A record of which version is current → Version history: what replaced what, and when

A marker for rejected proposals → A defined place to record what happened in the process

A way to cite an exact paragraph → Permanent identifiers for every paragraph
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One of ours, already converted
A CITES Resolution in InforMEA's reader — versioned, addressable, and comparable across revisions.

THREE REVISIONS,  TRACKED

AND WHAT CHANGED BETWEEN THEM

FIVE FIELDS,  TESTED AGAINST THE READER

✓ Which paragraph a sentence came from

✓ Which language version this is

✓ Which version is current, and what it replaced

✕ Whether it was actually adopted

✕ What kind of instrument this is

The hard part is already solved.

What is still missing is simpler — and it is the part that broke our pilot.
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If you are building one of these
Five fields that would have saved us the most time.

1 What kind of instrument this is

2 Whether it was actually adopted

3 Which version is current, and what it replaced

4 Which language version this is

5 Which paragraph a sentence came from

Three of the five already exist in the reader. Two do not — yet.

Pooling knowledge and avoiding 

duplication is what InforMEA is for.

If several of us are solving the same problem over the same corpus, 

corpus, we should only have to solve it once.



Thank You      Merci         Gracias 谢谢 спасибоً
 
شكرا

www.cites.org

info@cites.org

@cites

Photo: jakk_wong/AdobeStock

Shashika Sedara Hettige
Information Systems Officer, CITES Secretariat  ·  Shashika.Sedara-Hettige@CITES.ORG







Results of the roundtable on the application 
of artificial intelligence products, including 
open-source tools, during environmental 
impact assessment and strategic 
environmental assessment procedures 

Elena Santer | 

secretary to the Espoo Convention and the Protocol on SEA



Content

• Context 

• Survey results

• Way forward 

• Final thoughts



The event built on the strong interest and momentum generated
at the previous Working Group meeting last December.

Co-organized with Denmark, Germany and the secretariat

Offered an opportunity to exchange experiences and understand
where Parties stand, what they are ready for, and what support
they may need in this evolving field

INTRODUCTION



Impact assessment is under pressure—pressure on the one hand from 
some politicians and developers; on the other, from growing data 
volumes, increasing complexity, and rising expectations. 

AI can provide for suitable solutions—but we are not yet fully equipped 
to use it responsibly

NB: the UNECE region is highly diverse, with differing levels of AI 
uptake and capacity; challenges differ

CONTEXT



Where AI can help 
• AI is not a single solution—but a set of tools that can strengthen specific parts of the IA 

process.

• In practice, there is promising potential in areas where IA often performs inconsistently:

• Early stages, such as screening and scoping, where AI can help structure large volumes of 
information more systematically

• Alternative analysis, supporting the identification of more realistic development options and 
their impacts

• Baseline data analysis, helping  in situations where data is fragmented or uneven

• Public participation, particularly in transboundary contexts, where AI tools can help 
aggregate and interpret large volumes of stakeholder input

• And increasingly, interpretation of complex datasets, including satellite or spatial data



Where AI can help 

• Importantly, AI should be understood as complementing—not replacing—
human judgement, especially in value-laden decisions.

• There is also emerging potential in capturing non-textual knowledge—for 
example, oral histories or participatory mapping—which are often central to 
meaningful impact assessment but difficult to incorporate systematically.



What is needed 
• What is now needed is not more speculation—but practical guidance.

• In particular, a framework that supports more confident and measured 
integration of AI into IA practice. This could include:

• A typology of EIA/SEA tasks that genuinely benefit from AI assistance

• Clear indicators for when human oversight is essential, especially in relation to 
value judgements, trade-offs, and consent

• Defined risk thresholds and safeguards to avoid inappropriate automation

• And clear boundary-setting guidance, to avoid both underuse and over-reliance 
on AI



Survey results

13th meeting of the 
Working Group on 
EIA and SEA



• Survey response: 25 countries

• AI experimentation: 5 countries 
have tested or used AI tools in EIA 
and SEA procedures
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Primary AI applications

• Survey response: 25 countries

• AI experimentation: 5 countries 
have tested or used AI tools in EIA 
and SEA procedures

• Primary AI applications:
▪ Translation
▪ Data analysis
▪ Report drafting (using language 

models and automated 
translation tools)



• Survey response: 25 countries

• AI experimentation: 5 countries 
have tested or used AI tools in EIA 
and SEA procedures

• Primary AI applications:
▪ Translation
▪ Data analysis
▪ Report drafting (using language 

models and automated 
translation tools)

• 80% of respondents see the 
potential for AI

80%

8% 12%

Potential of AI

Yes

No

Maybe



0 5 10 15 20 25

Improved stakeholder…

Support to smaller…

Greater consistency in…

Enhanced access to information

Better data analysis and…

Improved efficiency

Main benefits observed/anticipated



0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Lack of transparency in AI…

High costs of implementation or…

Potential bias in AI outputs

Reduced human oversight or…

Privacy or data protection…

Data reliability or quality issues

Potential risks



Problems identified

• Tools and software 
not yet available or 
adapted

• Limited technical 
capacity and 
expertise

• Uncertainty about 
how to use AI in 
workflows

• Lack of national 
discussions on 
requirements

Capacity Needs

• Comprehensive staff 
training

• Technical skills in 
data and modelling

• Practical guidance 
on interpreting AI 
outputs

• National rules on 
transparency, ethics 
and accuracy

• Awareness raising 
across institutions 
and public

Countries are at an 
early stage and 

require significant 
capacity-building 
before AI can be 

deployed



• Draft decision of the MoPs on AI in EIA and SEA

• At least one event per year

• Cook-book (non-binding guidance)

• Other activities ….

THE WAY FORWARD



Final thoughts: How do you see AI shaping the future of EIA and SEA practices in
your country or region?

“If AI tools are implemented 
fully, securely and effectively in 
the administrative system and 
all the parties are well trained 
to use them, we can imagine 
faster and more efficient EIA 
and SEA processes…However 
the journey towards the fully 
working AI support is time and 
money consuming.”

“As a decision-making tool, it cannot 
replace human judgement for 
assessment of environmental effects.”

“In light of the rapid changes 
of our times, AI could be a 
useful tool for streamlining 
and optimising environmental 
assessment procedures.”

“It can support faster data 
processing, automated 
screening, predictive modelling of 
environmental impacts. In the 
long term, AI could facilitate more 
transparent and evidence-based 
evaluations, improve public 
access to information, and 
strengthen cooperation between 
institutions. We will need time 
(maybe years ) to start work for 
AI in EIA or SEA”
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