BCH SUB REGIONAL WORKSHOP SERIES – AFRICA AND ARAB SPEAKING COUNTRIES

Building Capacity for an effective participation in the BCH
10 – 14 March 2008

Marriott Hotel, Cairo, Egypt
Workshop proceedings: Anglophone Africa

PREPARED BY RACHEL SHIBALIRA

 REGIONAL ADVISOR

CARTAGENA PROTOCOL ON BIOSAFETY

Table of Contents

2Introduction


31.0 Day One: Presentations and Plenary Discussions


31.1 Overview of BCH in Africa


31.1.1 Issues arising from the Presentation


51.1.2 Plenary Comments


51.1.3 Observation


51.2 Introduction to the Cartagena Protocol


61.2.1 Issues arising from the Presentation


71.2.2 Comment


71.2.3 Interactive Module


71.3 Current Status of the Cartagena Protocol


71.3.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation


71.4 Session assignment


82.0 Day Two: Presentations and Plenary Discussions


82.1 Surfing and Finding Information on the BCH Central Portal


82.1.1 Issues arising from the Presentation


92.1.2 Group Exercise


92.2 Administrative Procedures for Closing a Country BCH Project


102.2.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation


102.3 Status of Biosafety Projects


112.4 Introduction to Moodle


112.4.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation


122.4.2 Group exercise


123.0 Day Three: Presentations and Plenary Discussions


123.1 Introduction to Hermes


123.1.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation


133.1.2 Group exercise: Customisation of the Hermes


134.0 Day Four: Presentations and Plenary Discussions


134.1 Presentation on the Ajax


134.2 Group Exercise Presentations


134.3 Overview of the BCH Management Centre


134.3.1 Issues Raised by Participants


144.4 Sessions exercise


144.5 Group Exercise Presentation and Demonstration of Completed National Website


155.0 Day Five: Presentations and Closure


16ANNEX 1


16SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGIES FOR NBCH ACTIVITIES IN AFRICA


20ANNEX 2


20WORKSHOP EVALUATION REPORT


32ANNEX 3


32WORKSHOP AGENDA


38ANNEX 4


38LIST OF PARTICIPANTS




Introduction

The Biosafety Clearing House project, which is being implemented by UNEP and funded by the Global Environment Facility, is assisting up to 139 countries around the globe to implement the Cartagena Protocol. The BCH project assists countries to fulfil their obligations relating to the Protocol and to participate in the BCH. The BCH, established through Article 20, is central to the implementation if the CPB. It is an information exchange mechanism that aims to facilitate exchange of information on living modified organisms (LMOs). All Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety are obligated to enter minimum information on to the BCH. To assist the UNEP-GEF Unit to fulfil its objectives to assist up to 139 countries to participate and use the BCH, UNEP- GEF has selected and trained approximately 40 experts from around the developing world, called BCH Regional Advisors. Nearly all the 139 countries, with the exception of a few, have held at least one workshop to train their compatriots on the use of the BCH, with the assistance of the Regional Advisors. The purpose of this regional workshop is therefore to let countries meet as peers and exchange experiences and challenges as well as opportunities that they may have had during the implementation of the BCH project within their countries. The workshop attracted a total of 110 participants but due to diversity in language, the participants were further divided into English speaking, French speaking, Portuguese speaking and Arabic speaking groups.

The following is a report of the proceedings of the English speaking group.

The workshop started off with an introduction of the participants. The session’s facilitator, Maclaud Mafaiti, introduced the team of regional advisers (RA’s) and also outlined the workshop objectives. This was followed by an introduction of each country’s representative/s and their expectations from the workshop proceedings. The facilitator informed the participants that workshop would adopt a presentation and open discussions model that would allow free interaction.   

The following regional advisers (RA’s) were in attendance: 

1. Rachel Shibalira (Kenya) 


2. David Hafashimana (Uganda) 


3. Hope Webber (Nigeria)


4. Bekwetu Bogale (Ethiopia) 

5. Maclaud Mafaiti (Zimbabwe) 

The workshop objectives were:

1. To increase the awareness of obligations by countries to the Cartagena Protocol

2. To train participants on finding and registering information on BCH 

3. To inform the participants on new applications for participation in the BCH  

4. To promote sharing of information and ideas among the participants

5. To enhance capacity building and sustainability of the program

6. To promote teamwork

The following countries were represented in the workshop: Azerbaijan, Botswana, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Ghana, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Malawi, Mauritius, Namibia, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Swaziland, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.  

1.0 Day One: Presentations and Plenary Discussions 

1.1 Overview of BCH in Africa

An overview of the BCH in Africa was presented by Dr.Hope Webber. The presentation covered the following areas:

· Brief introduction to BCH :

· What is a Clearing House Mechanism?

· What is the role of the BCH?

· Benefits and Obligations of Parties

· Types of information Parties must make available

· How does it work?

· What information can be found there?

Ref: Slide Presentation 1 (Introduction to the Biosafety Clearing House) 

1.1.1 Issues arising from the Presentation

From the presentation, enquiries were made on whether the regional advisers had been selected on a country basis and also the criteria through which a country could get access to their services. The plenary was informed that the regional advisers for the project had been selected and trained by the BCH on a professional basis. Access to the services of the regional advisors could be sought through Mr Ingo Piegeler,(the BCH Coordinator for Africa) or a country could choose the adviser and forward the name to the secretariat for the necessary clearance. 

Queries were also made on what it meant for a country to be considered as having fully implemented the BCH requirements. Participants were informed that the BCH project was linked to the National Biosafety Framework (NBF) implementation. The NBF programme began in 1997 to ensure that the countries had the necessary mechanisms to implement the Cartagena Protocol. A total of 18 countries were selected worldwide with 8 countries from Africa. Out of the 8 African countries 4 were picked for pilot projects and these were: Kenya, Uganda, Cameroon and Namibia. Workshops and training of personnel was conducted. When the Protocol came into force more countries were incorporated into the project. A country was considered as having finalized the BCH process when they: 

a. Had completed all activities under the MOU;

b. Had put up some information on the BCH;

c. Had a national policy and legislation 

d. Had a sustainability strategy.

Clarification was also sought on the link between the BCH and the NBF. It was explained that the NBF is the overall strategy whereby countries are required to enact the relevant laws and regulations to guide implementation of the Cartagena Protocol. The BCH is a component within the NBF where countries are required to provide information on all relevant Biosafety issues. Thus, information provided for the BCH should fall under the laws or regulations provided under the NBF. The NBF preceded the BCH. 

Countries that had not held their workshops enquired on the possibility of holding back to back workshops. Queries were also made on how a country selects RA’s for their workshops. Participants were informed that it was possible to hold back to back workshops. The choice of the RAs depended on the individual country needs and the secretariat did not choose RAs for any country.

Issues were raised that the amount of funding provided for the BCH project is minimal and cannot cover all expenditure, for example, enacting the relevant laws and also providing the requisite information. Participants were advised that in order to cut down on the costs a country could incorporate the BCH requirements under existing laws e.g. information laws. It was, however, the responsibility of a country to provide information to the BCH and this requirement is not funded. The BCH project only provides funds for the start-up infrastructure and not its day to day operation. 

Concerns were raised that since the project is due to end this year some of the countries that have not had any workshops and other project activities may lose out. The possibility of getting funds for the project from other sources was also raised.  The countries were advised to fast-track the process and make sure that they held their workshops within the end of the year. The countries could request for more funds from COP-MOP, but they needed to justify the request since the GEF is mandated to fund all Biosafety related activities.

Participants also sought to know whether there was any provision to lengthen the span of implementation for countries that had recently signed the MOU.  It emerged that the secretariat (UNEP-GEF) has no control over funding of the project. The secretariat cannot extend the funding period when a country delays in implementing their projects. All the BCH projects shall be ending this year.

Clarifications were also sought on whether the BCH requirements should be set out before or after the approval of the Biosafety Bill/ other relevant legislations. The plenary was informed that all the BCH requirements need to be set out in the national framework after gazettement of the national law since information provided for the BCH should be as provided under a country’s law. It was also noted that since the information input into the BCH is for trade purposes it meant that a country had allowed the trade and use of GMOs.

1.1.2 Plenary Comments

The experience in Ethiopia

The country recently completed the NBF and BCH requirements were to follow soon after. Due to some challenges, however, they had not been able to finalize the requirements of the BCH. The country wants to fast-track the process and set up the BCH requirements as part of the information system for the county.

The experience in Botswana

The country has a BCH focal point but all the experts trained for the project left after a period of 3 months and the process stalled.

1.1.3 Observation

Countries need to train more personnel during their workshops. For example, the first workshop may be conducted on a trainer of trainers (ToT) basis. The second workshop can build on the expertise of those trained in the first workshop to train more personnel for the project. Countries also need to utilise working relations if the persons trained for the BCH are still in the country though working for a different organisation or sector.

1.2 Introduction to the Cartagena Protocol (Dr. David Hafashimana)   

The presentation covered the following key areas of the protocol:

· Meaning of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB)
· Objective of the CPB
· Scope of the Protocol
· Exclusions to the Protocol 
· Highlights of the Protocol
· Advance Informed Agreement (AIA)
· Exceptions to AIA
· Decision-making procedure 

· LMOs for –Food Feed and Processing 
· Unintentional transboundary movements of LMOs 

· LMOs Unintentional transboundary movements 
· LMOs Handling, Packaging and Labeling 
· COP/MOP-1 & 3 Decision on LMO Identification and labeling 
· Decision BS 1/6
· LMOs for Contained use

· LMOS for release into the Environment
· Decision BS – 3/9
· Other requirements of the CPB 
· CPB and Biosafety Clearing House
Ref: Slide Presentation 2 (Introduction to the Introduction to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety) 
1.2.1 Issues arising from the Presentation 

Explanation was sought on why it was necessary to inform the BCH on the 1st trans-boundary movement only rather than for all movements. It was elucidated that the Cartagena Protocol differentiated between the 1st trans-boundary movement and the subsequent movements. The first transaction can take up to 270 days before the decisions are made. While the first transaction is subject to all the provisions the others are not since this may result to a lengthy process for movement of the same product.

Participants sought to know whether there was a provision for the settling of disputes between states under the protocol. It was revealed that the Cartagena Protocol provided for a compliance committee with regional representatives serving as a meeting of parties (MOP). Conflicts can also be resolved under the existing international laws.

The relationship between the Cartagena Protocol and the WTO agreements was sought. The explanation was that the two are international treaties and some of their provisions are mutually supportive. For example, the WTO treaty provides for recognition of the sanitary and phyto-sanitary standards and intellectual property rights which are also recognised under the Cartagena Protocol.

Queries were raised on whether there are specific methodologies or approaches to risk assessment. It was clarified that the guidelines are provided under Annex 3 of the Cartagena Protocol. This provides the considerations taken into account for risk assessment.

Issues were raised on how to make use or contain the use of the LMOs without interference with the national laws. It was recommended that the LMOs need be categorised according to risks and the kind of regulations /minimum requirements required (for example, transport, disposal, and incineration facilities e.t.c). The standards are set up at the national level.

1.2.2 Comment

There was need for a careful implementation of the Cartagena Protocol and WTO agreements. Some of the provisions of the two have different interpretations that may cause conflicts between different countries or regions. For example, the Cartagena Protocol may restrict trade in substances or products allowed under WTO agreements thus causing conflicts between trading parties. 

1.2.3 Interactive Module 

The module was intended to introduce the participants to the operations of the Cartagena protocol using a computer based training session. Case studies and exercises were used to provide more understanding on the application of the protocol.  

1.3 Current Status of the Cartagena Protocol (Giovanni) 

The presentation covered the most important aspects of the Protocol with emphasis given to BCH modalities of operation (MOP) especially MOP BS 1/3 (a) role of BCH and (d) role of the BCH focal points. Risk assessment was also highlighted. 

1.3.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation 

The possibility of having the national focal point (NFP) as the BCH focal point was raised. It was confirmed that the national focal point could also be the BCH focal point.  

Enquiries were made on whether a provision existed in the BCH project to assist countries prepare their reports. It was clarified that countries chose on how to prepare their reports. The secretariat only assisted countries in identifying the country specific problems after which it was their responsibility to address the issues.

The existence of country specific information on risk assessment for the African countries was sought. Participants were informed that country specific information was not available and risk assessment should be done by the national competent authority. The information on risk assessment should fall under the national regulations. 

The existence of a common format for reporting to the BCH was also queried. The plenary was informed of the existence of a common format for reporting. It was made clear that changes to the existing format did not affect the existing information (backward compatibility). Countries are required to submit information under Annex 3 (minimum standards). 

1.4 Session assignment 

The session ended with an assignment to the participants on the ways of enhancing sustainability of their country’s BCH programme. The assignment would be presented on the last day of the workshop. 

2.0 Day Two: Presentations and Plenary Discussions 

Introduction

The session began with a presentation of the issues raised during the previous day’s navigation meeting. 

2.1 Surfing and Finding Information on the BCH Central Portal (Dr. Hope Webber)

The presentation covered the following areas: 
· The new features of the BCH Central Portal 

· The main functionalities and information that can be found on the BCH Central Portal 

· Navigation in the BCH Central Portal, including :

· the structure of information available on the BCH 

· the different categories of information found on the BCH

Ref: Slide Presentation 3 (Surfing and Finding Information on the BCH Central Portal) 

2.1.1 Issues arising from the Presentation 

Participants wanted to know the difference between the Cartagena Protocol focal point and the BCH focal point. The explanation was that the Cartagena Protocol focal point appointed the BCH focal point and notified the BCH secretariat of the appointed person. The secretariat provided the password to the appointed BCH focal point to allow them submit information to the BCH.

Issues were also raised on the availability of funds to hire experts listed on the BCH portal. Participants were informed that initially a fund had been set out to cater for the cost of hiring experts, but few countries accessed the fund and it was withdrawn. Participants were advised to raise the issue on payment of experts during the MOP 4 in Bonn, Germany. This could pave way for the setting up of a new fund to cater for hiring the experts. 

2.1.2 Group Exercise

Based on the presentation on finding and searching information from the BCH portal, the participants were grouped into five groups and a group exercise assigned. The objective of exercise was to determine the information sharing obligations that arise on entry into force of the protocol (Refer to case study 20). The reference for the exercise was the BCH Module 10 on ‘becoming a party’ found in the BCH online training site.

The main tasks for the exercise were:

a. Determining the primary responsibilities of the BCH national focal point

b. The minimum information the BCH national focal point is required to register to ensure that the government is not breaching its information sharing obligations under the protocol

c. The optional information that can be registered with the BCH

d. The events that should be registered after the entry into force of the national Biosafety law

e. Information sharing responsibilities in case of the accidental release of organisms with genetically modified traits/conditions that may have a transboundary effect. 

2.2 Administrative Procedures for Closing a Country BCH Project (Jyoti Mathur- Phillips )

The presentation covered: 

· The main Components of the BCH project 

· Concept for BCH Project Implementation

· BCH-MOU (1)

· BCH-MOU (2)

· Technical BCH Project Forms (to be retrieved from BCH Project OH)

· BCH-MOU Funding

· Requirements for release of 25% fund 

· Recommended Requirements for BCH Project Closure

· BCH-MOU Administrative Addendum

Participants were also informed that the project costs should not be above the budget provided by BCH. 

Ref: Slide Presentation 4 (Project Closure Requirements)
2.2.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation 

Queries were raised on why awareness creation was not part of the BCH project. It was clarified that since public participation was provided for during the drafting of the Biosafety laws or regulations it was not included for the BCH project.

The participants enquired on whether the secretariat had a strategy to enhance the sustainability of the BCH project. They were informed that the mandate of the secretariat was to support the COP-MOP while UNEP-GEF played a role in helping the countries build their capacities. The BCH thus only played an advisory role and countries determined their own sustainability strategy for the BCH project. 

Participants also queried the existence of other funds outside the GEF for supporting Biosafety Projects. The explanation was that GEF is the financial mechanism officially recognised to support the implementation of the Cartagena Protocol/implementation of the CBD requirements. The countries could try to source for funds from other multilateral and bilateral organisations, though some of them directly funded the GEF and it would be hard to convince them to provide direct funding to countries. 

Questions were also raised on how a country determined the best option to choose of the available 4 options for the project. The following were the recommendations on how a country could determine the best option:

a. Determine the information or records that are available for uploading into the management centre;

b. Determine the personnel availability for the project activities;

c. Determine the cost implications of the option chosen since some of the models are costly to set up, for example, the interoperable model.

The participants observed that the project provided for similar financial allocation to all the options though some are more costly, for example, the interoperable models. It was clarified that the project was global undertaking and no distinction had been made on the adoption of either of the options. The option chosen by a country should therefore be based on its cost effectiveness and ease of adoption taking regard of technical and financial resources.

Members also wanted to know whether it was possible for the country to switch over the options. They were informed that a switch was possible, but the country needed to inform the secretariat if that switch was made during the BCH project life (within this year). 

Countries that had not got the 25% fund allocation also enquired on the process of accessing the funds. They were informed that a country needed to fill out the Annex 7 and send the forms to Mr Ingo Piegeler. The money could be released within a span of 1 week if the forms were filled out accurately.

2.3 Status of Biosafety Projects (Alex Owusu- Biney)

The presentation covered the following areas:  

· UNEP’s early role in Biosafety

· GEF Pilot Biosafety Enabling Activities

· GEF Initial Strategy on Biosafety

· UNEP-GEF and Biosafety Projects

· GEF Initial Strategy on Implementation of CPB

· Key Components of an NBF

· National Biosafety Regulatory Frameworks 

· UNEP-GEF Development of NBFs

· Tools for Development of NBFs

· Some Lessons Learned in Development Project 

· UNEP-GEF Development projects

· UNEP-GEF Implementation Projects

· National Objectives (end of project) 

· National Level Activities

· Some Positive Achievements

· UNEP-GEF Implementation Projects: Status as of December 2007

· Lessons Learned and Challenges faced 

· Future Opportunities in Capacity Building

· Major Challenges

· Project Cycle: Full Size Projects

· Project Cycle: Medium Size Projects

· Opportunities through Collaboration

Ref: Slide Presentation 5 (UNEP-GEF Capacity Building Projects in Biosafety)
From the presentation it was observed that the project took a global approach. The regional coordinator explained that the project was a global project with regional dimensions. Participants also wanted to know the relationship between NBF and GEF and the role of GEF in the BCH project cycle.  It was clarified that the National BF was the responsibility of a country while GEF provided the financial support.

2.4 Introduction to Moodle

The participants were taken though a practical session on the operations of the Moodle program which helps to design workshop programs and activities. The presentation covered:

· Moodle features 

· Operations in the Moodle

· Workshop design using the Moodle 

Ref: Slide Presentation 6 (Introduction to Moodle) 

2.4.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation 

Queries were raised on how the members access the information resources in the Moodle. Participants were informed that a member needs to sends an email to UNEP requesting for the creation of an account.  After the account had been created a member could access the information resources.

2.4.2 Group exercise 

The participants were divided into 5 groups and assigned a task of developing national workshop programs for different categories of participants. They would use the online Moodle site to prepare the workshop materials. 

Group 1: Workshop on the national Biosafety Clearing House

Group 2: Workshop for IT experts in key government ministries

Group 3: Workshop for technical officers/ researchers

Group 4: Workshop for high level staff/policy makers

Group 5: Biosafety awareness workshop for journalists 

3.0 Day Three: Presentations and Plenary Discussions 

3.1 Introduction to Hermes (Philippe Le Blonde)

The presentation covered the main features in the Hermes and also how to upload information into the Hermes. This was followed by a practical demonstration on the operation of the Hermes
3.1.1 Issues Arising from the Presentation 

The possibility of using two options for the same country was raised. Participants were informed that it was possible for a country to use different options. However, under the BCH project the countries are required to only adopt one of the options because of resource constraints.

Queries were also raised on whether the Hermes could be used to display information on a country’s the national website. It was explained that Hermes cannot be connected to the national website. The Hermes, however, allows countries to provide details on biodiversity beside the data required for the BCH.

Countries that have not set up their websites also sought to know whether they could be provided with technical or financial assistance to set their websites. Participants were informed that the BCH secretariat only provided advisory services to countries on how to set up their national websites.

The length of time taken for the information submitted to the management centre to be reflected on the national website was queried.  The display of information could take as little as 1 minute since the secretariat monitored all the websites related to the BCH and CBD 20 hours a day.

Clarification was sought on why the Hermes uses the ‘wiki’ rather than the normal editing symbols. It was explained that this allowed for the standardisation of the information displayed on the website and also eased tracking of changes to the information

3.1.2 Group exercise: Customisation of the Hermes

Each of the country’s representative/s was required to customise a national website using the Hermes model.

4.0 Day Four: Presentations and Plenary Discussions 

4.1 Presentation on the Ajax (Philippe Le Blonde )

A short presentation was made on the operation of the Ajax. Participants were informed that Ajax pulls out information from the management centre and displays it on the national website. Participants had a practical session on how to retrieve information from the management centre using Ajax. 

4.2 Group Exercise Presentations 

Group presentations on the previous day’s assignment on developing workshop programs using the Moodle was the next item on the agenda. The following topics were presented: 

Group 1: Workshop on the national Biosafety Clearing House

Group 2: Workshop for it experts in key government ministries

Group 3: Workshop for technical officers/ researchers

Group 4: Workshop for high level staff/policy makers

Group 5: Biosafety awareness workshop for journalists 

4.3 Overview of the BCH Management Centre (Maclaud Mafaiti)

This was the next presentation item .The presentation covered the following:

· A general overview of the BCH Management Centre

· The main functionality of the BCH Management Centre.

· Navigating around the BCH Management Centre
Ref: Slide Presentation 7 (Overview of the BCH Management Centre) 

4.3.1 Issues Raised by Participants 

Queries were made on the number of accounts that can be created for the NFP and the NAUs. It was clarified that the NFP account is one while several accounts can be created for the NAUs.

Participants also enquired on whether it was possible for information to be submitted by other persons other than the NFP. The explanation was that this is a country based decision since only one NFP is required to submit the information.

The issue of who creates the NAU accounts arose from the plenary discussions. Participants were informed that the NFP created accounts for the NAUs and sent the names of the identified NAUs to the secretariat. The secretariat then sent the user name and passwords for the NAU to activate the accounts after which they could submit records. The NFP has access to the records submitted by the NAUs and after she/he approves the submitted materials they are made available to other users.

4.4 Sessions exercise 

Individual exercise 

The participants were required to enter and publish information in the management centre using the online training site.

Group exercise
The participants were divided into 3 groups and required to discuss on three aspects that hindered the effective supply of information to the BCH. 

· Technical issues 

· Political and administrative constraints 

· Information related constraints 

4.5 Group Exercise Presentation and Demonstration of Completed National Website  

Group presentations and plenary discussions on the topics covered for the exercise were conducted. This was followed by a presentation on the Biosafety website for Kenya . The website had been developed before the adoption of the Hermes model and there was need to update it. 

5.0 Day Five: Presentations and Closure

This was the last day of the workshop and the sessions focused on sustainability strategies to be adopted by the countries represented. The sustainability strategies were based on the individual needs of the concerned countries and the level of implementation of the NBF and BCH project. Annex 1 is a summary of the country specific strategies.

The regional coordinator reminded the participants on the need for the countries to have strategies for information sharing and transfer of knowledge. This would ensure that there was the regular entry of information into the central portal. 

The workshop came to a close at 11.30 am with a vote of thanks from Mr Ingo Piegeler to all the participants for making the workshop a success. 

ANNEX 1

SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGIES FOR NBCH ACTIVITIES IN AFRICA 

	Country 
	Sustainability strategy 

	Uganda
	· Training of key stakeholders on BCH pertaining to data entry and retrieval, including: members of the National Biosafety committee and the parliament environment caucus

· Pass the draft national Biotechnology and Biosafety policy and law that make provisions for information exchange through the BCH and also to facilitate budgetary allocations

· Utilize the skills of the trained IT technician to implement the requirements of the BCH

· Utilize the good working relationship between the NFP and NCA to support BCH activities.

	Liberia
	· Link the BCH web site to be to competent national authority  (EPA) proposed web site (http://www.epa.gov.lr/)
· Incorporate Biosafety issues in national planning

· Encourage NAU’s-- ministries of agriculture, health & social welfare and the forestry development authority to-- maintain  their systems

· Periodic monitoring of stakeholders equipment to ensure proper maintenance and use

· Capacity building on nBCH targeting NAU, taskforce committee members and other stakeholders

	Mauritius
	· Hold the Awareness Workshop and the 2nd Training Workshop back to back in May or June this year

· Core staff to run the nBCH is under the Division of Horticulture in the Ministry of Agro-Industry.  They will continue to implement the nBCH, with support from other divisions and stakeholders.
· Meetings of the BCH Task Force and refresher training and information sessions will be continued, in order to strengthen the nBCH.  We foresee these activities will gain importance as our biosafety framework implementation activities progress, and our GMO legislation become fully operational.

Use the 25% remaining fund to:

· Buy 2 desktop computers to supplement the existing 2 , and 1 photocopier, since some of our IT & BCH staff are posted on another station and town due to reorganization of the Agricultural Services

· Pay for contract on maintenance of purchased equipment, after their       1-year warranty period has expired

	Sierra Leone


	· Increase awareness on the CPB and BCH among decision and Policy makers – Article 20

· Undertake training workshops for key stakeholders

· Mainstreaming nBCH to National Budgetary allocations 

· nBCH to be part of the developing MLCPE website

· Provide specific user guide and technical guide

· Carry-out fund raising programme in collaboration with the private sector 

	GAMBIA
	· Secure services of a private IT expert to resolve IT related bottle-necks

· Cooperation on sub-regional and international level will be fostered and promoted

· National BCH will be set up as an integral part of DPWM’s environmental information centre whose national budget will allotted annually by the government of Gambia

· The BCH team will carry out sensitization programs through Radio, TV and News papers on the importance and function of the BCH, and how  the public can access the central portal

· Parliamentarian will be engaged to provide briefing to high level decision-makers during sessions

· Government institutions supplied with computer software and hardware will be regularly monitored to ensure upkeep and maintenance of the machines



	Nigeria
	· Constant information updating  and registration into the BCH 

· Budgetary provision for routine financial requirement

· Updating and maintenance of ICT Facilities

· Frequent brief on BCH to the Honourable Minister /Permanent Secretary

· Frequent public awareness on BCH to encourage public participation

· Collaboration with development Partners for capacity building



	Zimbabwe
	· Make sustainability part of the overall national Biosafety framework

· Dedicate budget and support staff

· Source Broad band fibre optic internet connectivity

· Integrated training of personnel

· Integrate Biosafety in the national bioinformatics platform

· Bandwidth rentals are too high, thus, engage regulatory authorities for license exemption

· Acquire a standby generator

· Training of the trainer programmes 

· More awareness creation among stakeholders 



	Ghana
	· Revert from option three to option one 
· National Competent Authority should budget for periodic training of National Authorised Users/data entry personnel

· Provide alternates for key personnel involved in the management of the system (Focal point, task force members, etc)


	Kenya
	· Update the existing website by adopting the Hermes design / use of the Ajax plug-in

· Better coordination of  nBCH activities by creating a national coordinating committee within the competent authority with a diverse representation of the relevant stakeholders 

· Creating linkages between the government and other players involved in Biosafety especially the private sector

· Providing more funding for Biosafety activities in the national budget and also sourcing funds from the multilateral and bilateral organizations



	Rwanda
	· Establishment of national website 

· Establishment of national laboratory for LMOs research 

· Networking private and public institutions related to bio-security such as Universities

· All Information related to Biosafety shall be available on national BCH and   Central Portal in order to meet the obligations of the Cartagena Protocol  

· Training Policy Makers and stakeholders

	Ethiopia
	The nBCH  initiative  in Ethiopia started in year 2006 by establishing a Task force members; It was agreed that the  TF members will draft the sustainability strategy; strategy might focus on:

· Mainstreaming nBCH activities in the government annual plan and secure government budget to run the nBCH;

· Maintaining  the in country  Networking (stakeholders interaction)  with TF institutions so that they continuously and actively participate in the nBCH in information provision

· Involving the Private sector to actively participate in the nBCH.

· Securing funds for nBCH through  possible projects


	Swaziland
	· The NFP currently operates as a semi-autonomous agency thus avoiding lengthy government bureaucracy 

· The MEA’s Coordination unit housed within the NFP to ensure that all country reporting obligations to the CPB are met

· Include the BCH in the annual budget 

· The National Focal Point to Appoint an IT Specialist and train him/her on the BCH System.

· Continuous training for NAUs by currently trained resource persons

· To enhance information from key stakeholders to the NFP

· Sensitize the private sector on Biosafety issues to ensure long term financial support.



	Zambia


	· Possibility of continued annual budgetary provisions for Internet services under the Norwegian support for National Biosafety and Biotechnology Programme

· Integration of the activities and assets of the UNEP-GEF Project into the activities and assets of the NEA (being NISIR)

· The implementation of the NBA will present further funding for the nBCH, as this is one of the main functions of the NBA

· Possibility to tap into private public partnership sponsorship


ANNEX 2

WORKSHOP EVALUATION REPORT

Part A: The Biosafety Clearing House 

1. Improvement of the participants understanding of the technical requirements of the Biosafety Clearing House 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Useful (Rank 3)
	4
	11.8

	Useful (Rank 4)
	4
	11.8

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	15
	44.1

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	11
	32.4

	Total
	34
	100.0
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2. Improving understanding of the options for national participation to the BCH

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Useful (Rank 3)
	3
	8.8

	Useful (Rank 4)
	8
	23.5

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	15
	44.1

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	8
	23.5

	Total
	34
	100.0
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3. Improving the regional understanding of the BCH and Biosafety 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Useful (Rank 3)
	10
	29.4

	Useful (Rank 4)
	10
	29.4

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	9
	26.5

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	5
	14.7

	Total
	34
	100.0
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4. Improving the understanding of BCH project administrative procedures 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not Useful (Rank 2)
	1
	2.9

	Useful (Rank 3)
	6
	17.6

	Useful (Rank 4)
	6
	17.6

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	13
	38.2

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	8
	23.5

	Total
	34
	100.0
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5. Improving the understanding of options made available by the SCBD available (Ajax and Hermes)

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not Useful (Rank 2)
	1
	2.9

	Useful (Rank 3)
	5
	14.7

	Useful (Rank 4)
	5
	14.7

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	10
	29.4

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	13
	38.2

	Total
	34
	100.0
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6. Improving the understanding on national information sharing obligations

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not Useful (Rank 2)
	2
	5.8

	Useful (Rank 3)
	6
	17.6

	Useful (Rank 4)
	7
	20.6

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	11
	32.4

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	8
	23.5

	Total
	34
	100.0
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7. Improving the understanding on access to learning Resource for the BCH
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Useful (Rank 3)
	4
	11.8

	Useful (Rank 4)
	6
	17.6

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	14
	41.2

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	10
	29.4

	Total
	34
	100.0
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Part B: Overall Workshop Assessment 

8. Usefulness of the workshop to participants  

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Useful (Rank 3)
	1
	2.9

	Useful (Rank 4)
	7
	20.6

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	14
	41.2

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	12
	35.3

	Total
	34
	100.0
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9. Organization of the workshop 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not Well (Rank 1)
	4
	11.8

	Not Well (Rank 2) 
	3
	8.8

	Well (Rank 3)
	10
	29.4

	Well (Rank 4)
	7
	20.6

	Very Well (Rank 5)
	9
	26.5

	Very Well (Rank 6)
	1
	2.9

	Total
	34
	100.0
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10. The balance of the presentations and discussions  

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not Useful (Rank 2)
	2
	5.8

	Useful (Rank 3)
	7
	20.6

	Useful (Rank 4)
	11
	32.4

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	13
	38.2

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	1
	2.9

	Total
	34
	100.0
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11. The presentation of Material by speakers 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not Well (Rank 2)
	1
	2.9

	Well (Rank 3)
	6
	17.6

	Well (Rank 4)
	11
	32.4

	Very Well (Rank 5)
	11
	32.4

	Very Well (Rank 6)
	5
	14.7

	Total
	34
	100.0
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12. Usefulness of having regional  advisers from the participants region 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not Useful (Rank 1)
	3
	8.8

	Useful (Rank 3)
	1
	2.9

	Useful (Rank 4)
	2
	5.9

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	7
	20.6

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	13
	38.2

	Not Useful (Rank 1)
	8
	23.5

	Total
	34
	100.0
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13. Overall workshop rating 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Useful (Rank 3)
	2
	5.9

	Useful (Rank 4)
	13
	38.2

	Very Useful (Rank 5)
	16
	47.1

	Very Useful (Rank 6)
	3
	8.8

	Total
	34
	100.0
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Part C: Personal Comments on the Workshop  
	Most helpful part of workshop 

	1. Using Hermes and Ajax 

2. Information on the Hermes and Ajax

3. The sessions on Hermes and Ajax

4. Hermes and Ajax applications

5. Sessions on the Moodle Ajax and Hermes

6. Hermes , Ajax and Moodle

7. Hermes, Ajax and requirements for the BCH

8. The Moodle training modules

9. Ajax and Moodle

10. Hermes and Ajax

11. Hermes and Ajax

12. Hermes and Ajax

13. Hermes Ajax and Moodle applications

14. Ajax and Hermes sessions

15. Ajax and Hermes presentations

16. Design of country websites (Hermes and Ajax)

17. New applications on the BCH (Hermes and Ajax)

18. Practical case studies (Hermes and Ajax)

19. Case studies improved understanding of issues (Hermes and Ajax)

20. Ajax Hermes and Moodle 

21. Ajax and Hermes

22. Ajax , Moodle and Hermes

	1. Networking with others 

2. Networking 

3. Networking 

4. Representation by different countries

5. Regional workshop good for networking 

6. Plenary discussions and experiences from other countries 

7. Discussion with RAs 

	1. Background to the CP and the BCH

2. the introduction to the BCH was a learning experience

3. Background to the BCH

4. Introduction to the CPB and BCH

5. Understanding the roles of the NFP NCBH and CP

6. Guidelines on closure procedures

7. Finding info on the BCH portal


Summary 

	Most helpful
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	The Moodle ,Hermes and Ajax presentations 
	22
	65

	Networking and plenary discussions
	7
	21

	Information on the CP and BCH
	7
	21

	Total respondents 
	34
	


	Least helpful part of workshop

	1. Background to CP

2. Presentation of the CPB

3. Background to the Cartagena protocol

4. Some of the issues presented were basic and need not have been presented

5. Session on entering information in the central portal

	1. Case studies not helpful since the internet connection was down 

	1. Group activity since groups were large hindering effective participation

	1. plenary discussions since time was limited

	1. Field trips since they were not educational

	1. Ajax presentation 

2. Ajax presentation

3. Presentations on the Ajax and Hermes since they were IT oriented


Summary 

	Least helpful
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	Background information on CPB
	5
	15

	Case studies  not helpful since the internet connection was down
	1
	3

	Group activity since groups were large hindering effective participation 
	1
	3

	Plenary discussions since time was limited 
	1
	3

	Field trip not educational
	1
	3

	Ajax and Hermes presentation since they were IT oriented  
	3
	9

	Total respondents 
	34
	


	Suggestions for the presenters

	1. Have more background material on Biosafety and Biotechnology to put BCH into context

2. Have more detailed presentations on new topics that participants have limited knowledge on

3. More time should be allocated for presentations on the Cartagena protocol for those not well versed with it

4. Presentations should be made more interesting and provide more details

5. More detailed explanations on the new topics

	

	6. There was some difficulty in understanding the English of some of the presenters 

7. Some of the presentations were fast and more time needed for discussions

8. Some of the presentations were fast

9. Better presentation skills. Presenters should present rather that read from the slides

10. Better slide presentation to avoid crowding

11. Provide more details during their presentations

12. More preparation before presentation

13. The involvement of many facilitators at same time causes confusion

14. Reduce text from slide presentations use graphics more

15. Presentations should be more practical

16. Better slide formatting (font, overcrowding) 

17. Better presentation skills; accent of some made it difficult to follow presentations 

18. Confidence during presentation 

19. Better flow of the tasks and presentations

	1. IT specialists should have a different workshop allowing more time for training 

2. Simplify the Hermes and Ajax presentations

	1. Need for a fixed program for the workshop 

2. Structure the workshop better to allow smooth flow 

3. Organisers should rely more on local organisers so as to better coordinate workshop activities

	1. Be more strict on time allocation for their presentations 

2. Be timely during presentations

3. Keep time during presentations 

4. Better time management 

5. Time management 

	1. More time allocation for practical exercises

2. More interaction is needed with the RAs


Summary 

	Suggestions for presenters 
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	Present more background material on Biosafety and Biotechnology 
	5
	15

	Better presentation skills (e.g. more graphics on slide, detailed presentations ) 
	19
	56

	More training on Hermes and Ajax 
	2
	6

	Develop a workshop program 
	3
	9

	Strict timekeeping for presentations 
	5
	15

	More time for practical exercises and interaction 
	2
	6

	Total respondents 
	34
	


	Suggestions for the organisers 

	1. Balance theory and practical sessions

2. Balance Biosafety and IT information 

3. Should arrange for more detailed presentations on the issues 

4. Separate sessions for the NFP,NCPA and IT specialists 

	1. Prior communication of the workshop schedule 

2. Provide more details beforehand

3. Workshop program provided before commencement

4. Prior information sharing before the workshop commences 

5. Provision of information on the workshop events

6. Provide workshop info before hand

7. Better organisation of workshop schedule and other logistical issues

8. Advance provision of workshop  programs

9. Workshop programme should be provided beforehand 

10. Better organisation of the overall workshop

11. Give conference bags 

12. Better logistical management provide fixed workshop schedule 

13. Improve on workshop organisation especially the program of activities 

14. More information on DSA

15. Provide details on the DSA

	1. Provide transport to the airport after workshops 

2. Better arrangements when participants arrive at hotels; waiting at the lobby is unpleasant

3. Access to accommodation after arrival

4. Participants should be allowed to choose on accommodation venues

5. Transport back to airport

6. A better variety of meals should be provided during future  workshops

7. Better internet access

8. Transport to the airport 

9. Transport back to airport 

10. Transport back to the airport 

11. Transport to the airport 

	1. More training on the Hermes and Ajax applications 

2. More detailed training workshops on the presented topics

3. More training workshops on Hermes Moodle and Ajax

4. More training workshops on Biosafety

5. More sessions needed for Ajax and Hermes


Summary 

	Suggestions for the organisers 
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	Arrange for more detailed and balanced sessions 
	4
	12

	Develop a fixed workshop program 
	15
	44

	Improve on logistical aspects of workshops 
	11
	32

	More training on the Hermes and Ajax and Biosafety 
	4
	12

	Total respondents 
	34
	


	Any other comments 

	1. Organise sub-regional workshops e.g. east Africa

2. Hold the workshop in developed countries to learn from their experiences 

3. More participants invited by cutting down on venue costs ; choose less expensive venues 

4. Consultations with participants on some of the decisions taken during workshops




ANNEX 3

WORKSHOP AGENDA

BCH Sub Regional Workshop Series – Africa & Arab-speaking countries

Building Capacity for an effective participation in the BCH
10 – 14 March 2008
 - Group Anglophone Africa
Marriott Hotel, Cairo, Egypt
	Time
	Task
	Presenter
	Time
	Comments

	DAY 1 – Introduction and Regional Experiences

Day contents & agenda focal point: 

Day Lead facilitator (DLF
) :  

Primary Focus:  Status Update (on CP, BCH Project, Countries’ Implementation, Outstanding Issues)

	0900
	PLENARY: Opening addresses

Introduction of UNEP representative(s), BCH Project Team and RAs
	Gov’t Rep, UN Rep, SCBD Rep, JMF, AOB
	1 hr
	SCBD opening address – Giovanni (5-10 minutes maximum) 

- Plenary

	1000
	Coffee Break
	
	20 mins
	Break into 4 groups 

	1020
	PLENARY: Workshop Main Objectives & Program of work. Methodology
	DLF - Maclaud
	10  mins
	

	1030
	PLENARY: Participants Introduction, Expectations and Concerns
	Ppants
	20 mins
	

	1050
	PLENARY: BCH Project: Overview and Update
	BCH Team
	1 hr
	Use presentations used at the Caribbean workshop and adapt to each group (RAs)

	1150
	Lunch
	
	1 hr 30 mins
	This allows time after lunch to resolve any administrative issues with facilitators re: DSA, tickets, etc.

	1320
	Introduction to the Cartagena Protocol and Obligations of the parties to the protocol
	David, RAs
	20 min
	What are the obligations of a party?

What are the different timelines for notifications?


Some ice-breaker or exercise half way through??

	1340
	Interactive Module
	RAs
	40 min
	Interactive module on the Cartagena Protocol1 

	1420
	Hand out assignment (to be presented Friday) 
	DLF -Maclaud
	10 mins
	A 1 slide presentation each on way forward and sustainability plan

	1430
	Coffee Break
	
	15 mins
	

	1445
	Current Status of the Cartagena Protocol
Question & Answer 
	GF
	1 hr
	Timing will differ for 3 group first week and 4 groups second week based on Giovanni’s availability 

	1545
	Workshop Navigation Meeting
	DLF
	15 mins
	

	1600
	

	1900
	COCKTAIL 

	DAY 2 – Obligations of Party to CP 

Day contents & agenda focal point: : 
Day Lead facilitator: 

Primary Focus:  Obligations of a Party, searching information, Using New and Revised Training Materials

	0900
	Recap of previous day
	
	10 mins
	

	0910
	Introduction to the Central Portal of the BCH
	Hope, RAs
	15 mins
	Introduction to the new look and features of the Central Portal

	0925
	Interactive Module on the BCH
	RAs
	45 mins
	

	1010
	Presentation - Finding/Searching Information
	RA
	20 mins
	

	1030
	Coffee Break
	
	15 mins
	

	1045
	Group Exercise

**Introduction to case study 20**


	DFL-Bogale,RAs, Ppants
	50 mins
	What information is available in country?

What exists on BCH?

What are impediments for data entry if any?

	1135
	Administrative procedures for closing a country BCH Project
	JMF, PB, EOE, SO
	25 mins
	Forms to fill out, Requirements to meet, what to do if budget is not fully spent, how to draw down balance of budget, making changes to MOU or budget, etc. 

(Questions to be prepared for Lydia from Wed onwards)

	1200
	Lunch Break
	
	1 hr 30 mins
	

	1330
	Group Exercise : Discussion Points and Quiz questions
	Bogale, RAs
	45 mins
	Discussion points are questions and answers cards available on Moodle – will be shared with RAs for translations

	1415
	Status of Biosafety in the Region (including GEF BS Strategy) and Questions and answers
Group Exercise: Case Studies
	Alex
	1 hr
	New and revised Case Studies and other new materials. Select case studies not yet used with the particular groups (RAs to identify the case studies)

	1515
	Coffee Break
	 
	
	

	1530
	Introduction to MOODLE

Group exercise : Workshop Design
	Phillippe

	1 hr 15 mins
	How to access and use MOODLE. How to access Training Modules, curricula, case studies, interactive modules, quiz questions, discussion points, etc. Discussion of new and revised training materials.  

Group activity to design a training course for a particular Stakeholder Group. Each group has a different assignment. Groups must choose all training materials including exercises, RRs, quizzes, etc to be used. At the end, groups present their results to the entire class.  Groups should use MOODLE.

	1645
	Workshop Navigation Meeting
	DLF-Bogale
	15 mins
	

	1700
	

	DAY 3 – SCBD Tools for National Participation

Day contents & agenda focal point: :

Day Lead facilitator :  David

Primary Focus : Intro to HERMES and AJAX

	0900
	Recap of previous day
	Participants
	10 mins
	

	0910
	Options for national participation including a Q&A session and discussion on changes to current national choice
	Phillippe
	15 mins
	Participants may wish to review their national option and in this case they should receive very specific advice on how to do this and what are the implications. Open discussions on national participation

	0925
	Hermes Presentation
	Phillippe
	40 mins
	

	1040
	Coffee Break
	
	20 mins
	

	1100
	Customization of Hermes 
	Bogale,RAs
	45 mins
	Group exercise. Sample website or real website if available e.g. Brazil

	1145
	Role play session on HERMES 
	Hope/Ppants  
	15 mins
	To collect ideas for next HERMES 

	1200
	Lunch Break
	
	
1 hour
	

	
	

	
	AFTERNOON FREE (Excursion )

	DAY 4 – AJAX, Individual country presentations

Day contents & agenda focal point: : 

Day Lead facilitator : Hope

Primary Focus : Reviewing options for national participation, Registering Information on the BCH, Fulfilling National Information Sharing Obligations

	0900
	Presentation on AJAX


	Phillippe

	15 mins
	Quick demo, Philippe to show any changes with new version

	0915
	Group exercise : Workshop Design (Assignment - Reporting back)
	Maclaud,
David
Participants
	30 mins
	Groups to present their results to the entire class.  

	0945
	Individual Country Exercise to Determine Country-Specific Outstanding Issues

(Assignment - Reporting back)
	DLF - Hope PPANTS
	45 mins
	Participants will be asked to identify specific issues or questions which they would like to see discussed or resolved during the workshop.  Ppants could work in country groups so that there is one response from each country.  Responses will be collected for later discussion by facilitators – on day 5

	1030
	Coffee Break
	
	15 mins
	

	1045
	Introduction to the Management Centre
	Maclaud
	20 mins
	Quick Intro to Training site

	1105
	Case Studies for Management Centre plus assisting in inputting info
	Maclaud,
RAs
	70 mins
	Case study 25  data entry 

	1215
	Demonstration of completed national websites
	Ppants
	45 mins
	

	1300
	Lunch Break
	
	60 mins
	

	1400
	Group discussions on implementation of national options
	DLF / RAs
	1 hr
	How is the chosen option being implemented in the country? What challenges are being encountered? Is there a need to change? What can account for the lack of information on the BCH?

	1500
	Coffee Break
	
	15 mins
	To be taken during group exercise.

	1515
	Report back from group sessions
	Participants
	45 mins
	

	1600
	Workshop Navigation Meeting
	DLF-Hope
	15 mins
	

	1700
	

	1900
	DINNER

	DAY 5 – WAY FORWARD, SUSTAINABILITY AND CLOSING

Day contents & agenda focal point: : 

Day Lead facilitator : 

Primary Focus :  Forward planning, sustainability, enabling countries to successfully complete BCH project

	0800
	Recap of the previous day
	
	10 min
	

	0810
	Sustainability
	RAs
	30 mins
	

	0840
	Addressing countries’ specific issues
	RAs, Ppants
	45 mins
	Different sessions may be planned here to address the specific needs of participants expressed on Monday or during the week – recap of days 1 and 2

	0925
	Coffee Break
	
	15 mins
	

	0940
	Way Forward
	Ppants
	1 hr 20 mins
	Each country presents a 1 slide presentation on their nBCH project, completion plan and sustainability plan. All should be submitted electronically to DLF.

	1100
	Workshop evaluation
	DLF - David
	15 mins
	

	1115
	Closing Ceremonies
	JMF, FCL, DD
	15 mins
	Plenary

	1130
	END OF WORKSHOP
	1400
	END OF WORKSHOP
	1130

	1130
	Lunch Break
	
	1 hr 30 mins
	


ANNEX 4

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

BCH Sub Regional Workshop Series – Africa, Asia, CEE

Building Capacity for an effective participation in the BCH
10 – 14 March 2008- Group B

Marriott Hotel, Cairo, Egypt
List of Participant

	
	Full Name
	Country
	Organization
	Telephone
	E-mail

	1. 
	 Pharoah Mosupi
	Botswana
	Department of Agricultural Research
	+267 3668174
	pmosupi@gov.bw

	2. 
	Joshuah Makore
	Botswana
	Department of Agricultural Research
	+267 3668177
	jmakore@gov.bw

	3. 
	Abraham Yohannes Zere
	Eritrea
	Ministry of Lands, Water and Environment
	+2911125887
	abyoze@yahoo.com


	4. 
	Varney Conneh
	Liberia
	Environmental Protection Agency
	+2316531029
	clvamey68@yahoo.com

	5. 
	John C.Jeh
	Liberia
	Environmental Protection Agency
	+2316520212
	jehhniketa@yahoo.com


	6. 
	Benon Bibbu Yassin
	Malawi
	Environmental Affairs Department
	+2651771111
	benyassin@gmail.com


	7. 
	Hotee Mohamud Faryaz
	Mauritius
	Ministry of Agro Industry and Fisheries
	+2304679150
	fhotee@mail.gov.com


	8. 
	Caroline Theka
	Malawi
	Environmental Affairs Department
	+2651771111
	caroltheka@yahoo.com


	9. 
	Lan Chow Wing
	Mauritius
	Ministry of Agro Industry and Fisheries
	+2304644854
	plan@intenet.mu


	10. 
	Rufus Ebegba E
	Nigeria
	Federal Ministry of Environment
	+2348033147778
	rebegba@hotmail.com


	11. 
	Usman. R. Ademola
	Nigeria


	Federal Ministry of Environment, Abuja
	+2348053022205
	rusmanson@yahoo.com


	12. 
	Tesfaye Woldeyes Gammo
	Ethiopia
	Environmental Protection Authority
	+251911606848
	gamtesfaye@yahoo.com


	13. 
	Sirak Merid Dibabu
	Ethiopia 
	Environmental Protection Authority
	+251911150033
	sirakmm@yahoo.com


	14. 
	Abdoulie Sawo
	The Gambia
	Department of Park and Wildlife
	+226530860
	abdoulie_80@yahoo.com


	15. 
	Allagie Manjang
	The Gambia
	Department of Park and Wildlife
	+2209845210
	alagie33@hotmail.com


	16. 
	Eric Okoree
	Ghana 
	Environment Sector
	+233243576745
	eriokore@yahoo.com


	17. 
	Franklin Eleblu
	Ghana


	IT Resource
	+233243576745
	feleblu@gmail.com


	18. 
	Mathato Rammoko
	Lesotho


	Department of Environment


	+26622311767
	rammoko@yahoo.com


	19. 
	Qongqong Hoolhlo
	Lesotho 
	Department of Environment


	+26622311767
	qhoohlo@hotmail.com


	20. 
	Prudence. K. Mutale
	Zambia 
	National Institute for Science and Industrial Research
	+26097376658
	mutalekay@yahoo.co.uk


	21. 
	Forward Lumbwe
	Zambia


	National Institute for Science and Industrial Research
	+260955234641
	lumbwe@gmail.com


	22. 
	Giraciana Chido Motsi
	Zimbabwe 
	National Biotechnology Authority
	+26323800036
	cmotsi@biosafetyzim.ac.zw


	23. 
	Abisai Mafa
	Zimbabwe
	National Biotechnology Authority
	+2634793034
	absmaus@yahoo.com


	24. 
	James Wachira
	Kenya
	Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources
	+254 20 272 7800
	wachirakagai@yahoo.com


	25. 
	Samuel. P. Swartz
	Namibia
	Ministry of Youth, National Service, Sport  and Culture
	+264612706244
	sswartz@mynssc.gov.na


	26. 
	Byaruhanga Ronald
	Uganda
	Ministry of Water and Environment
	+256712888080
	byaruhanga@gmail.com


	27. 
	Sadiqou Faiq
	Azezbaijan
	Ministry of Ecology
	+994124926023
	faiq-sadiqou@yahoo.com


	28. 
	Isaac Gcina Dladla
	Swaziland
	Swaziland Environment Authority
	++2686613773
	gdladla@sea.org.sz


	29. 
	Haidee Swanby
	South Africa
	African Center for Biosafety
	+27217121331
	haidee@polka.co.za


	30. 
	Similo. G. Mavimbela
	Swaziland
	Ministry of Agriculture
	+2686050780
	mrs@realnet.co.sz


	31. 
	Edward Mbonigaba
	Rwanda
	Kigali Health Institute, Department of Environmental Health
	+25008891446
	mbonied@yahoo.co.uk


	32. 
	Mutesa Malthus
	Rwanda
	Ministry of Lands and Environment
	+25008447830
	malthus44@yahoo.com


	33. 
	Momodu. A. Bah
	Sierra Leone
	Ministry of Lands, County Planning and Environment
	+23276668698
	modbah@yahoo.com


	34. 
	Syril.S.J.Jusu
	Sierra Leone
	Ministry of Lands, County Planning and Environment
	+23276630784
	jususyril@yahoo.com


	35. 
	McClaud Mafaiti
	Zimbabwe


	UNEP-GEF-RA(IT)
	+26323412882
	mmafaiti@yahoo.com


	36. 
	Bewketu Bogale
	Ethiopia
	UNEP-GEF-RA(IT)
	+251116634695
	sendigomz@yahoo.com


	37. 
	Hope Webber
	Nigeria


	UNEP-GEF-RA(CPB/IT)
	+31648373048
	h.webber@pl.hanze.nl


	38. 
	David Hafashimana
	Uganda
	UNEP-GEF-RA(CPB)
	+256712161161

+256752161161

+256782964358
	davidhaf2000@yahoo.com


	39. 
	Rachel Shibalira
	Kenya


	UNEP-GEF-RA(CPB)
	+254 735 247 312
	rachelshibalira@yahoo.com









� WEEK 2 – Group A will be held in French and will be managed & facilitated by Mohamed Kchouk, Lamine Sano, Chantal Andrianarivo, Charles Kouassi, Honore Assamoi, and Patrick Kouassi.  Group B will be held in English and will be facilitated by Rachel Shibalira, Rudo Sagomba, David Hafashimana, Hope Webber, Bewketu Bogale, Lilian Nfor,  and Maclaud Mafaiti.  Group C will be held in Arabic and will be facilitated by Elsa Sattout, Ossama A. Abdel-Kawy, and Nidal Khalil.  Group D will be held in Portuguese & Spanish and will be facilitated by Ernesto Ocampo with assistance (depending on the day) from Chantal Andrianarivo and Honore Assamoi.�


� Day Lead Facilitator
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