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Introduction
The Project entitled “Building Capacity for Effective Participation in the Biosafety Clearing House” hosted a second sub-regional workshop for Caribbean countries in St. Michael, Barbados from November 19th to 23rd of 2007.  The primary regional objective of this workshop was to strengthen collaboration and exchange experiences between participating countries. An additional objective was to deliver to the participants all the new training materials and tools which have recently been developed through the efforts of the UNEP-GEF and the Secretariat for the Convention on Biological Diversity. An underlying theme in all the activities was to transfer knowledge to the participants to enable them to use the training materials and deliver national training courses effectively.  Representatives from nine Caribbean countries participated.  The workshop was facilitated by a joint team of UNEP-GEF staff, SCBD representatives, 7 Regional Advisors and local hosts.  

Objectives

The objectives of this workshop, as stated by Fred Vogel on the morning of the first day, were:

· To share national experiences on the BCH

· To identify and address outstanding Issue

· To introduce the new BCH and 

· To introduce new tools to assist countries in their national participation in the BCH

· To introduce the new training material

Preparation

Training database and Hermes instances

Before the workshop, a training database on the BCH Training site was setup.  This database included 16 countries (including one for each country participating in the workshop) with 4 users for each country, including one NFP and 3 NAUs.

Also 16 Hermes instances were setup by Philippe Leblond, linked to the corresponding country in the training database. With this configuration, records entered by participants during the training sessions on the BCH Management Center were then visible in the corresponding Hermes instance.

Cards with all the information required to login as administrator to the HERMES websites were distributed to participants before the Hermes training sessions. 

For the HERMES module, a role-play was adapted by Stephen Vitoria and Marydelene Vasquez to be used to present the basic features of HERMES to the participants.  A previously developed HERMES practical exercise was adapted for this audience for use in the practical session on Day 4.  For this exercise, it was necessary to load the HERMES user manual onto all the computers in the lab for participants to use as a reference during the practical exercise.

Lab setup

Day 1 of the Workshop was held in a conference room equipped with facilities for visual presentations.  Days 2 to 4 of the workshop were held in one of the IT labs of the University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus. The lab had 18 computers running Windows XP, with Internet connection via a Local Area Network.

The lab was setup by Stephen Vitoria and Fred Vogel during the week before the workshop. Netop was installed on each computer.  Additionally, all the files for the two Interactive Modules were copied onto each computer. During the workshop, we experienced some problems with Netop. For example, when a computer entered a power saving state then its display could no longer be controlled by computer designated as the Teacher, and it was lost from NetOp control. These problems could not be resolved because we could not change the computer configuration settings to stop them from entering an idle state. Power saving could not be turned off because it required administrator level authorization, and this level of security clearance was not available from the network administrator.

Logistical Preparations

Dr. Leonard O’Garro and support staff of the local Barbados UNEP mission arranged logistics relating to hotel reservations, airport pick-ups, the opening ceremony, daily subsistence allowances, preparation of folders with workshop materials, a formal dinner for participants, etc.

Facilitation Meeting

A facilitation meeting was held on the afternoon of Sunday November 18, 2007.  All RAs as well as Fred Vogel of the UNEP Project Team and Professor O’Garro from the UNEP Biosafety Unit in Barbados, met at the Shell Suite on the UWI campus to discuss outstanding issues and review preparations for the workshop.  The respective roles of the Day Lead Facilitators and the Day Contents and Agenda Focal Points were clarified.  

Narrative Summary of Workshop Proceedings
Day 1 – Monday, November 19, 2007
Primary Focus:  Introduction and Regional Experiences

Day Lead Facilitator: Marydelene Vasquez

Day contents & agenda focal point:  Stephen Vitoria

Opening Ceremony

The Opening Ceremony commenced at 9:00AM in the Shell Suite at UWI.  It featured the following speakers:

Professor Leonard O’Garro, UNEP Regional Biosafety Coordinator

Professor Sean Carrington, Dean – Faculty of Pure and Applied Sciences, UWI-CH

Jyoti Mathur-Filipp, UNEP BCH Project Manager

Giovanni Ferraiolo, Programme Officer – BCH, Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (SCBD)

Dr. Rosina Wiltshire, UNDP Representative and UN Resident Coordinator

During her opening remarks, Dr. Wiltshire invited all participants to introduce themselves.  

At the end of the Opening Ceremony, Fred Vogel of the UNEP-GEF BCH Project Team explained the workshop objectives, reviewed the agenda and explained the workshop methodology.  He closed by reminding participants they this is THEIR workshop and it provided a unique opportunity to share experiences, address outstanding issues and meet the SCBD staff.  He advised participants that at the end of the week, they would receive a CD-ROM with a copy of all workshop presentations and training materials.

Marydelene Vasquez, the Day Lead Facilitator, then asked participants to state their expectations of the workshop.  These expectations can be found in Annex 3 hereto. She then reviewed some of the housekeeping details such as workshop start and end times, location of toilet facilities, location of meeting rooms, etc.  She also presented a list of “ground rules” outlining common courtesies that participants would be asked to observe during the week to ensure a smooth flow of events.

Jyoti Mathur-Filipp gave participants an overview of the global status of the BCH Project.

Giovanni Ferraiolo delivered a presentation on the Modalities of Operation of the BCH, the current status of data entry for Caribbean countries, recent changes made to the BCH and upcoming activities. 

Professor O’Garro delivered a presentation on the Status of Biosafety in the Caribbean.  He explained the role of the National Biosafety Frameworks and noted that the key challenges in the region are low capacity and financial constraints.  He then outlined the structure of the proposed regional project which would aim to address these regional constraints.

After lunch, Marydelene Vasquez and Stephen Vitoria jointly presented a summary of the status of BCH Project implementation in each of the Caribbean countries, as well as a summary of national information records for each country, which can currently be found in the BCH.

The participants were then organized into 4 groups based on their country and their level of experience in BCH Project implementation.  As far as possible, countries that were well advanced in project Implementation were teamed with countries that were about to embark on project implementation.  The groups were asked to discuss the following points, share their experiences and lessons learned and make recommendations for the future:

GROUP 1:  Main issues/impediments/setbacks encountered while executing the BCH Project

GROUP 2:  Main issues/impediments/setbacks to inputting national information to the BCH

GROUP 3:  Outstanding training needs in relation to the BCH and the CP – this analysis could go beyond the lifetime of the BCH project

GROUP 4:  Outstanding resource needs in relation to the BCH and the CP – this analysis could go beyond the lifetime of the BCH Project

They were given flipchart paper on which to capture their conclusions and were asked to be prepared to make group presentations.

Each group was also given the following questions.  Participants were asked to discuss these at the country level and each country was asked to submit a response on colored paper.

· Rapid analysis of what information exists that has not yet been entered into the BCH

· Identify specific issues or questions which you would like to see discussed or resolved during the workshop.  

The groups embarked on their discussions.  It was decided to close the day’s activities at 3:00 pm to enable participants to visit the bank to cash their DSA cheques, so the group discussions could not be completed.  It was agreed therefore that the group discussions would continue the following day.  Participants were asked to fill in their evaluation forms for the day.  The Monday Navigation meeting was postponed until Tuesday morning.  The UNEP Project Team, RAs, and SCBD representatives met to review the events of the day and make adjustments to the agenda for the following day, which had become necessary due to the early closure of the day’s activities.

Day 2– Tuesday, November 20, 2007
Primary Focus: Workshop Training Materials – CP and using the BCH
Day Lead Facilitator: Anthony Richards

Day contents & agenda focal point:  Malachy Dottin

Anthony Richards, the Day Lead Facilitator, and Malachy Dottin, the Day Contents and Agenda Focal Point, started the day by recapping the events of the first day.  They then presented the revised agenda for Day 2.  

The first event of the day was the daily evaluation and navigation meeting, which had been postponed from the previous day.  Participants then continued their group discussions, which had begun the day before.  

At the end of the discussion period, each group presented the results of their discussions to the plenary and further discussion followed each presentation.  These results can be found in Annex 4 hereto.  The answers provided to the country-level questions were collected and can be found in Annexes 5 and 6 hereto.  

Lydia Eibl-Kamolleh of the UNEP-GEF Biosafety Unit delivered a presentation on the “Administrative Procedures for Closing a Country BCH Project” which was followed by a question and answer session.  Countries were asked to sign up for one-on-one sessions with Lydia to be conducted during lunch breaks throughout the week.  These sessions were held throughout the week.

Malachy Dottin presented the session on the Cartagena Protocol.  He outlined the history of how the Protocol came to be adopted.  He then explained the various rights and obligations arising out of the Protocol with emphasis on the procedures outlined for transboundary movement of LMOs.  Participants were then invited to move to the Computer Lab which would be the venue for the remainder of the week.  Once in the lab, participants were asked to do the Interactive Module 1 to reinforce their understanding of the Cartagena Protocol.

Julian Bourne gave an introduction to the BCH in which she explained what the BCH is, and the Parties’ obligations, under the Cartagena Protocol, to enter specific types of national information into the BCH.  She also explained the modalities of operation of the BCH and the benefits to Parties arising from participation in the BCH.  Participants were then asked to do the Interactive Module 2 to reinforce their understanding of the BCH.

A group exercise followed, facilitated by Malachy Dottin and Fred Phillips, in which participants were asked to discuss various scenarios presented in a set of discussion points relating to the Cartagena Protocol and the BCH.  Each group read their conclusions to the assigned discussion points and these were verified by the facilitators.  

Giovanni Ferraiolo of the SCBD then gave a presentation on the BCH covering its role in the implementation of the Cartagena Protocol and the modalities of its operation.  He detailed the changes implemented at the start of November 2008, which include a change of the appearance, improved user friendliness, enhanced query facilities, and greater quality control.  He then mentioned current plans for further improvements.  Finally, he mentioned the improved options for interoperability with national biosafety websites offered by the HERMES application and AJAX plug-in.

After this introduction to the BCH, participants were assigned Case Studies, which had been updated to reflect the changes to the BCH Central Portal.  These case studies enabled participants to consolidate their skills in using the BCH query facilities and understand how the BCH can assist in the implementation of the Protocol.

The day’s activities concluded with the navigation meeting and filling out of evaluation forms by participants.  Summaries of the participants’ evaluations can be found in Annex 10.

Day 3 – Wednesday, November 21, 2007
Primary Focus: Registering Information on the BCH
Day Lead Facilitator: Fred Phillips

Day contents & agenda focal point: Anthony Richards

The Day Lead Facilitator, Fred Phillips, started the day with a review of the Tuesday’s activities and a presentation of Wednesday’s revised agenda.  This was followed by summaries of the contributions made in the navigation meetings.  Ricardo George made the presentation for Day 1’s navigation meeting and Marydelene Vasquez presented the contributions from Day 2.  

Giovanni Ferraiolo made a presentation to clarify the stipulations under Article 11 in the Protocol for LMOs intended for use as food, feed and processing. He threw light on the differences between declarations under 11.1, article 11.4 and Article 11.6.  

In this discussion, Giovanni clarified the following issues: 

1) Article 11.1 applies to LMOs that may be used in a country for FFP, but which may be subject to transboundary movement, i.e. may be exported. Under article 11.1, a country needs to register into the BCH all LMOs that it either grows and exports, or imports and re-exports.  

2) Some non-party states are voluntarily submitting decisions relating to LMO-FFPs (Article 11.1).

3) How does a state party regulate imports of LMO-FFP? The potential importer has responsibility to make declarations under Article 11.6 in order to provide a system for regulation.

4) Article 11.4 applies to LMOs that are to be used only within the country for FFP. These LMOs will not be exported.

5) Article 11.6 is not compulsory. All it means is that, if the country does not have a regulatory framework in place for handling applications for the importation of LMOs for FFP, the country can opt to use the AIA procedure until they can develop their own regulatory framework. (Barbados is an example of one such country that has done this.)

6) How strong is the Protocol with regard to SPS (Sanitary and Phytosanitary Agreement) and TBT (Technical Barriers to Trade Agreement)?  The Protocol remains weak as long as states parties remain in non-compliance (e.g. we fail to submit minimum information to BCH).
This session was critically important as it clarified the meaning and ramifications of Article 11, which apparently had not been fully understood by many of the participants.

Fred Vogel then presented a brief demonstration of the MOODLE site which can be found at moodle.unep.ch.  He explained that the site contained all the training materials developed through the BCH project and described how the site could be used by participants in conducting their own workshops.

Terrence Gilliard then presented a session on the Information Sharing Obligations of parties to the Protocol.  This presentation mentioned the benefits as well as the obligations of Parties. It focused particularly on Article 20, which details the various types of information that countries must make available through the BCH.  It also described what types of information must be made available when a country makes decisions under the AIA or under the FFP procedures.  Several participants expressed their appreciation for this clarification of their obligations.

Stephen Vitoria then made a presentation on using the Management Centre to enter information into the BCH. The participants were then organized into groups and asked to complete Case Study 20 to reinforce the previous sessions on data entry and on information-sharing obligations of Parties.  If they finished the first Case Study, they were asked to do Case Study 10 (different from the previous Case Study 10 found on MOODLE.) During this hands-on exercise, participants were given usernames for NFP’s and NAU’s for access to a training BCH site and were asked to enter data as required under the Case Study.  The hands-on session was facilitated by Stephen Vitoria and Anthony Richards.  

This session led to the questions regarding a country’s obligations in relation to contained use of LMOs and at what point must a Party report an accidental release. 

The day’s events concluded at half-day to allow participants to enjoy a free afternoon.  Participants were asked to fill out evaluation forms for the day.  No navigation meeting was held since it was a short day.  

Day 4 – Thursday, November 22, 2007
Primary Focus: Options for National Participation in the BCH 

Day Lead Facilitator: Stephen Vitoria

Day contents & agenda focal point:  Julian Bourne

The Day Lead Facilitator, Stephen Victoria, started the day by reviewing the activities completed on Wednesday and presenting the revised agenda for Thursday.  There was no navigation review since no navigation meeting had been conducted the previous day.

The first item on the day’s agenda was a session on Options for National Participation and Solutions for a National Presence on the Web presented by Philippe Leblond.  The presentation reviewed the 4 options for national participation. It was emphasized that these 4 options are the same as always and have not changed. Philippe then introduced two new solutions being offered by the Secretariat to assist countries who have chosen option 1 to establish their own national biosafety website with links to the national information stored on the BCH.  The first new solution presented was the Hermes application. Hermes is a complete content management (CMS) solution, which provides both the space and the building blocks for the development of a national biosafety website.  This solution allows users to create and maintain their national website online.  It is developed, hosted, maintained and fully supported by the Secretariat.

To further illustrate the options for national participation, a demonstration was made of how different countries have implemented options 1, 3 and 4.  The following websites were used for this demonstration:
Tajikistan using HERMES:
http://tj.biosafetyclearinghouse.net 

http://bch.biodiv.tj  (same website as above but different URL)

Costa Rica using HERMES:
http://cr.biosafetyclearinghouse.net 

Estonia using HERMES:
http://ee.biosafetyclearinghouse.net
Brazil using AJAX:

http://bvh.mct.gov.br 

India using OPTION 3:

http://indbch.nic.in 

http://indbch.nic.in/writereaddataxml/ 

Colombia using OPTION 4:
http://www.bch.org.co 
The Ajax Plug-in is the second solution presented in this session. It is used when there is an existing national web site.  Implementing AJAX technically only requires adding two lines of HTML code to an existing web page and can therefore be implemented literally in minutes.

It was emphasized that having a national website is NOT an obligation under the Protocol and that making information available on a national website does NOT fulfill a Party’s information sharing obligations under the Protocol. Rather, a country may for other national reasons, choose to have a national website.  Hermes and Ajax are solutions that will assist country’s wishing to establish their own national biosafety website. Both solutions provide out-of-the-box interoperability with the BCH Central Portal. 

Marydelene Vasquez and Stephen Vitoria then enacted a role-play to show participants how to use Hermes to implement a national biosafety website which automatically displays national information that has been previously entered through the BCH Central Portal.  A description of the role-play can be found in Annex 7 with a sample script.  The role-play was designed to be humorous as well as didactic. Using a role play was a strategy to introduce dry technical material to a non-IT audience.

Following the role play, participants were asked to work in groups to complete a Hermes Practical exercise.  In this exercise, participants had the opportunity to implement what they had learnt about Hermes by customizing their own country website.  To enable this exercise, practice Hermes websites had been created previously by Philippe Leblond and user accounts set up to allow participants access to the practice sites.  These user accounts and passwords were handed out to participants at the start of the exercise.  A copy of this exercise can be found in Annex 8.  The exercise was facilitated by Marydelene Vasquez and Stephen Vitoria with additional technical guidance provided to participants by Giovanni Ferraiolo, Philippe Leblond and Fred Vogel.

A discussion session followed the Hermes practical exercise.  Having been exposed to the new Hermes and Ajax solutions and seeing a review of the options for national participation in the BCH, participants were asked to provide recommendations for improvements as well as to pose questions on any aspect of Hermes, Ajax or national participation on which they still required clarification.  Answers were provided by Jyoti Mathur-Filipp, Project Manager of the BCH Project, and Giovanni Ferraiolo and Philippe Leblond of the SCBD.  A summary of the contributions, questions and answers which arose in this session are given below:

Question: Can both the Hermes and Ajax applications be used at the same time?

Answer: There is no need to use both. Ajax is a subset of the Hermes. Ajax is only a 2 line code plug-in used when the country has an existing web site and would like to add more country details necessary for public viewing.

Question:  Does HERMES offer facilities for translation? 

Answer:  HERMES offers the flexibility to display pages and data in different languages.  It is not limited to the 6 UN languages.  A country using HERMES can maintain their website in several different languages.  The viewer can then choose to display the website in whichever language they choose. 

Suggestion: The images in the User Manual are not very clear.  They need to be made sharper. 

Comment:  It was difficult to understand how to make a hyperlink to a document that was uploaded to the website.

Question: Is it possible to allow access to both the training site and a live site, running simultaneously?

Answer: Yes, but the country must send a request or reminder to the SCBD when this is needed in order for this to be set up.

Question: May a country change its Option for National Participation in the MOU from Option 3 to Option 1? 

Answer: Yes.  To make this change to the MOU, the country needs to submit the change requested with a justification for the requested change in writing to the BCH Project Manager.  This request can then be officially approved.

Suggestion:  Explore the possibility for a web building application with features similar to Hermes but with greater flexibility for the user to design their own sites.  Currently, Hermes seems to be too restricted, for example, content management.

Comment:  It was not possible to see the pages 45 – 50 of the user manual.  

Question:  Could the money set aside in the MOU budget for IT persons be used for additional training as the need for IT expertise may not be necessary when a new option is chosen? 

Answer: Yes. This change can be made, providing a valid justification is sent to the Project Manager.

Question:  If a country already has a website would it be possible for it to use the Hermes application as the sole host?

Answer: This is entirely dependent on the country. At the end of the day, the country’s obligation as a Party to the Protocol is to ensure that all the required national information is entered into the BCH.

Comment:  Hermes would be considered as a tool for implementing the national option while Ajax is more beneficial to countries that already have a website and wish to use their existing site to display the BCH information.
Question: If a country has almost completed its obligations (ed. note: under the MOU), is it possible for it to switch the present option being used? 

Answer: The operative word there is almost. It is entirely up to the country and once the obligations are not fully completed, then the country can change their option. 

Question: Why is there not an interactive training module for Ajax?

Answer: It is a good idea for the exercise manual on Ajax. The AJAX solution is very new and is still being worked on.  Developing an interactive training module for Ajax it is a request that in the future could be implemented.

Question: What is the latest date at which a Party can get its information posted on the BCH in order to be considered in the discussions of the COP MOP meeting schedule for May 2008?

Answer: It is important for Parties to get their information in at the earliest possible date for it to be factored into the decision making of the COP/MOP meeting, at least a month before the details are vetted and translated into the six UN languages.   The latest date is possibly January15, 2008, but getting it in by December 31, 2007 is much safer.

Question: Is it possible for a country to get more than 15 RA training days, to assist with the project’s implementation? 

Answer: It is may be possible.  An exceptional reason would have to be provided in writing to the BCH Project for this to be approved. The door is not open; neither is it closed. If a country feels that this is the necessary, then they should write to the Project Manager and this request will be accommodated if it is possible.

Comment: The presentations made on both solutions were interesting and important. Any country decision in regard to the use of these solutions would be made after consultation with colleagues in country. 

Question: As the creator of these solutions, which would you choose?  (This was directed to the SCBD.)

Answer: This is entirely up to the country. Option 1 is easier than Option 3 since for Option 1, the country only has to enter their national information once.  After that, the remainder of the work is done through or by the SCBD. 

Comment: The Hermes tool seems very handy tool for developing the national biosafety website. The feature which allows an additional language, for example, our national language, is also extremely useful and gives us the opportunity to establish a national biosafety website at minimal or no cost or requirement for IT expertise. The Hermes tool is also very user friendly. 

Error Report: On the login page, at the check box, the spelling should be corrected from ‘remeber me’ to “remember me”.

Comment:  Grenada does not yet have a website thus Hermes is being considered as a suitable solution for Grenada. 
Upon the conclusion of the above session, Jyoti Mathur-Filipp conducted a session to respond to requests made by participants on Day 1 of the workshop, when participants had been asked to identify specific issues or questions that they wanted to see discussed or resolved during the workshop.  During this session, Ms. Mathur-Filipp specifically addressed those issues from this list which were still outstanding.  A list of the issues raised by countries can be found in Annex 5.

This concluded the activities for Thursday, Day 4 of the regional workshop.  Participants were asked to fill evaluation forms for the day and a navigation meeting was held.  Feedback from the evaluations and the navigation meetings for this day indicated that participants were very pleased with the content delivered and with the pace of the activities since sufficient time was allowed for discussion and for question-and-answer sessions.  There were comments that sufficient time was not allowed for understanding and learning about the Ajax Plug-in.  It was therefore decided by the facilitators to add another session to the 5th day for a further session on Ajax and a practical exercise.

Day 5 – Friday, November 23, 2007
Primary Focus:  Forward planning, sustainability, enabling countries to successfully complete BCH project

Day Lead Facilitator: Terrence Gilliard

Day contents & agenda focal point: Marydelene Vasquez

The final day of the workshop started, as usual, with a review of the previous day’s activities and a report from the previous day’s navigation meeting.  The Day Lead Facilitator, Terrence Gilliard, then presented the revised agenda for Friday, Day 5 of the workshop.

The first activity of the day was a Review of the Ajax Plug-in.  This was scheduled in since participant feedback from the previous day indicated that this solution had not been fully understood and that further explanation and some practical exercise were needed.  Philippe Leblond reviewed the material on the Ajax Plug-in.  Participants were then assigned a short practical exercise on using the Ajax Plug-in to display information records from the BCH on national web pages.  Fred Vogel guided participants through the practical.  Philippe Leblond and Regional Advisors provided additional technical assistance to participants as they worked through the exercises.  A copy of the exercise is attached in Annex 9 hereto.

Participants were assembled for Group Photos during the coffee break.  Group photos as well as selected other photos from the workshop can be found in Annex 11 hereto.

Professor Leonard O’Garro made a presentation on the GEF Strategy for Financing Biosafety.

He explained that the objective was to build capacity of eligible countries to implement the Protocol at national, sub-regional and regional levels and that the strategy must cater for activities required to complete implementation of the Protocol.  He then described the role of the National Biosafety Frameworks, which are outputs of the Development Project, in achieving the enforcement of Biosafety Protocol and the strategic role of GEF support in assisting countries in achieving the Implementation Project objectives.  He explained that countries wishing to implement national, sub-regional or regional projects must set aside a portion of their national allocation of GEF funds in the biodiversity focal area for this purpose.

The final activity of the workshop was a forward planning exercise.  Each country was asked to plan their way forward to completion of the national BCH Project as outlined in their MOUs.  They were given the following outline to guide them through this exercise.  

· Endorsement Letter

· Sign MOU

· Strategy for data entry of existing records

· CNAs, NBF, Roster of Experts, Existing Laws

· Changes to the MOU

· decide on any changes

· submit justification and new budget

· Training Schedule / RA Missions

· targeted training for different stakeholder groups

· specific assistance with option chosen

· assistance with MOU preparation

· assistance with project closing out procedures

· Closing out procedures

The Project Manager, Jyoti Mathur-Filipp and Marydelene Vasquez, the newly appointed Regional Specialist, then met individually with each country group to discuss their forward strategy individually.  Each country was also asked to submit their forward strategy in writing or electronically.  These were collected during each country interview and will be used in planning regional activities for the next 12 months.  

The workshop was then concluded with final word of thanks from the BCH Project Manager, Jyoti Mathur-Filipp and final words by Giovanni Ferraiolo, Programme Officer – BCH, of the SCBD.  

Participants were then asked to fill out the final evaluation form.  Comments from the day’s evaluation forms indicated that participants felt the workshop had been successful in transferring useful knowledge to the countries.  Special appreciation was expressed for the second Ajax session, Professor O’Garro’s presentation and the individual country interviews, in which participants were able to discuss country-specific issues directly with the BCH Project Manager.

The workshop facilitators had a wrap up meeting to analyse the success of the workshop, identify what improvements can be made for future workshops and identify strategies for addressing noted weaknesses in national participation in the BCH e.g. national information not being entered, insufficient participation by official BCH Focal Points, etc.  These points will be included below in the sections on Lessons Learned and Conclusions and Recommendations.

Lessons Learned

1. The agenda was very dynamic, which created a bit more overhead during the week for the facilitators but in the end the workshop was successful in meeting the stated objectives and in fulfilling specific needs mentioned by participants.  Facilitators must always be prepared to be flexible in changing the agenda to accommodate participants’ feedback and requests as well as unforeseen disruptions to the schedule due to factors arising outside of the agenda.  Flexibility, without losing focus of key objectives, is critical to the success of these workshops.

2. Severe disruptions to the schedule on Day 1 led to a frantic pace for Day 2, which created a lot of pressure for Tuesday’s facilitators.  The Day Facilitators were successful in getting the agenda back on track but participants did complain that too little time was allotted for activities on those days when we were trying to “catch up.”  

3. Participants appreciated the relaxed pace of the last 2 days of the workshop.

4. The daily evaluations and navigation meetings allowed the facilitators to adjust the agenda and the pace to accommodate the participants stated requirements and make them as comfortable as possible.   

5. Some problems were experienced with facilitators not receiving emails prior to the workshop.  It appears that some emails that were sent out by organizers were not received by all facilitators.  This resulted in different facilitators having different versions of the agenda.  With various versions of the agenda circulating, the agenda delivered to participants on the first day was not the most current version. This did not create a problem in completing the required programme for work, as the facilitators were very flexible and responsive in adjusting the agenda as needed.  Neither did it seem to affect the participants understanding of the daily work programme as each day began with a description of the day’s activities.  Nevertheless, it is essential that communication be more efficient for future workshops to avert any potential adverse effect on their success.

6. Having DSAs given out in cheques proved cumbersome since it then required participants to take time out of the day’s work schedule to visit the bank to cash their DSA cheques.

Conclusions and Recommendations
1. The lack of national information was recognized as a significant problem in the Caribbean region.  Information is lacking even for those countries, which have received one or more training courses including instruction on data entry.  Several of the recommendations herein attempt to address this problem by focusing the training efforts more directly on ensuring that national information is entered.
2. More time should be spent working one-on-one with each user especially during the session on how to enter national information through the Management Centre.
3. To address the lack of national information in the BCH, when RAs go to countries to conduct national workshops, they should let the country check on what national information has been entered for that country.  Then the country should be asked to identify what information exists that has not been entered into the BCH and what are the reasons for them not being entered.
4. One of the recognized problems inhibiting data entry is that BCH focal point in some countries are not operationally involved with the BCH Project or implementation of the Protocol.  Some individuals are appointed for their political status in the government hierarchy instead of their operational function. The result is that the BCH Focal Point, whose role is central in entering national information, often does not participate in the BCH training workshops, and is not fulfilling their operational role in the data entry process. It was recommended therefore that the BCH Project should be stricter in ensuring that the BCH Focal Point attends training workshops.  It was further suggested that since the BCH Focal Points do attend the COP/MOPs, a training course for them could be arranged to piggy-back on those meetings.
5. It was noted that logistics for this workshop, including inter alia transportation to the training venue, DSA payments, communication amongst facilitators before the workshop, and hotel arrangements, could have been smoother.  This is based on participants’ comments in the evaluation forms and navigation meetings as well as from observations made by the facilitators themselves.  It was noted that using a hotel as both the training venue and for participants’ accommodations would address some of these logistical problems, although it does require more effort in setting up the lab prior to the workshop.

6. It was noted by several facilitators that they did not receive one or the other email prior to the workshop.  This created some confusion especially as it relates to the agenda.  It is recommended that a system of receipt verification be implemented in the future to ensure that all relevant persons do receive the necessary emails.  This could be easily done by requiring read-receipts on the emails sent out.  In the case that a read receipt is not received within a few days, follow-up with subsequent emails or even by telephone could be done.   
7. It was noted that we need to be certain that by the end of the training module on the management centre, participants are able to enter national information.  It was suggested that the users may learn it at the time of the training but that they subsequently forget how to use it since they don’t have the chance to use it very often.
8. DSA payments should be made to participants in cash since paying them in cheques then requires them to take time out during the day to cash the cheques at a local bank.  This causes severe disruptions to the workshop schedule.  In the future, if the payments are being made by local UN offices, we should request/insist that participants be paid their DSA in cash.  In the case where a travel agent assists with logistics in country, they handle payments and these payments should also be made in cash.
9. More case studies are needed in general to offer a wider variety of training materials to be used in courses.  This could be a significant advantage when there are participants who are repeating the course since they could have an opportunity to work on new case studies.  It was also recommended that additional case studies specifically for data entry practice be developed since data entry has been identified as a critical area in which countries are not fulfilling their obligations under the CP.
10. It was further recommended that the number of “snapshots” in the answer keys to the case studies could be reduced so that even when changes are made to the BCH appearance or as changes appear in the query results, the case studies remain relevant.
11. The presence and active participation of the SCBD was a great advantage in this workshop and a key element in its success. Giovanni Ferraiolo was able to clarify several points in the Protocol which had not been clearly understood previously by many of the participants, and even by the Regional Advisors. Philippe Leblond was able to spend the time necessary to explain both Hermes and Ajax.  Where additional sessions were requested, these were granted.  Given that the majority of the participants are not IT professionals, this extra time was essential to their understanding of the solutions available to support Option 1 for national participation in the BCH, which in turn was critical in their reassessment of their choice of national option.
12. Comments on the workshop evaluation forms indicated that participants felt that they gained valuable information from this workshop. Several participants also expressed appreciation for the opportunity to meet in groups or one-on-one with the Project Team, especially with the Project Manager.

In summary, the workshop was successful in achieving the following:
· It allowed the BCH Project Team, the SCBD, and the Parties to illustrate that there is insufficient entry of national information for the region, to identify the missing information, and to address this problem directly in the workshop sessions.
· Both first time and repeat participants gained new information that will be valuable for their fulfillment of obligations under the Protocol, their participation in the BCH and in the successful completion of their national BCH Project.
· Countries consolidated their understanding of the Cartagena Protocol and the BCH.
· Countries gained a greater understanding of the 4 options for national participation.  In the light of this, some have chosen to change their option in line with their country’s requirements and resources.
· Countries became acquainted with the new solutions, Hermes and Ajax, created by the SCBD to complement Option 1 for national participation.
· Countries had an opportunity to become acquainted with all the Regional Advisors and especially the new Regional Advisors, which they had not had the chance of meeting before.
· The new Regional Advisors had an excellent opportunity to participate as trainers for the first time, with the support and guidance of the other Regional Advisors, the BCH Project Team and the SCBD representatives.  This is a unique and highly beneficial preparation for their future national workshops.

· Countries had an opportunity to plan their way forward to the successful completion of their national BCH projects, and to discuss this with the BCH Project Team.  It is expected that this will lead to renewed focus and efforts by countries to fulfill their obligations under the CP and to complete national BCH activities as described under their MOUs.  In the cases of Jamaica and Suriname, who have not yet signed their MOUs, the workshop served as an opportunity to clarify outstanding questions regarding the MOU itself.

· The workshop provided an important opportunity for networking among the Caribbean biosafety / biodiversity community.

· Through Professor O’Garro’s presentations, participants were updated on UNEP’s plans for biosafety-related projects and activities in the region.
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