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I.
BACKGROUND
1. In its decision BS-III/3, paragraph 7, the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (COP-MOP) urged Parties and other Governments to integrate biosafety in their broader sustainable development strategies and approaches and programmes such as Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, where available and when scheduled for revision, as well as those related to the goals and objectives agreed upon at major United Nations conferences and summits including those agreed upon at the Millennium Summit that are described as the Millennium Development Goals.
2. At the third coordination meeting of Governments and organizations involved in implementing and/or funding biosafety capacity-building activities, which was held in February 2007 in Lusaka, Zambia, participants identified integration of biosafety into national development plans and programmes as one of the areas in which many countries require capacity-building support and further guidance. It was agreed that this issue would be addressed at the fifth coordination meeting. 

3. Pursuant to the recommendation of the fourth coordination meeting, an online conference was organised through the Capacity-Building Forum in the Biosafety Clearing-House (BCH) from 19 January to 13 February 2009 to allow for an initial exchange of views, experiences and lessons learned regarding the integration of biosafety into national development plans, strategies and programmes. The conference was moderated by two members of the Steering Committee for the coordination meetings: John Komen and Lenia Arce Hernández.
4. The specific objectives of the conference were:
(a) To review the current status, needs and challenges of countries in integrating biosafety into national development plans and similar instruments, such as Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) and national plans for implementation of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

(b) To share experiences and lessons learned so far in integrating biosafety and other environmental considerations into the national development plans and programmes and development assistance programmes of donor countries (including the successes and failures and the challenges encountered).

(c) To identify tools and mechanisms that could be incorporated into generic guidelines for assisting countries to integrate biosafety into their national development plans and programmes, taking into account experience and lessons learned from relevant processes.

(d) To discuss possible ways and means of strengthening the capacities of developing countries and countries with economies in transition to integrate biosafety into national development plans and processes.
5. The conference was organised in following four sessions, which ran in parallelÑ

(a) Session 1: The scope and rationale of integrating biosafety into development processes;

(b) Session 2: Country status, experiences and lessons learned in integrating biosafety into national development plans;

(c) Session 3: Strategies and approaches for integrating biosafety into development planning, financing and implementation processes; and 

(d) Session 4: Measures to strengthen national capacities to integrate biosafety into development plans and processes.
6. All the 112 participants who registered for the previous online conference on capacity-building in environmental risk assessment and post-release monitoring of LMOs were automatically enlisted participate in the conference using their previous username and password. In addition, five new participants registered for the conference which brought total number to 117. Out of these, at least 14 persons actively participated in the discussions.  A total of 23 messages were posted and all of them are archived in the Biosafety Clearing-House at: http://bch.cbd.int/onlineconferences/about_dev_cb.shtml. 
7. The present report summarises the results of the conference.  
Ii.
INTRODUCTION
8. Over the last two decades, recognition of the mutual inter-linkages and interdependence between economic development, social development and environmental protection has increased tremendously. It is recognised that sustainable economic development and poverty alleviation hinge on ensuring the vitality of the environment and the long-term sustainability of natural resources that underpin human activities. In 1987, the Brundtland commission produced a report – Our Common Future –, which states that “ ”  The outcomes of  a number of subsequent international processes, including, Agenda 21 - the global programme of action on sustainable development adopted by the Earth Summit in 1992 -, the United Nations Millennium Declaration and the WSSD Plan of implementation, called upon national governments to integrate environmental considerations into their national economic development plans and programmes.

9. Biosafety – which encompasses a wide range of policies and measures to prevent or minimise potential adverse effects of living modified organisms (LMOs) resulting from biotechnology on biodiversity and human health – is one of the imperative environmental sustainability strategies that governments need to systematically adopt, especially in light of the dramatic increase in the development and application of modern biotechnology over the last two decades. As noted in Agenda 21 and other documents, modern biotechnology has a great potential to contribute to national development and achievement of the Millennium Development Goals, for example through enhancing food productivity and nutrition, better health care, bioremediation of polluted environments and facilitation of sustainable use of natural resources. However, it could have adverse effects on biological diversity and human health. For example the spread of traits, such as herbicide resistance from genetically modified plants to plants (including weeds) that are not modified, negative impacts on non-target organisms and potential build-up of resistance in insect populations could have devastating environmental consequences. As well, potential effects of antibiotic-resistant marker genes used in research on LMOs could result in serious human health effects.
10. In view of the above, the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety was adopted in 2000 to contribute to ensuring the safe transfer, handling and use of LMOs and enable countries to develop and apply modern biotechnology in an environmentally sound manner so that humankind can derive maximum benefits from the technology while at the same time minimising its potential risks to the environment and human health. A number of countries have developed national biosafety frameworks incorporating legal, administrative and other measures to implement the provisions of the Protocol at the national level. However, many countries have not yet addressed biosafety objectives in the context of the broader national sustainable development goals. Consequently, biosafety considerations are not covered in many of the existing national development plans or equivalent instruments, such as PRSPs. A quick review of the national biosafety frameworks developed so far shows that many of them do not clearly articulate the linkages between biosafety and other economic sectoral policies, plans and programmes. Many NBFs in their current form may not be able to inspire much political interest or effectively influence the policies and actions of other economic sectors and institutions to ensure sustainable development. 

11. There is clearly a need to build on the progress made in developing the NBFs to systematically integrate biosafety into the broader development policies, plans and programmes through a broad consultative process. Biosafety is a sustainable development challenge that cuts across different sectors and as such requires a systematic, holistic and participatory approach encompassing different ministries, sector departments, civil society organizations and the private sector. 

12. While the need to promote biosafety is now widely recognised, translating this desire into practical actions and aligning it with other sustainable development objectives is still a big challenge. Many developing countries and countries with economies in transition lack the capacity to effectively integrate biosafety into national development policies, plans and budgets. There is clearly a need to assist developing countries and countries with economies in transition in different ways, among other things, to:

(a) Articulate the linkages between biosafety and the broader national development and environmental sustainability issues, objectives and priorities;

(b) Identify and utilise appropriate entry points for integrating biosafety into national development processes, including development of Poverty Reduction Strategies, long-term investment plans, national budget consultations, country assistance strategies, sectoral and cross-sectoral policy frameworks, technical consultations and sector reviews, as well as strategic and project-level environmental impact assessments;

(c) Define roles and responsibilities for mainstreaming biosafety into national development planning processes and implementation programmes, as well as other relevant sectoral and cross-sectoral policies, plans and programmes;

(d) Periodically assess progress on integration of biosafety in development activities; and

(e) Share information, experiences and lessons learned.
13. This online conference provided an opportunity to an initial exchange views and share experiences in order to develop strategic measures and guidance to strengthen the capacities of developing countries and countries in transition to integrate biosafety into their national development plans and programmes. 
III.
CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGS

SESSION 1:
THE SCOPE AND RATIONALE OF INTEGRATING BIOSAFETY INTO DEVELOPMENT PROCESSES

The meaning of biosafety integration into development processes

14. The term "integration" (often interchangeably used with the term "mainstreaming") is variedly defined. According to Merriam-Webster's dictionary, "integration" means to form, coordinate, or blend into a functioning or unified whole. The concept has been applied in relation to different subjects or issues, including environment, climate change, chemicals management, gender, HIV/AIDS and others. In my view, integration of biosafety into development processes is a sub-set of environmental mainstreaming. The latter refers to the proactive and systematic analysis and incorporation of environmental sustainability considerations into development strategies, policies, plans or programmes. The UNDP-UNEP Poverty and Environment Initiative (PEI) defines environmental mainstreaming as the integration of environment into national development planning processes and their outputs, such as Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) and Millennium Development Goal (MDG) strategies.  In practical terms, I think biosafety mainstreaming would involve the deliberate incorporation of tools and measures at different stages of policy, plan and programme design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation to ensure the safe transfer, handling and use of living modified organisms (LMOs) and other biotechnology products in various development sectors including agriculture, fisheries, forestry, health, food aid, international trade and others. In other words, it would mean putting safety considerations at the centre of any sectoral or cross-sectoral policy, plan or programme that involves the use or movement of LMOs. The ultimate goal would be to foster synchronization of socio-economic development and environmental sustainability objectives and handling of any trade offs in a pragmatic manner. I would be interested to know the views of others regarding what the scope of biosafety mainstreaming into development processes should be. Should it be broadened or limited to the scope of the Biosafety Protocol?
Erie Tamale, CBD Secretariat
15. I agree with Mr. Erie Tamale in the sense that Biosafety should be the core when we deal with biotechnology, agriculture, fisheries, forestry, health and food policies. In the case of Cuba, this is still a dream. Our experience shows that it is very difficult to broaden one’s mind, due to the fact that the people’s perception of risk is very low. Unfortunately in our case biosafety is still considered as an expense instead of an investment for the future. This is a common view conceived by the officials in charge of the decision-making process, in which financial resources are involved. Nevertheless, our action plan on Biosafety is integrated into the biodiversity strategy which, at the same time, is a part of the environmental strategy. Those strategies have been discussed with all stakeholders. Regarding the scope of biosafety mainstreaming, I strongly believe that biosafety should be understood within a broad scope. Unfortunately the Cartagena Protocol is aimed at just one aspect of the biosafety (LMOs). Other elements in which biological risk is involved, have to be addressed under this term, this is the case of the alien species and biological agents. Biosafety, as a preventive discipline, has been subjected to a fragmented vision due to the preponderance given to LMOs by some international organizations.
Lenia Arce Hernandez, Cuba
16. Broadening the scope or not; both have advantages and disadvantages. First as alluded to by Lenia, Biosafety is not only LMOs. We might have to reconsider calling it “Biological Safety” and then Biosafety can comfortably fit into this broader term. If biosafety is to be integrated into the broader Environmental policies, then this is something that needs to be looked into; from respective parties’ local context. Two, the broader environmental integration as mentioned by Erie, might require re-conceptualisation of the “narrow view” to “broader, holistic or systemic and socially robust view” that has an innovative focus with regards to sustainability. This is problematic because bringing the social economic context will involve integration of diverse perspectives (and sometimes non-scientific views).  When you have divergent opinions, reaching a consensus might be difficult and this is where I would want to hear views of others.  It might be (at least for the short term) be rewarding to limit the scope to the Biosafety Protocol until when parties are clear on what broader issues might be, which can consequently be integrated into the respective countries developmental agendas, based on the local contexts.
Ann Kingiri, Kenya 

17. As Ms. Ann Kingiri  has stated, biosafety systems are developed by different countries taking into account their own scopes and visions about what biosafety is. Unfortunately it seems there isn't a unique and harmonized definition of biosafety, so each country handles this concept differently, broadening or narrowing its scope according to its different needs and priorities. It is true that a broad scope of Biosafety, which would include other categories, in addition to LMOs, at this stage and in the context of the Cartagena Protocol, is indeed problematic. Bearing this in mind, the idea of narrowing the scope to the CP is very reasonable, needless to say that I support this idea. Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind that some countries, like Cuba, have a broad scope of Biosafety which have a direct effect on our national policies. As a consequence, our needs and priorities regarding capacity building on Biosafety and our international cooperation initiatives on this issue, are consistent with such a scope. These elements previously mentioned here, have been reflected in the international projects (such as the UNEP/GEF project) that we have implemented since 1998.
Lenia Arce Hernández, Cuba
18. I would like to share our view that LMO’s can offer opportunities for sustainable development, such as in the field of science, medicines or cleaner production processes. At the same time uninformed or irresponsible use and transport of LMOs, as well as the abuse of LMOs can have negative consequences for development and biodiversity and needs to be arranged. To my personal opinion, it is a fact that we have to deal with LMO’s. Natural disasters, climate change, social insecurity can lead to decreased land productivity and increased dependence on imported food. Imports may increase the chance of LMOs entering the country. But also increased access to global markets and economic development can lead to more imports, transports and use of LMOs. The importance attached to the issue may differ per country, depending on political priorities. At the same time, in all cases, there is a strong reliance on governments to ensure biosafety, as well as to decide whether or which LMOs can contribute to a country’s development and how, as this is one of the issues that cannot be fully arranged by the free market or private persons yet. By ratifying the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety Parties also commit to its implementation. Implementation of this Protocol would be more useful and effective if it also contributes to other development goals and processes. Since this discussion takes place in the context of the CBP, CBP terms and definitions should be used as such, unless otherwise indicated. On national level it is almost unavoidable to use terminology with broader coverage. The government of Parties and other actors involved should however have a clear view of which obligations result from CBP and which issues are or can(not) be arranged internationally via the CBP.
Lucy Naydenova, Netherlands
19. It is obvious that biosafety includes not only issues related to LMOs but also those related to any biological threats. Thus, we might tend to broaden the scope of biosafety integration into development processes to reflect all biological processes that can have a negative impact on the environment. However, we have to keep in mind that the Cartagena Protocol has resulted from a long and difficult negotiation’s process. To be consistent with the biosafety Protocol and avoid potential conflicts, we must limit the meaning to the scope of the protocol. Nevertheless, a wide definition can be noted while a limited and more precise will be added to refer to the context of the protocol.
Yves Robert Personna

SESSION 2:
COUNTRY STATUS, EXPERIENCES AND LESSONS LEARNED IN INTEGRATING BIOSAFETY INTO NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS
20. The topic of this session follows nicely from the previous online conference, covering biosafety capacity development. As a first step on this, more complex subject, I would welcome hearing experiences from various countries, specifically focusing on 1 or more of this session's guiding questions:
a) To what extent have existing development plans and programmes, such as Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, considered biosafety issues?
b) What experience has been gained in integrating biosafety into national development plans and programmes and what have been some of the success factors and challenges?
c) What are the main obstacles and challenges to integrating biosafety into national development plans and how have they been, or could they be, addressed? 

Thanks in advance for your contributions!

Mr. John Komen

21. Reading the proposal made by Mr John Komen, I would like to add my experience in Guinea Bissau process of biosafety integration, on national programmes, plans and policies. i)- The National Developments plan the Poverty Reduction Programme and the Millennium Development Goals all were ready before the starting Biosafety process in country, once there is no implementation of all these planed activities we are working on that of the Biosafety integration on them once these programmes plans and strategies implementation shall start. The same situation is related to the Environmental National Plan of Action - PNGA. ii)-In the PNGA which the main Environmental Code is now waiting for Governmental approval as far as the NBF Developments documents, will allowed the interaction of NBF in the PNGA and its implementation , even that same programmes identified in PNGA already implicitly refer to the Biosafety aspects as the programmes VI, VII, VIII, and XIII. Even that also, the National Public Investment Programme - PIP, belonging to the Ministry of Economy and Planning, include since 2006 the Biosafety in the planned PIP, and it is programmed for the next coming years, with donation of 11. 500.000,00XOF on 2007 as un example. At the new created Secretariat of Estate For Environment and Sustainable Development , it will be A biosafety progrmme in its  Policy structures. iii) There are  same NGOs that are dis-informing about the Cartagena Protocol and Biosafety thinking on it as un danger insted of un opportunity to Build and reinforce ours capacity institutional and human capacity building opportunities using the International regional and national cooperation and interaction. We need to informed more people and decision makers about the these opportunity and the real need for the Cartagena Protocol for the Biodiversity Convention implementation. We intent to subcontract the communities radios for these purposes.
Maria Ivone Pereira da Costa, Guinea Bissau

22. Some of you might wonder, why I'm posting here, if the main topic is the integration of biosafety into national strategies such as the PRSP. But I think the problem of "national strategies" is not only linked to the PRPS and developing plans of developing countries. My organisation is active in capacity building for biosafety for many years and though we are a rich country it was not always easy to get funds for these activities. The main reason for that is that biosafety is not included into our national strategy on development cooperation and policy. The Austrian development cooperation focuses on special regions and mainly on structural aid, like building up infrastructure, ensure water supply, etc. My experience, as working in an "implementing" agency is that it is very difficult to get national funds for capacity building activities in biosafety, simply because it is not a priority in the national development policy. I also believe that this is not a problem only in my country. We are in negotiations with the relevant institutions and authorities in order to make them aware of the problem and try to get more attention for environmental issues in development cooperation. Biosafety is just one of them. So in conclusion: It is not only up to the developing countries to adapt their national strategies to include biosafety, also donor countries should besides many other important issues focus a little more on environmental issues (as it is laid down in MDG 7) and include biosafety into THEIR strategies. If they don't it will be rather difficult to get funds for long term, sustainable projects.
Dr. Andreas Heissenberger, Biosafety Department, 

Federal Environment Agency of Austria

23. I agree with you and thank for your interest and contribution to this subject that is so important for all us. In fact in Guinea Bissau we are now on the process of regionalisation and harmonisation of most of our policies and strategies followed by actions plans at 17 ECOWAS country as far as for the 8 WAEMU countries. And the environmental sector is one of the chosen among the most urgent. My country belong to both subregional organisations and even that that we are very pooar on respect of the economical and financial resources, specially after national recession, we are forced to follow all regional approaches and Principles, as subsidiarity and solidarities among the two organizations. Since 2005 both of these sub regional commissions are in all members countries for these purposes. Once for WAEMU the priority for the environmental policy go to the following sectors: Water supply, management and sanitation; Costal erea management and protetion related to erotion and pollution; The third priority go to the Biosafety and it relation to food security and agribusiness technology improvement.
Maria Ivone Pereira da Costa, Guinea Bissau

24. I agree with Andreas. There are challenges to be faced in integrating biosafety into the national strategies. The problem may be, biosafety is not considered as "major" compared to other priorities, e.g. food security.  This may be understandable from a developing country context and a lot need to be done in term of creating awareness, first at policy makers’ level and then the broader public. Responding to Komen with regards to countries experiences, from Kenyan context, significant milestones have been made with the approval of National Biotechnology Policy in 2006 and the recently approved Biosafety Bill. But this is not perceived to be the end because most of the “blind spots” can only be learnt during actual implementation of the relevant policies and legislation. From a closer and critical perspective, it can be said that the two pieces of legislation may have been re-aligned to the broader poverty reduction initiatives since they recognise the role of biotech in addressing the objectives of the MDGs, but not the vice versa. A lot need to be done towards integrating biosafety into the poverty reduction initiatives. But I argue that a lot can be achieved if biosafety is to be perceived from a “benefit perspective” rather than “less important” if it is to be integrated into the broader initiatives.  From the Kenyan experience, it was an uphill task to reach where we are now. Collaboration is key for those who are planning to put up similar policies. However one thing that can be learnt from Kenya case is one;  “taking along all stakeholders” in order to safeguard against a possible stalemate; and two; having the capacity to move the process forward and three; having the political will and support.  I am sure the Kenyan stakeholders involved can contribute more to this debate.
Anne Kingiri, Kenya
25. Integration of biosafety principles, and more generally environmental issues into national strategies and policy is not an easy task, especially in countries with economy in transition (which is our recent experience) and developing countries. Only gradually it was achieved to integrate these principles into the main corresponding national documents, which in the Czech Republic represent: State Environmental Policy (current for the period 2004-2010), Report on the Environment (annual),  Strategy on Sustainable Development (updating started in May 2008), and some more specific documents, such as State Programme on Nature Conservation and Landscape Protection (adopted by Government in 1998), Strategy on Biodiversity Conservation (adopted in May 2005), Strategy on Food Safety (adopted in December 2004), Action Plan on Health and the Environment. No special Strategy on Biosafety exists, but its principles are included in the above mentioned documents, generally in thematically related chapters. As to public awareness and education, State Programme on Environmental Education and Awareness was adopted by Government in 2000, and its Action Plan is periodically updated (every 3 years). So far, biosafety issues have not been too much reflected in environmental education programmes or plans, but contacts were established e.g. with the existing network of Environmental Education Centres and some schools within the UNEP/GEF Project (presentations, poster exhibitions, publication dissemination) with the aim to enhance awareness especially among teachers and through them among children and general public.  The main obstacles are: (1) Cooperation with other sectors, especially economic ones: (i) To reach understanding and tolerance with environmental principals and willingness to reflect them in sectoral policies and programmes; (ii) willingness to share financial sources. (2) Cooperation with and integration of various stakeholders into common actions. The advantage/Positive aspects include: (i) Existing international environmental conventions and protocols and obligation of each Party to implement them; (ii) Accession of the Czech Republic to the European Union and consequently transposition and implementation of the EU legislation.
Milena Roudna, Czech Republic

26. In the case of Cuba, integration of biosafety aspects into a national policies and strategies is not an easy task either. Although there is an Action Plan specifically for Biosafety, which is integrated into the National Biodiversity strategy, there are other sectoral strategies, such as public health, agriculture and fisheries in which biosafety issues are not well reflected. These national strategies do not conceive this matter as a system, but just they contain some isolated points regarding biosafety. This results in the allocation of financial resources in which Biosafety takes the worst part. It is true that we have to deal with a lot of difficulties, which are mainly consequences of the particular situation of Cuba concerning its socio-economic framework and within it, the Biosafety framework. We can mention here as a main problem, the particular economical conditions in Cuba marked by an economical blockade we have been facing for 50 years. This situation places Cuba in a different position in relation to other countries, because we were compelled to look for other initiatives to try to mitigate its effects in all branches of the economy. Nevertheless there are some obstacles that are not connected with the blockade, among them, we can mention the fallowing: 1) Primacy of scientific and economic criteria over safety issues. 2) Unawareness on safety culture issues. 3) Existence of some state regulatory bodies which are strongly involved in Biosafety activities so their competences can be overlapped. 
Lenia Arce Hernández, Cuba
27. The difficulties of integrating biosafety into national development plans are common to most countries,  irrespective of geographic location. Cuba is perhaps an exception with even more challenges because of its "unique" situation. As a UNEP/GEF Task Manager responsible for assisting countries to implement their National Biosafety Framework, I think the element of integrating biosafety into national development plans/strategy was mostly absent in the earlier project design. This is partly because GEF, UNEP and the 8 demonstration project countries were in a "learning phase". Some countries were able to address this gap later as the project progressed. The main focus of most countries has been to address the sustainability of biosafety beyond project life through the development of national policy/strategic action plan for biotechnology and biosafety, complemented with a regulatory regime to provide the legal basis for the establishment of National Biosafety Bodies. This is a modest start and should not be under-estimated. The integration of biosafety into national development plans has been carried out mainly via education, viz. the development of higher secondary and tertiary education curricula on biosafety and biotechnology. This is a laudable long-term investment which will yield results in the years to come. The new Biosafety Implementation projects which are now being developed (in Asia) have all addressed the sustainability issue as well as the incorporation of biosafety into national development priorities, via UNDAF and CCA processes. In order to truly integrate biosafety into national development plans it is also necessary to share information with other colleagues working in other 'focal areas' (in the same or other Implementing Agencies) in the countries where biosafety implementation is being carried out or project being designed, so that they can see the synergy and cost effectiveness of this strategic approach.  Ultimately, increasing the awareness of national policy makers on the importance of merging biosafety into national development plans with concomitant change in donor policy and Implementing Agencies attitude will result in the desired positive impact.
Fee Chon Low-Chong, UNEP-GEF Biosafety Project

28. In response to Dr Fee Chon Low-Chong contribution, the Biosafety Implementation Project can really be helpful to the implementing countries in integration of biosafety issues into national strategic documents. Experience from projects implementation and outcomes of different recent studies (focused to environmental issues in general and efficiency of the environmental mainstreaming) resulted in some recommendations how to improve this process and can be summarized as follows: (i) Improved inter-sectoral and inter-institutional cooperation; (ii) Simplification of environmental legislation (in some cases); (iii) Implementation of the strategic goals, corresponding legislation etc. and better control of application of the given principals in the decision- making processes; (iv) Education and decision-makers and public awareness raising (As underlined by Fee Chon this is very important but a long-term process and investment).
Milena Roudna, Czech Republic

29. Talking about the Moldova’s experience I would mention that it takes some long way to get consensus between the different governmental bodies and stakeholders regarding a Biosafety Action Plan for the period of 2009-2015,   as a policy document. Finally the paper was prepared, consulted and agreed (2009), and involves different actors to implement the National Biosafety Framework.  It was an achievement for Moldova that The National Strategy and Action Plan for Biodiversity conservation, (2001) stipulates the Biosafety as a national priority and requested to elaborate an adequate regulatory system and develop laboratory capacities for GMO testing.  At the same time a series of national development strategies and programs and also sectorial strategies that relevant to Biosafety field, as agriculture, health care, education, intellectual property rights, and others do not considered the Biosafety concerns. I would mention the following relevant national political documents as The National Strategy for the development for the period of 2008-2011, (2007),  The Strategy for Economic Growth and Poverty Reduction (2004-2006), (2004), The National Action Plan Moldova–EU, 2005, The Concept of the Environmental Policy of the Republic of Moldova, (2001),   The National Concept for natural farming, production and distribution of environmentally clean and non-GMO food (2000), The National Strategy of the sustainable development of the agro-industrial complex in the Republic of Moldova (2008-2015), (2008), The Strategy for the development of the health system for the period of 2008-2017, (2008), The National Strategy „Education for everybody” 2004-2015, (2004), The National Program for environmental security for the period of 2007-2015, (2007), The Strategy of the Sustainable development of the forestry sector for the period of 2003-2020, (2001), et al. During the last period it was made several attempts to integrate the Biosafety concerns into the development and sectorial policies, but a series of obstacles and constrains did not allow meeting a success in this consideration. We are convinced that the mainstreaming of the biosafety into the sectorial strategically view would create a better understanding of the biosafety issues, would get synergy and getting solutions with common efforts, save the human resources and money.  Main obstacles and challenges to integrating biosafety into national development plans: 1. Poor public awareness: Public awareness and education; Work with NGOs and civil society for their better information and  understanding and tolerance; 2. Decision makers’ not sufficient aware of the Biosafety concerns: (i) Awareness and information of decision makers from different sectors to getting consensus and willingness to integrate biosafety into sectorial policies; 3. Funds not available: Getting understanding of  the needs to allocate money for the biosafety concerns within the sectors; 4. Poor inter-sectorial collaboration and cooperation: Organizing different common actions that involves different sectors, as risk assessment/management, monitoring over GMOs, inspection and supervising etc; Training and workshops and Exchange of information; 5. Methodological support  regarding implementation of the strategies and policies at the sectoral level needed: (i) Access to the biotechnology methodologies and methods; (ii) Regional advisers; (iii) Training and workshops; (iv) Curricula development; (v)   Best practices and experience etc; 6. Synergy and regional cooperation would be helpful.
Dr. Angela Lozan, Moldova

30. I do not dare say there are no problems, but in general Biosafety is well arranged in the Netherlands. However policies and legislation are continuously being improved to meet new obligations, concerns and expectations. In the Netherlands, Biosafety is implemented under the scope of a much broader legislation concerning Biotechnology, which is mostly based on international legislation and in particular on European guidelines and decrees. In addition, organizations dealing with LMOs need to comply with legislations concerning other relevant activities. All applicable legislations and requirements are published on Internet. Currently the Ministry of Environment is busy with simplifying the legislation. The Ministry of Environment is responsible for Biotechnology and for the implementation of the CBP, but has delegated the responsibility for different aspects of Biotechnology to other Ministries, so that they share the responsibility for some cross-cutting issues, such as concerning food and feed with the Ministry of Agriculture and the use of LMOs for medical purposes with the Ministry of Health. Shared responsibility helps integration of Biosafety in relevant policies and processes. Another positive experience in the Netherlands is the regular Biotechnology trends analysis, conducted by three independent commissions and councils on request by the Ministries that share the responsibility for Biotechnology. Broad public participation through panels is an important element of the process. The study outlines the most important trends in Biotechnology for the coming years, including with regard to Biosafety, and provides recommendations to ministers on how to deal with them. The study is always followed by a political debate. The discussion contributes to integration of Biosafety in relevant policies and processes and to improvement of the Biosafety policies.  It could be worthy to conduct such a study on a more international level.
Lucy Naydenova, Netherlands
31. As was explained by Ms Fee Chon Low (#920) element of integrating biosafety into national development plans/strategy was mostly absent in the earlier phase of UNEP/GEF biosafety projects. Therefore, even those who were involved in those projects on regional level have limited information about that integration on country level.  Still, experiences regarding many issues that are important for mainstreaming (funding, cooperation between different government agencies, overlapping of activities, cooperation between different UN agencies, regional cooperation etc) were gained in those processes. In my country, Serbia, biosafety was included in National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) and was present in discussions of GEF funding priorities. Since our country is not a big one Implementation project would utilize extremely large portion of available GEF resources for Serbia (and my regional experience points to the same problem). So, integration of biosafety issues in available within country activities often faces significant funding problems - issue that was already raised by Mr  Andreas Heissenberger (#913) and Ms Angela Lozan (#921). I therefore strongly support notion given by Ms Angela Lozan (#921) that synergy and regional cooperation would be very helpful and I think that regional projects should be available in GEF framework in order to overcome that obstacle. From my regional experience (West Balkans, Europe, Central Asia) good cooperation between different government agencies that are relevant for biosafety issues (usually ministries responsible for environment, agriculture and health issues) is crucial for successful mainstreaming, as positive examples like Moldova had shown. Lack of successful cooperation is very big challenge for successful mainstreaming and in my opinion and experience is the main cause of activities overlapping. In the case of development plans and programmes, it is even more important since number of government bodies involved is larger. Cooperation of different UN agencies and bodies (SCBD, UNEP, FAO, UNDP) is also very important in this respect. From my experience that cooperation is very good on global and regional levels where those agencies tend to “act as one”, but more sharing of information and synergy can be very helpful on country level, too. That issue needs further discussion and can involve faster sharing of information regarding planned activities, identified stakeholders etc.  Of course, our main focus must be bisafety as defined in Cartagena Protocol as was stated by Ms Ann Kingiri (#914) But from my experience bisafety as defined in Cartagena Protocol is on country level usually integrated with other issues in country legislation and development plans – for example, laws usually cover broader issues such as GM products (not only LMOs ), conditions for contained use etc. I think that it is important to have all important issues covered but we have to be prepared that biosafety will not be standalone issue, but integrated on various levels, depending on country in question. From the regional standpoint I want also to thank Ms Milena Roudna and  MsLucy Naydenova for their very informative inputs (#918, #924 #923) and sharing of experiences that can be utilized in our region and is important for other regions, too. Question of utilizing Roster of experts in context of integrating biosafety issues in development plans and programmes raised in #928 could be incorporated in SCBD ongoing activities regarding Roster of experts.
Aleksej Tarasjev, Serbia

32. My country, Saint Lucia in the Eastern Caribbean has begun to mainstream biosafety into some of its national programs. The National Emergency Management Organisation (NEMO) has brought biosafety considerations on board in the development of an action plan for food management after disasters and the Health Ministry has included biosafety issues into food safety guidelines.  We still have to work with the Poverty Reduction and Millenium Goals Systems to get biosafety mainstreamed into these activities.
Anita James, Saint Lucia

33. I agree with the above country experience about mainstreaming biosafety into nationals plan and programs or policies. My country is one of the African counties with about 80, small and big islands at the Atlantic Ocean that are not far away from the continental part of the country. All you are referring in your counties are in same instances the same as in my county, since 2002 I am working with the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety. I never saw such knowledge sharing among people and I have about 28 years of working experience in my country and most of that time I used to work on the development activities between county side people and the in town people. Ms Lenia Hernandez Angela Lozan and M Fee Chow Low, I  won’t be able to answer you before but since end of January till today we had the WAEMU subregional meeting, where about 2 to 3 people from 8 countries came to my country to adopt together the Regional trianual environmental programme where three priorities components are, Water supply and sanitation, Coastal management and Forestry , at list but not the last Biosafety.
Maria Ivone Pereira da Costa, Guinea Bissau
34. I want to say that the ministry of agriculture has a recent team that works with gmos’ regulation, as well as the activities derived from permits (inspection, surveillance and monitoring). However, we face the problem that there are not enough human resources working no this subject. Aditionally, some people who used to work on GMOs has quitted and all their experience has been lost. However, is also truth that the ministries involved in GMOs’ regulation are taking diverse actions in order to have more people working on GMOs. Also, the Mexican government is currently working on a public policy that includes in one of his lines, the maintenance of human capacity on GMOs. At the ministry of agriculture, we are planning a series of trainings that allows official staff to make decisions on concerning GMOs. This effort is relatively recent and we are hoping to count on more trained staff as well as financial resources to improve our work, because nowadays is somewhat difficult to take care of all items related with gmos at the appropiate time and ways. We have a series of interesting projects now under evaluation and approval of the supreme authorities that will allow us to take an important position in the world, mostly related with detection, quantification and identification of gmos derived from licit as well as illicit releases. with the approval of this projects the need will raise for specialized staff on diverse subjects and the government will face the obligation for creating and maintain the human resources at that moment available and the ones for come.
Alma Liliana Tovar Diaz, Mexico 
SESSION 3:
STRATEGIES AND APPROACHES FOR INTEGRATING BIOSAFETY INTO DEVELOPMENT PLANNING, FINANCING AND IMPLEMENTATION PROCESSES
35. The integration of biosafety into development planning, financing and implementation processes should be seen as a step towards environmental mainstreaming, which involves understanding poverty-environmental linkages in order to address them in a properly manner. In term of approach, I think it is of utmost importance to understand the major challenges at national level and identify the key factors to be considered in order to consistently reconcile biosafety issues and economic development planning in a context of reducing poverty and promoting growth. The first step of this approach would be to define at national level the priority and objectives with regard to biosafety. Many countries have already developed a biosafety framework which includes a policy, a regulatory and administrative system as well as mechanisms for public participation and involvement. Countries that have not developed a biosafety framework may take actions to achieve it. The second step would be to develop effective capacity in terms of biosafety (institutions and human resources) to ensure that biosafety issues are taken into account in the economic development planning processes. In fact, if there are competent human resources, suitable institutions and adequate infrastructures to address biosafety issues at national level, it is likely to influence its integration in the development planning, financing and implementation processes. Finally, I think the development of public sector investment and public-private partnership in biotechnology research and application at national level would be an asset for this integration. In so doing, many key economic stakeholders can develop a better understanding as well as a solid commitment to biosafety issues.
Yves-Robert Personna, Haiti

SESSION 4:
MEASURES TO STRENGTHEN NATIONAL CAPACITIES TO INTEGRATE BIOSAFETY INTO DEVELOPMENT PLANS AND PROCESSES

36. Approaching an issue from different perspectives helps to form a more objective and informed view on the subject. It might be worthy to utilize better the Roster of Biosafety Experts as a means of capacity-building and know-how exchange for integrating Biosafety in national development strategies.
Lucy Naydenova, Netherlands

Annex I

List of the Guiding Discussion Questions 

Session 1:     The scope and rationale of integrating biosafety into development processes

(a) What does integration of biosafety into national development plans mean in practical terms?

(b) What is the linkage between biosafety, biotechnology and the national development issues and priorities that influence government policy, resource allocation and programmes for addressing poverty and the achievement of the millennium development goals and other international sustainable development goals?

(c) Why is it important to integrate biosafety considerations into national development plans and implementation processes and programmes?

(d) What are the key considerations that need to be taken into account during the mainstreaming process?
Session 2:    Country status, experiences and lessons learned in integrating biosafety into national development plans
(a) To what extent have existing development plans and programmes, such as Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, considered biosafety issues?

(b) What experience has been gained in integrating biosafety into national development plans and programmes and what have been some of the success factors and challenges?

(c) What are the main obstacles and challenges to integrating biosafety into national development plans and how have they been, or could they be, addressed?
Session 3:  Strategies and approaches for integrating biosafety into development planning, financing and implementation processes

(a) What specific tools, processes and mechanisms have been used or could be used by governments to integrate biosafety considerations into national development plans and programmes?

(b) How could biosafety be integrated in the policies, procedures and programmes of development assistance agencies?

(c) What additional tools could be developed to assist in designing mainstreaming interventions which are likely to be more effective and have the desired impact?

(d) What indicators could be used to monitor progress and evaluate the success of mainstreaming biosafety into national development plans and processes?

(e) What are some of the possible entry points for integrating biosafety into national development plans?

Session 4:   Measures to strengthen national capacities to integrate biosafety into development plans and processes

(a) In what specific aspects of biosafety mainstreaming is capacity-building most urgently required?

(b) What roles should government officials in different departments (environment, agriculture, planning, finance, and others) play in raising the importance of biosafety issues in the national development planning process and poverty reduction efforts and how can external partners (including bilateral and multilateral institutions, non-governmental organizations and the private sector) support them in their efforts.

(c) What key elements should be contained in possible generic guidance for assisting countries to integrate biosafety into their national development plans and programmes?

(d) What specific activities should be taken to strengthen the capacities of countries to integrate biosafety into their national development plans and programmes and who does what and when?

(e) What is the way forward?

(f) What other general recommendations should be considered?
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