DRAFT MODERATOR’S SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ONLINE DISCUSSION ON LMOs

BIOSAFETY AWARENESS
(23 MARCH – 5 APRIL 2018)
1. In opening the discussion for Theme 2 and 3, the moderators highlighted the theme and the relevant guiding questions. The following themes were introduced:
Theme 2: Collaboration for the Future: Mobilizing partnerships and funding for awareness and Theme 3: Follow-up to the programme of work on public awareness, education and participation (PAEP) regarding LMOs 

2. As of 6 April 2018, twenty-eight messages were posted from participants under Theme 2 and forty-one messages were posted from participants under Theme 3. Theme 2 focused on the collaboration for the future with regards to mobilizing partnerships and funding for awareness. Theme 3 focus on: Follow-up to the programme of work on public awareness, education and participation (PAEP) regarding LMOs. As of 6 April 2018, 278 participants, comprised of representatives of Parties to the Protocol, non-Parties, relevant organizations, UN agencies and media, participated in the online discussion. The discussion also had 8 partners to foster cooperation and coordination from Parties, UN agencies, private sector and a non-governmental organization. In addition, 49 resource documents on best practices and lessons learned on awareness-raising efforts from Governments and other stakeholders were made available prior to the discussion in a resource section.
3. The high level of participation facilitated the implementation of programme element 2 on public awareness and education of the PAEP regarding LMOs; the implementation of priority area 2 of the priority areas to the programme of work to build and maintain joint initiatives. The eighth meeting of the Parties (COP-MOP 8), decision VIII/18, extended the programme of work until 2020 with priority areas to enable a streamlined strategic focus and foster further commitment to advancing the implementation of the programme of work. 
Theme 2: Collaboration for the Future: Mobilizing partnerships and funding for awareness
4. Under Theme 2, participants provided inputs on national experiences and recommendations of partnerships and funding opportunities to facilitate awareness-raising activities on biosafety issues. Many participants noted the importance of partnerships and funding opportunities from national sources (e.g. ministries, advisory bodies, foundations, research institutes, training centers, academia, NGOs and media). Many participants also noted the importance of partnerships and funding opportunities from regional sources (e.g. multilateral environmental agreements, economic development programs, networks, intergovernmental organizations).
 Some participants also noted the importance of partnerships and funding opportunities from international sources (e.g. research centers, UN agencies and other organizations).
 Only a few participants noted partnerships and funding opportunities from local sources (e.g. local research institutions). 
5. Some participants noted that high-level dialogues as well as youth and gender-related awareness efforts played an important role to enhance awareness-raising. A few participants highlighted the importance of dialogues with high-level government officials in order to promote the adoption and implementation of national frameworks to assist biosafety efforts (e.g. Access to Information laws, Environmental laws promoting education and participation). Some participants highlighted youth-awareness initiatives (e.g. biosafety clubs, tours, discussion groups, social media, national weeks/days). Some participants also noted the importance of gender-related awareness efforts (e.g. through workshops, dialogues and programmes) to integrate women into biotechnology, agricultural and science fields in relation to biosafety. 
6. Moderators suggest to consider long-term and integrated projects and programmes to raise awareness, including using a communication plan, to systematically promote partnerships and funding opportunities on local, national, regional and international sources. This entails integration of projects and programmes with education, access to information and public participation initiatives. It would also entail to integrate projects and programmes with other agendas (e.g. biotechnology, environment, science and/or sustainable development). Moderators suggest surveys and/or studies to identify key stakeholders. Moderators also recommend identifying incentives that would make an argument for donors to support projects and programmes, such as providing tax deductibility, holding rewards, disseminating impacts, making donors visibly in crowdfunding websites and other places, setting a UN logo on a biosafety project related to implementing the Protocol.  
7. Moderators also recommend high-level dialogues to be initiated for various ministries and other decision-makers to gain support for the implementation of the Cartagena Protocol. They also note that gender-related awareness should have the objective to engage women in business, science and farming practices related to biosafety. They noted that best practices can be identified in the pocket guide: 2015–2020 Gender plan of action at https://www.cbd.int/gender/doc/CBD-GenderPlanofAction-EN-WEB.pdf. With regards to youth, it is recommended that awareness efforts are imbedded into national educational programmes and/or local projects for events, radio shows. They also noted that Parties can encourage youth to participate with information on biosafety in the Global Youth Biodiversity Network (GYBN) at www.gybn.org/ or www.facebook.com/thegybn.  
Theme 3: Follow-up to the programme of work on public awareness, education and participation regarding LMOs (PAEP)

8. Under Theme 3, participants shared experiences, lessons learned and recommendations on the need to include the programme of work on public awareness, education and participation regarding LMOs in any possible future tool for guiding the implementation of the Cartagena Protocol post-2020 and the specific elements/aspects of PAEP could be prioritized in such a tool. The discussion was based on that the Strategic Plan for the Cartagena Protocol and the Programme of Work on PAEP are coming to an end in 2020. The Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI), at its second meeting, will consider a participatory preparatory process and timetable for the follow-up to the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, taking into consideration the work of the Convention and its Protocols. This may eventually entail the development of a tool, for example a programme of work, to guide the implementation of the Cartagena Protocol and its Supplementary Protocol.  
9. In this regard, participants agreed that there is a need to include all elements under Article 23 public awareness, education, participation, including access to information, regarding LMOs, in a potential post-2020 tool for guiding the implementation of the Cartagena Protocol. Participants also listed reasons for the importance of including issues under Article 23 in future tools. Some of these included:
· Public awareness, education and participation, including access to information, are fundamental issues under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety as they are essential for the effective implementation of the Cartagena Protocol 
· There are new developments in biotechnology that the public should be aware of, understand and possibly be involved in the decision-making of
· There is still limited public awareness, education, participation, including access to accurate information, of issues related to biosafety and/or biotechnology
· Article 23 would facilitate the harmonization, development and implementation of legal frameworks 
· Public inputs to potential imports of LMOs are not sufficiently incorporated into final decision regarding LMOs
· Public participation is crucial in the decision-making process regarding LMOs and to strengthen public support for decisions made regarding LMOs
· There is a need for capacity building and cooperation to implement Article 23, in particular in developing countries and possibly to promote technology transfer
· There is a need to continuously provide education and training among professionals as new stakeholders work and should work on biosafety issues, including regulators, parliamentarians and local communities
· Article 23 is crucial to strengthen support for decisions regarding LMOs, including facilitating transparency, accountability, trust and acceptance of issues related to LMOs
10. Participants also highlighted some of the specific elements/aspects of PAEP to prioritize in a potential tool as follows:
· With regards to capacity-building to implement Article 23:   
· Put in place or harmonize legal and/or policy frameworks and mechanisms to facilitate Article 23 with the participation of number of stakeholders. This would set in place a mechanism or procedures for access to information, including procedures for information upon request, timely announcements of public inputs to applications of LMOs as well as accurate and broader access to information 
· Develop professional capacity of stakeholders, including educational institutions and other communicators to disseminate materials and to train journalists and researchers to communicate biosafety issues.
· Promote collaboration, sharing of experiences and resource materials on public awareness, education and participation concerning LMOs, in particular on an international and regional level for training-of-trainers, information materials (e.g. videos, presentations and briefing notes) and enhance capacity to implement Article 23. 
· Provide training-of-trainers, including identifying a broader target audience (e.g. indigenous peoples and local communities as well as youth, developers, producers, farmers, NGOs, laboratories, advisory bodies, policy makers, regulators, media) to provide enhanced capacity, translating publications for training into local languages and using the Roster of Experts in the BCH advice and training activities and prepare materials 
· Mobilize resources to support the implementation of the PAEP to support the capacity building initiatives 
· With regards to public awareness and education: 
· Develop messages and tools that have balanced information, including both possible advantages and possible disadvantages regarding LMOs resulting from biotechnology, and highlight the contribution to other agendas (e.g. biodiversity, environment, sustainable development)
· Develop materials that are concise on different basic information of biosafety issues and translate these into local languages. 
· Hold workshops and panel discussions for stakeholders, including media and educational institutions
· In particular raise awareness of specific issues under the Cartagena Protocol (e.g. risk assessment of LMOs and national frameworks)
· Raise awareness using key tools to indigenous peoples and local communities and youth
· Raise awareness of possibilities of technology transfer 
· Disseminate information through new communication tools, such as WhatsApp
· Promote formal education, including for elementary, secondary and university levels through academic institutions and other educational institutions (e.g. research centers) 
· Provide training of professionals on biotechnology and biosafety, including developing and disseminating modules, national case studies and other educational materials 
· With regards to access to information: 
· Promote accurate biosafety information in a broad and easy manner, including making use of the BCH modules, developing case studies and providing regional exchange of information. 
· With regards to public participation: 
· Establish mechanism and procedures to consult the public, including holding discussion forums, using modern communication tools and conduct surveys to establish a set time frame for public inputs, as well as means to incorporate public inputs
Moderators reflected on all the good remarks noted on the importance of Article 23 in the post-2020 planning of the Cartagena Protocol and the Biodiversity Convention, including that many of the priorities for a potential tool are from the programme of work and its priority areas. In this regard, they note that there is a need to retain some of the indicators of the programme work and sub-activities of the priority areas for post-2020 plans. The online discussion concluded that, the priority areas and its sub-activities of the programme work could be a basis to streamline activities if necessary while developing further information and resources for the priorities. For example, stakeholders could select for each activity to focus on one to three items under the sub-activities:  

Under priority area 1 to advance legal and/or policy frameworks and mechanisms, the sub-activity focus for post-2020 could be as follows:

Share and announce the availability of frameworks and mechanisms related to Article 23 in the Central Portal and national and regional Biosafety Clearing-House nodes

1. Set up and share information in regional BCH nodes to contribute to capacity-building efforts (e.g. Asia BCH Family) 

Under priority area 2 to build and maintain joint initiatives, the sub-activity focus for post-2020 could be as follows:
Organize joint awareness and educational activities

1. Enhance bilateral and regional assistance and cooperation between countries and ministries to organize joint activities 

2. Enhance awareness and outreach by civil society to provide balanced information and joint initiatives (e.g. NGOs and the private sector) 

Under priority area 3 to advance tools, resources and processes to broaden training activities, the sub-activity focus for post-2020 could be as follows:
Facilitate training-of-trainers programmes related to Article 23

1. Promote training-of-trainers programmes for a broader target audience (e.g. through webinars, modules) and on relevant issues under the Protocol
Under priority area 4 to communicate biosafety and empower a wider audience, the sub-activity focus for post-2020 could be as follows:

Set up an e-mail list server as well as identify local areas (e.g. libraries and bulletin boards) and traditional methods to disseminate information (e.g. developing visual/graphic representation of biosafety information)
1. Develop information materials (e.g. visual material, videos and presentations) with balanced information
2. Prepare dissemination of information in radio shows and innovative communication tools 
Under priority area 5 to strengthen biosafety education at all levels, the sub-activity focus for post-2020 could be as follows:

Develop procedures to integrate biosafety, in a harmonized way, into education including developing relations with various stakeholders involved in public education
1.
Work with educational institutions to provide a biosafety educational package to be developed by the Secretariat as well as to integrate biosafety curricula and other activities (e.g. fellowships, competitions, research)
Under priority area 6 to improve tools and procedures for access to information, the sub-activity focus for post-2020 could be as follows:

Use specific tools and guidance materials produced by relevant organisations such as the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Culture Organization and the United Nations Environment Programme, among others
1. Make use of a pocket guide to be developed by the Secretariat and the Aarhus Convention on access to information and public participation with summaries of national case studies. 
Under priority area 7 to mobilize the public and ensure gender-equality for a wider target audience to participate in the decision-making process
Use effective mechanisms and procedures for public participation

1. Use different tools to facilitate public participation, including: exploring the role of advisory bodies to allow more target audience to participate and to incorporate public inputs into advice on final decisions regarding LMOs: engage local governments to hold local meetings to record inputs; conducting surveys through cost-effective text messages and websites; and facilitating panel discussions and public debates online and offline
2. Develop and make publicly available a list of criteria and reasons for limited incorporation of public inputs into decisions
Quote: Continue to facilitate exchange of information on biosafety regulations, cases of best practice and tools that other countries have developed should be prioritized. This would enable those who work with biosafety to work more cost-effective and allow us to “do much more with less” and to avoid making the same expensive mistakes as others before us. - Sweden
� Some of the sources included were as follows: the African Union with its New Partnership for Africa's Development – NEPAD, the West African Economic and Monetary Union - UEMOA, the Southern Africa Network for Biosciences – SANBIO, the African Biosafety Network of Expertise, the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe’s Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters – Aarhus Convention and the South Asian Universities


� Some of the sources were as follows: the Secretariat of the Convention on Biodiversity, the United Nations Environment Programme, the Food and Agriculture Organization – FAO, the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research/International Food Policy Research Institute – IFPRI and the International Centre for Genetic Engineering and Biotechnology – ICGEB and the International Union for Conservation of Nature – IUCN.





