Summary and recommendations of the online discussion on the development of a package that aligns the “Guidance on Risk Assessment of Living Modified Organisms” (e.g. the Roadmap) with the training manual “Risk Assessment of Living Modified Organisms”
(31 March to 14 April 2014)

In accordance with the terms of reference as outlined in paragraph 1(b) of the annex to decision BS-V/12, and building on earlier online discussions, the moderator recalled the task to develop a package that aligns the “Guidance on Risk Assessment of Living Modified Organisms” (e.g. the Roadmap) with the training manual “Risk Assessment of Living Modified Organisms” in a coherent and complementary manner, for further consideration of the Parties, with the clear understanding that the Guidance is still being tested. 

The moderator further noted that cognizance needed to be taken in the discussions that the text of the Guidance may change, pending a decision of the COP-MOP at its seventh meeting, on the basis of the suggestions for improvements submitted as part of the testing process, but stated that improvements to the graphic component of the alignment between the Manual and the Roadmap (i.e. the “graphic alignment”) could be done independently of possible revisions to the Guidance.

In opening the discussions, the moderator invited participants to the Online Forum to provide views on two working documents prepared by the Secretariat: (i) a text alignment between the Manual and the Roadmap, and (ii) a draft “graphic alignment” of the Manual and the Roadmap to be further developed into an online tool that is interactive and more user-friendly. 

There was a general agreement that the “graphic alignment” of the Manual and the Roadmap is useful, clear, informative and well-designed and could be very useful as an online tool for capacity building. In particular, several participants noted that the pop-up boxes containing examples and figures are quite useful in that they provide further information on specific topics if needed and contain links to external materials.

Some diverging views were expressed regarding the content of the aligned package. On the one hand, some participants expressed their full satisfaction with the alignment as presented. They noted that there is coherence between the Manual and the Roadmap and considered the aligned package as a helpful tool for novice risk assessors. On the other hand, some participants were of the view that, for less experienced risk assessors, the current alignment may be confusing because the Manual and the Roadmap are not always fully coherent.  

While noting that the alignment is a good model for comparison, some participants found it difficult, at this point in time, to provide further and concrete suggestions to improve the alignment since there may still be considerable changes to the text and structure of the Roadmap as a result of the testing exercise mandated by the Parties.  

The following recommendations were made for consideration by the AHTEG at its face-to-face meeting and the COP-MOP at its seventh meeting. For ease of reference, the recommendations were grouped in accordance with the various components of the package aligning the Manual and the Roadmap as follows:
1. Graphic component:

(a) Include more relevant figures and examples, where appropriate, to better illustrate the topics discussed throughout the material and in particular under Module 3 to further explain concepts, such as biological characteristics of a donor organism, specific LMOs, receiving environments, vertical gene flow, management strategies, etc.; 
(b) Reduce the amount of text on each slide, possibly by adding further pop-ups and links, especially in the event that the graphic tool is used as a presentation during a training event;  
(c) Divide the graphic tool in different modules or chapters to facilitate the direct access to the information of interest to the user; 
(d) Offer the final online graphic tool in a format that can be easily downloaded or exported;
 

2. Content:

(e) Screen both the Manual and the Roadmap thoroughly for consistency with the Protocol and, as much as possible, use direct and full quotes from the Protocol. For example, the definition of an LMO in slide 8 of the Manual is not consistent with the definition in article 3 of the Protocol;
(f) Ensure consistency between the steps and their points to consider in both the Manual and the Roadmap. For example, Step 1 of the Manual contains resistance management plans, which only appear in Step 5 of the Roadmap; 
(g) Improve the alignment between the Manual and the Roadmap, for instance, in slide 45, the two documents are similar at first glance but they emphasize different issues. Also step 1 could be better aligned; 
(h) Explain rather than define the terms used in the Manual, as appropriate, by adding a section on “use of terms” similarly to what was done in the Guidance; 

(i) Explore ways to show the “points of disagreement” among the members of the AHTEG (especially where there is disagreement about consistency with the Protocol) in the alignment;
 

3. Procedure:

(j) Explain in a transparent manner why some suggestions are incorporated in the revised documents while others are not;
(k) Focus on improving the documents that are already available by, for example, either reaching substantial consensus on the substance or explicitly identifying where there are differences of views, rather than focusing on the development of further guidance and aligning the existing documents;  

(l) Invite feedback on the usefulness of the aligned package from the target audience, i.e. risk assessors with limited experience.

