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OPENING

1. The Second Meeting of the EMPRES (Desert Locust) Consultative Committee
for the Central Region was opened by Mr.Mahmud Duwayri, Director, Plant
Production and Protection Division, in the presence of the Assistant Director-General,
Agriculture Department,  Mr.Abdoulaye Sawadogo.  Mr.Duwayri welcomed
participants to Rome and reminded them that EMPRES placed its main emphasis on
strengthening the early warning and early reaction components of Desert Locust
management, on searching for new ways to achieve preventive control, and on
increasing collaboration among locust-affected countries.  He  said that it was hoped
that the meeting would lead to an increased commitment from the locust-affected
countries and he also thanked the donor countries for their generous support of the
EMPRES First Phase.  Mr.Duwayri drew attention to two important items on the
Agenda, namely a review of the Evaluation Mission Report and discussion of  the best
approach to developing a Second Phase.  He wished the meeting every success in its
deliberations.

2. Mr. N. Van der Graaff, Chief, AGPP chaired the meeting  and FAO provided
the Secretariat,  following the practice established at the First Consultative Committee
Meeting.

3. A list of participants is given in Annex I.

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

4. The agenda(Annex II), was adopted.

REVIEW OF EMPRES (CENTRAL REGION)  PROGRESS AND
CONSTRAINTS IN 1999

5. The acting Coordinator of the Central Region Programme, Mr. Pantenius
presented the working paper.  He pointed out that the format of the report had been
changed to make it clearer what progress had been achieved against the Programme
Outputs, the indicators that had been developed, the activities planned in the 1999
Workplan and the status of each activity.  It was hoped that this would fit better with
the requirements indicated by the Consultative Committee at its last meeting.

6. The acting Coordinator described progress with the Country Focus
programmes now under way in Eritrea, Yemen and Sudan. He said that a special
effort had been made to develop a better training programme which would make more
use of resources in the Region.  Regional workshops on training concepts, and on
developing training skills,  had been held, along with a number of national training
events including the first one in Djibouti which had involved participants from
Somalia.  Progress on information exchange including the installation of RAMSES
was mentioned.  A number of initiatives had been taken to promote the use of
biocontrol agents, in collaboration with locust-affected countries and outside
institutions.  In general, progress on research had been slow  partly because of
difficulties in obtaining general agreement on the best approach, but also because of
lack of locust populations with which to work.  Contingency planning workshops
were conducted in Ethiopia and Yemen.
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7. The meeting expressed its satisfaction with the progress report and the format
in which it had been presented.

REPORT OF THE EMPRES CENTRAL REGION EVALUATION MISSION.

8. Participants had been provided, ahead of the meeting, with a copy of the
Report together with a copy of FAO’s comments on it.  The Team Leader of the three-
man mission Mr.Bultemeier summarized the highlights of the mission’s findings.  He
noted that the mission had worked for one month and had visited six countries.  In
several of the countries, brainstorming sessions had been held with locust officials and
other Government authorities to discuss their perceptions of the EMPRES
Programme.

9. The mission Team Leader said that EMPRES Central Region (CR)
Programme had been widely praised by participating countries and institutions for its
contribution to improved Desert Locust management.  The EMPRES concept was
also generally supported.  He said that the mission recognized that important results
had been  or were near to being achieved.  Nevertheless it had been difficult to
evaluate progress because of the lack of structure in the Progamme Document, and the
absence of  an implementation plan and of benchmarks against which the mission
could measure what should have been completed by July 1999.   Mr.Bultemeier
mentioned that the mission had also been concerned about the lack of clarity
concerning the duties and responsibilities of staff in the field and backstoppers at FAO
HQ.   In the mission’s opinion, it was essential that better planning be employed if  it
was decided to proceed to a Second Phase.  The mission had  felt that the issue of
developing sustainability of EMPRES activities was an important one for the
Consultative Committee to address.

10. In discussions that followed,  various delegates expressed their appreciation of
the impressive work done by the Evaluation Mission and the rapid reaction of FAO in
correcting several of the problems to which the Mission had drawn attention.

11. The delegate from Germany raised the question of what steps FAO would take
to deal with the personnel changes which the Programme had or would shortly incur.
The Secretariat pointed out that the resignation of the Coordinator had only taken
effect on 10 October 1999, and an acting Coordinator had immediately taken over.  In
the case of the APO, his departure was a normal end-of-contract with no automatic
replacement.  The Chairman said that FAO would very soon review the situation both
in respect of replacing the Coordinator and in ensuring sufficient HQ backstopping
during 2000.  In respect of the latter, it was intended that as much of the
administration as possible be devolved to the field.

12. The delegate from Yemen suggested that collaboration between EMPRES
Central and EMPRES in the other two Regions should be improved, and that the
experience gained in the Central Region should be shared with the others.  The
Secretariat informed the meeting that plans for such collaboration were in place,
involving, inter alia,  exchange visits of personnel.
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13. The delegate from Sudan said that the problem of decentralizing locust
management in the Sudan mentioned by the Mission had already been resolved.  It
had been decided that for migratory pests, a centralized authority was required.

14. Several delegates from the locust-affected countries pointed out that the
Mission Report had been provided only in English.  An Arabic version of this and
other documentation would have been appreciated.  The Secretariat pointed out that a
number of EMPRES documents had been translated into Arabic, but  that there had
been time constraints because the Mission Report only became available very
recently.  It was hoped that the provision of Arabic interpretation during the meeting
would to some extent offset  the matter.  It was intended to provide the Consultative
Committee Report in Arabic and English.

15. The delegate from the Netherlands noted that the Mission had made little
mention of national capacity building or of economic aspects.  The Team Leader
replied that the Mission recognized the importance of national capacity building but
had focussed on regional capacity and regional sustainability because of the limited
time available.  The Mission had recognized the importance of further studies on
locust economics.

16. The delegate from the United States raised questions about the Mission’s
comments that certain donors were engaging themselves in the management of the
programme,  that the approval system for funds from the USAID contribution was a
serious impediment to workplanning,  that of the 8 consultants fielded by the
Programme only 4 had produced useful results and that the Report had appeared to
include much summary of Programme activities and less evaluation of them.  The
Team Leader responded that it was FAO’s Evaluation Service policy to make
Evaluation Reports self-contained which required that a summary be made of  a
Programme’s activites, but he did not accept that the report lacked evalution as it
contained numerous conclusions and recommendations for action.   The Secretariat
said that any issues of   “micro-management”  by donors were minor and could be
dealt with through suitable discussion. The Secretariat further stated that  the USAID
approval system had had no effect on programme workplanning. The Secretariat also
considered that all the consultants fielded had made useful contributions to the
programme, though some had been more effective than others.

17. The delegate from the United Kingdom asked if the
administrative/management  problems raised by the Mission had been resolved by
FAO.  The Chairman said there had been some notable recent improvements and it
was expected that these matters would proceed more smoothly in the future.

18. Several delegates mentioned the Mission’s conclusion that progress in
research had been limited.  The Mission had suggested that the Programme should
focus on simple research projects that might more easily achieve results.  The lack of
locusts had also been a constraint. The acting  Coordinator explained that concrete
steps had already been taken to start several research projects at the national and
regional levels but that the concept of  Cooperative Research Teams had been difficult
to implement. Research activities had been reviewed  at the recent Liaison Officers
Meeting and it was intended to emphasise small projects using institutions in the
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Region.  If necessary, outside expertise would be used to help develop suitable
projects.

19. In concluding the presentation, the Chairman thanked the Evaluation Mission
team for its excellent and timely work.  FAO had examined the recommendations
made very closely and was taking whatever corrective action was necessary.

REVIEW OF THE EVALUATION MISSION’S RECOMMENDATIONS

20. The Committee decided to go through the Mission’s conclusions and
recommendations.  Major points from the discussions are given below.

21. The Committee agreed that workplanning had already improved as shown in
the presentation of the Progress Report.  The Secretariat accepted the Mission’s
proposal to redraft the Programme Document to remove the vagueness and to reflect
the expected 12-year span of  EMPRES Central Region.   It was noted that a separate
Programme Document had been developed for the Western Region and donor-support
was being sought.

22. It was recalled that the last Committee meeting had agreed on an Annual
Report for EMPRES Central Region as a whole and a six-monthly report specifically
for the NET project.  It was concluded that the only change needed was that
improvements would be introduced in the format of the Annual Report, along the
lines of the Progress Report presented to the Committee, so that outputs, activities,
indicators and status were recorded.

23. On the role of EMPRES Liaison Officers (ELOs), the Committee agreed that
the responsibilities of ELOs had been clearly stated and that their contribution to
EMPRES was a core element of  the  process of helping  the locust-affected countries
towards self-improvement of  locust management.  It was important that all EMPRES
matters concerning their Governments should pass through them and the Committee
RECOMMENDED that greater care be taken to follow this practice.

24. It was noted that past difficulties in collaboration between the CRC and
EMPRES had largely been resolved, as  reflected in the steps already taken to develop
a joint workplan for 2000.

25. The Committee noted that locust surveys conducted jointly on borders or in-
country but with neighbouring countries participating,  helped to foster understanding
and improvement.  The Committee RECOMMENDED that EMPRES and the CRC
should assist in their organization.

26. The current status of economic studies was discussed.  It was noted that
preparartions were underway to develop research projects in Egypt, Sudan and
Yemen.  They  would build on the results of the preliminary economic analysis
completed in 1998 and on a more recent complementary study done at the University
of Hannover.
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REVIEW OF THE WORKPLAN FOR 2000, AS DEVELOPED BY THE
LIAISON OFFICERS WORKSHOP (6-10 NOVEMBER 1999)

27. The acting Coordinator, Mr.Pantenius,  presented the working paper.  He
explained that the Workplan 2000 had been developed at the 7th ELO Meeting in
Sana’a held two weeks earlier.  It had followed a participatory format in which all
participants had had an equal opportunity to contribute to the plan’s development.
Preliminary estimates suggested that the Workplan activities would cost somewhat
more than the  funds available at this point and some prioritisation would have to be
made.   Furthermore the CRC Secretary and he would sit together early in 2000 to fill
in the details of the joint-workplan and the activities which would be carried out
jointly.  Individual workplans for each EMPRES staff member would be developed at
a staff meeting early in January.  It was intended to circulate the fully developed
workplan to all the countries for final comments as soon as it was ready.

28. The delegate from Ethiopia asked for details of the Information Officers
mentioned in the Workplan.  It was explained that these would be Government staff.
Their responsibilites would be restricted to the collection and analysis of locust data,
in contrast to the ELOs who were responsible for the overall management of
EMPRES activities in their countries.

29. On e-mail communications between countries, it was noted that
Djibouti//Sudan/Yemen still lacked their own Locust Centre or PPD e-mail.  The
rectification of this situation had been included in the 2000 Workplan.

30. The Committee agreed that good progress had been achieved both in the
method of workplan development and in its format and it was expected that the final
version would achieve the necessary standard.  

REVIEW OF 1999 EXPENDITURES, THE BUDGET FOR 2000 AND THE
FINANCIAL SITUATION FOR THE COMING YEARS

31. The Secretariat provided a summary of  EMPRES Central Region expenditure,
both in terms of contributions from different funding sources as well as according to
expenditure category.  It was estimated that the total amount spent in 1999 would
reach $ 1.7 million (compared to $ 1.4 million in 1998, and 0.9 million in 1997), with
about one third of this amount being spent on staff costs. In most cases expenditure
was as foreseen in the budgets of the various EMPRES contributions. However,
significant underexpenditures were expected in the Swiss contribution because a
number of planned research activities had not yet started for reasons already
explained. It was noted that detailed expenditure records for 1999 would be provided
individually to the donors as soon as the final 1999 expenditures became available
from the FAO Finance Division.  This may be later than usual because of the change
over from the FINSYS to the ORACLE systems.

32. A review of the the financial situation for future years revealed a 13%
reduction in available funds for the years 2000 and a 32% reduction for 2001.  It was
pointed out that expenditure in 2000 would have been expected to be higher than in
1999, because several research initiatives were expected to begin in 2000 and two
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major workshops had been carried over.  The impact on activities even in 2000 was
likely to be significant.

33. The meeting noted that the financial outlook  was made more difficult by a 
number of factors, which included:

• substantial resources continuing to be required for the UNV post and 
for conducting survey operations in Somalia;

• during the Country Focus programme in Sudan the need for a 
considerable quantity of  equipment and other inputs were identified 
for achieving a capacity for effective preventive control;

• the possibility that the developing Desert Locust outbreak in West 
Africa might divert some funds.

34. The Secretariat undertook to work with DLCO to seek solutions to the high
cost of surveys in Somalia.Some positive aspects emerged from further discussion.
The delegate from the United States said that it was likely that USAID would be able
to make additional resources available to EMPRES in 2000. In addition, the increased
collaboration between the Central Region Commission and EMPRES would translate
into cost savings because many activities would be jointly implemented and funded.
FAO would also continue to seek contributions from potential new donors.

PLANNING FOR A SECOND PHASE OF THE EMPRES CENTRAL REGION
PROGRAMME

35. The working paper was presented by EMPRES consultant Mr.G.Spendjian
who had been involved in the original formulation of the EMPRES Programme.  He
said that in his long experience of project and programme formulation, he had rarely
come across a programme as complex as  EMPRES (Desert Locust)  which had to
take into account the insect’s ecology, the great differences between the locust-
affected countries concerned and the multi-donor support that was being provided.
He informed the meeting that in addition to catching up on the many and
impressive EMPRES activities and reports, he had also closely analysed  the
comments and recommendations of the recent Evaluation Mission.  The Mission had
noted that the original Programme Document contained some vagueness in respect of
outputs expected, progress indicators, workplans and management arrangements.  It
had recommended that the Programme Document be modified accordingly. The
consultant himself endorsed this recommendation but suggested that such clarification
should not change the basic conceptual framework which was well accepted.   It was
also necessary that the Consultative Committee  consider the long-term structure and
scope of the programme, together with what resources could be allocated by the
countries and the donors to implement it.

36. In the consultant’s view, the next step after revising the Programme Document
would be to hold a Planning Workshop for the Second Phase comprising technical
representatives of both the locust-affected countries and the donors,  in which the
revised Programme Document would be reviewed and an Implementation Document
for Phase II would be prepared.  In line with the recommendation of the Evaluation
Mission, the latter Document could be composed of a “core” element and have, as
necessary,  satellite projects addressing particular issues or research topics.
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37. In discussions that followed, it was noted the objectives of the EMPRES
Programme needed to be re-defined for every future phase.  In Phase I, five areas of
work had been identified with the emphasis on strenthening capacity at the national,
regional and international levels.  Logically, Phase II should build on what had been
achieved and give attention to those aspects on which little progress had been made.
However targets that can be realistically achieved, needed to be clearly identified.

38. Comments were made by the locust-affected countries outlining the benefits
they had already received from EMPRES.  They were  unanimously in support of
continuing EMPRES activities, towards creating strengthened national capacity as the
fundamental component of sustainable preventive control.  These delegates also
expressed interest in further improvements in  information exchange and in research.

39. On the donors side, the Netherlands said that consideration could be given to
reallocating their funds already budgetted for 2001 and 2002 to the new Phase.
Germany said that for the next Phase the Trust Fund format was not acceptable  but it
was likely that their contribution could be made bilaterally rather than through FAO.
On behalf of Switzerland, consideration would be given, like the Netherlands, to
reallocating funds already provided, to the Second Phase.  The United States said that
its funding was allocated on an annual basis and that these funds would normally be
available to support the Second Phase.  The United Kingdom said that it would
investigate both the possibility of a TF contribution to the Second Phase,  and,
alternatively, of  continued bilateral  support to EMPRES.

40. The Committee RECOMMENDED that the Secretariat should proceed with
redrafting the Programme Document with the aim of circulating it to all interested
parties by the end of January 2000.    It was further RECOMMENDED that the
Secretariat should organize a Planning Workshop for the Second Phase at the end of
March 2000. The Committee favoured a three-year duration for the Second Phase of
the Programme.  All documentation should be translated into Arabic.

LONG-TERM SUSTAINABILITY OF DESERT LOCUST MANAGEMENT IN
THE EMPRES CENTRAL REGION

41. The Secretariat presented the working paper, pointing out that the item was
included in the Agenda as decided by the First Consultative Committee.  The
Committee’s recommendation had been that the CRC was the most suitable body
through which to achieve sustainability of EMPRES outputs, and this  was still
considered valid. The Secretariat also proposed that as a contribution towards
sustainability, consideration could be given to expanding the function of the
Contingency Funds held by the CRC and by the DLCC.

42. The discussions that took place at the 23rd  Session of the CRC Executive
Committee which resulted in agreement to invite the four EMPRES countries that
were not members (Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia and Somalia) and to develop a joint-
workplan with EMPRES,  had been significant steps forward towards creating a
regional structure which would ensure that the capacity for preventive Desert Locust
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management, established by EMPRES, can be maintained in the long term in the
Region.  Such a structure should be based on solidarity among the countries.

43. The CRC Secretary recalled that before EMPRES had come into existence, the
CRC had already recognized the importance of including the four countries and had
amended its constitution to permit them to join.  FAO had sent letters inviting their
membership.  Although interest had been shown, no decision had been taken.

44. The delegate from DLCO-EA said that DLCO appreciated the activities that
EMPRES had initiated in the Region and had no objection to the four countries
considering membership of the CRC.  The Committee discussed the different roles of
the the CRC and DLCO.  It was noted that the main difference was that DLCO
maintained an operational capacity  through its fleet of spray aircraft and also covered
quelea, armyworm and tsetse in addition to the Desert Locust.  . CRC, on the other
hand, was limited to Desert Locust control and had the overall objective of promoting
national and regional research and action with respect to Desert Locust control in the
Central Region. There was overlap between the two in that both carried out locust
training and provided a forum for discussion.  There was little or no prospect that
DLCO could expand its operations to cover all the Desert Locust countries in the
Region, whereas CRC’s constitution allowed the membership of the missing four.

45. In conclusion, the Committee RECOMMENDED that the question of
sustainability be maintained on the Agenda at future meetings and that it be included
as an important matter in the Second Phase.  It was further RECOMMENDED that
the four countries consider membership of the CRC.  The Committee
RECOMMENDED that the expansion of  Contingency Funds, as a contribution to
sustainability, be considered at future CRC and DLCC meetings.

FUTURE COMPOSITION AND ROLE OF THE CONSULTATIVE
COMMITTEE

46. The Secretariat presented the working paper, recalling the previous
discussions that had taken place on the mandate, composition and frequency of the
Committee.

47. In the discussions that followed, it was agreed that no change was required in
the mandate or the composition.  It was noted that the Evaluation Mission had
proposed that the Committee need only meet once every two years.  However, on the
basis that 2000 represented the end of the EMPRES First Phase and that the
Committee would probably need to examine the final version of  the Second Phase
Document at the end of the year, it was RECOMMENDED that the Committee
should meet at an appropriate date at the end of 2000.  The meeting should be held
within the Central Region.  A decision could be taken at that meeting whether the
Committee should continue to meet annually or if a biennial schedule would be more
appropriate.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS

48. The delegate from Sudan raised the question of the need for security in border
areas so that Desert Locust surveys could be carried out unhindered.  In discussions
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that followed, the importance of border surveys in general and joint-border surveys in
particular was stressed.  They kept a check on potentially favourable locust habitats
and when done jointly improved understanding and collaboration between countries.
Where problems of insecurity occurred, the possibility of FAO making pleas to the
countries concerned was raised.

ADOPTION OF THE REPORT

49. The report, with amendments, was adopted.  In adopting the report, it was
noted that the delegate of Yemen did not have the authority to approve the report.  It
was agreed that the final version of the report would be sent to the Yemeni authorities.
Any comments received would be copied to all the members of the Committee.

CLOSURE

50. The Director of the Plant Production and Protection Division, Mr.Mahmud
Duwayri, complimented participants on the satisfactory conclusion of an important
meeting which had made a very useful contribution to the future smooth
implementation of the EMPRES Central Region Programme.  The Chairman thanked
everybody for the constructive manner in which the meeting had been held.  In
addition, he acknowledged the staff who had prepared the report and thanked the
interpreters for their work and their flexibility.  He wished participants a safe journey
home and formally closed the meeting.
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ANNEX I

List of Participants

EGYPT

Mr. Mohamed Samir Simary
Director General
Locust Affairs and Agro Aviation
Ministry of Agriculture
Cairo
Tel: 0020-2-3488974
Fax: 0020-2-7493184
E-mail: said97@asic.claes.sci.eg

ERITREA

Mr. Bereke Ogbamichael Kiflay
Director of Crop Production and Crop
Protection
Ministry of Agriculture
PO Box 1048
Asmara
Tel: 00291-1-181077/182179
Fax: 00291-1-181417
E-mail: empres@gemel.com.er

ETHIOPIA

Mr. Teshome Lemma
Head, Crop Protection Laboratory
and Regulatory Division
Ministry of Agriculture
Sholla Crop Protection Laboratory
PO Box 62347
Addis Ababa
Tel: 00251-1-186974
Fax: 00251-1-614996/512984
E-mail: moa@padis.gn.apc.org

GERMANY (GTZ)
and SWIZERLAND

Dr. Matthias Zweigert
GTZ/Abt.423
Gesselschaft fur Technische Zusammenarbeit
Projekt Biologisch-Intergrierte
Heuschreckenbekaempfung
PO Box 5180
D-65726 Eschborn
Germany
Tel: 0049-6196-791077
Fax: 0049-6196-797413
E-maiL; Matthias.Zweigert@gtz.de

NETHERLANDS

Ms. Janet Alberda
Directorate Gen. for Internat. Coop.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
PO Box 20061
NL-2500 EB The Hague
Tel: 0031-70-348-5349
Fax: 0031-70-348-5956
E-mail: Ja.alberda@dru.minbuza.nl

OMAN

Mr. Abdul-Munim M. Al-Mjeni
Advisor to the Minister on Ag. Research
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
PO Box 467, Muscat
Postan code 113
Sultanate of Oman
Tel: 00968-696-251
Fax: 00968-696-271
E-mail: mjeni@omantel.net.om
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SAUDI ARABIA

Mr. Matoug Munshi
Head of the Unit for Locust Research
Ministry of Agriculture and Water
National Center for Locust Control
and Research
PO Box 24423
Jeddah
Tel: 00966-2-6203000
Fax: 00966-2-6204085
E-mail: 104075.306@compuserv.com

SUDAN

Mr. Mohammed Abbas Mohammed
Abu Hassabu
General Director of Plant Protection
Directorate
Ministry of Agriculture
PO Box 14
Khartoum North
Tel: 00249-11-3378873/337477
Fax: 00249-11-339423

SWEDEN

Mr. Staffan Wiktelius
Entomologist
Department of Entomology
Swedish Agricultural University
PO Box 7044
SE-75007 Uppsala
Tel: 0046-18-671913
Fax: 0046-18-672890
E-mail: Staffan.Wiktelius@entom.slu.se

Mr. Mohammed Belhaj
Economist
Department of Entomology
Gotebergs Universitet
Tel: 0046-31-7732516
Fax: 0046-31-7732503
E-mail: Mohammed.Belhaj@economics.gu.se

UNITED KINGDOM

Mr. Jane Rosenberg
Locust Coordinator
Department for International Development
(DFID)
Natural Resources Institute (NRI)
Central Av, Chatham Maritime
Chatham, Kent
UK ME4 4TB
Tel: (0044) 1634-883-280 (work)
Fax: (0044) 1634-883-232 (fax)
E-mail: l.j.rosenberg@greenwich.ac.uk

USAID

Dr. Yeneneh Belayneh
Technical Advisor
USAID/AFR/SD/CMR
1325 G Street, Room # 455
NW, Washington D.C. 20005
Tel: 001-202-219-0495
Fax: 001-202-216-3381
E-mail: ybelayneh@afr.sd.org

Dr. Joseph Vorgetts
Technical Coordinator
AELOGA Project
1325 G Street, Room # 457
NW, Washington D.C. 20005
U.S.A.
Tel: 001-202-219-0497
Fax: 001-202-219-0506
E-mail: Jvorgetts@Afr-SD.Org

YEMEN

Mr. Ahmed Alhawri
Permanent Representative to FAO
Via A. Malladra, 10B/10
00157 Rome
Tel:  06-4504308
Fax: 06-4504308
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REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

FAO Commission for Controlling the Desert
 Locust in the Central Region (CRC)

Mr. Mahmoud M. Taher
Secretary
Commission for Controlling the Desert
 Locust in the Central Region
FAO Regional Office
P.O. Box 2223, Cairo, Egypt
Tel: (00202) 316136 / 372229
Fax: (00202) 3495981 / 3616804
E-mail: Mahmoud.Taher@field.fao.org

FAO EMPRES CENTRAL REGION
STAFF

Mr. Christian U. Pantenius
Acting Coordinator
EMPRES Central Region
P.O. Box 5536
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia
Tel: (00251-1) 614 996
Fax: (00251-1) 614 996
E-mail: empreseth.fao@telecom.net.et

Desert Locust Control Organization for
Eastern Africa (DLCO-EA)

Mr. Onyango Peter Odiyo
Acting Director
DLCO-EA
PO Box 4255
Addis Ababa
Ethipia
Tel: 00251-1-611477
Fax: 00251-1-611648
E-mail: dlc@telecom.et.net

FAO/HQ

Mr. A. Sawadogo
Assistant Director-General
Agriculture Department
FAO/HQ
Rome – Italy
Tel: (0039-06) 57053885
Fax: (0039-06) 57055609
E-mail: Abdoulaye.Sawadogo@fao.org

Mr. M. Duwayri
Director AGP Division
FAO/HQ
Tel: (0039-06) 5705004
Fax: (0039-06) 57056347
E-mail: Mahmud.Duwayri@fao.org

Mr. N. Van der Graaff
Chief, Plant Protection Service
FAO-HQ
Rome – Italy
Tel: (0039 –06) 570 53441
Fax: (0039-06)  570 55271
E-mail: Niek.VanDerGraaff@fao.org

Mr. A. Hafraoui
Senior Officer i/c Locusts and Migratory
Pest Group
FAO-HQ
Rome – Italy
Tel: (0039-06) 570 54021
Fax: (0039-06)570 55271
E-mail: Abderrahmane.Hafraoui@fao.org
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Mr. Clive Elliott
Senior Officer, Migratory Pests
FAO/HQ
Rome – Italy
Tel: (0039-06) 57053 836
Fax: (0039-06) 57055271
E-mail: Clive.Elliott@fao.org

CONSULTANTS

Mr. B. Zelazny
Consultant
FAO/HQ
Rome – Italy
Tel: (0039-06) 57053468
Fax: (0039-06) 57055271
E-mail: Bernard.Zelazny@fao.org

Mr. Greg Spendjian
Consultant
670 Beddis Road
Salt Spring Island
B.C., Canada V8K2E5
Tel: 001-250-537-0704
Fax: 001-250-537-0704
E-mail: spendjian@saltspring.com
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ANNEX II

Emergency Prevention System (EMPRES)
for Transboundary Animal and Plant Pests

and Diseases
(Desert Locust Component – Central Region)

2nd Consultative Committee Meeting

Rome, 24-26 November 1999, Lebanon Room (D209)

AGENDA

1. Opening (9:30h).

2. Adoption of the Agenda

3. Review of EMPRES (Central Region) progress and constraints in 1999.

4. Report of the EMPRES Central Region Evaluation Mission.

5. Review of the workplan for 2000, as developed by the Liaison Officers Workshop

(6-10 November in Sana'a).

6. Review of 1998/1999 expenditures, the budget for 2000 and the financial situation

for coming years.

7. Planning for a 2nd phase of the EMPRES Central Region programme.

8. Future composition and role of the Consultative Committee.

9. Long-term sustainability of Desert Locust management in the EMPRES Central

Region.

10.  Any other business

11.  Adoption of the report
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