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Chapter 1. Project Synopsis

1.1. Overall Objectives

To promote the sustainable development and management of the Caspian environment.

1.2. Project Purpose or Specific Objective

· Ensure Programme coordination by collaborating fully in the PCU work programme, including coordination and development of CEP implementation activities and maintaining impetus in the preparation of the TDA and SAP.

· Foster institutional sustainability and reinforce regional ownership by providing services that the littoral countries need.

· Promote partnerships with industry by developing and coordinating private sector (especially oil industry) involvement in CEP activities.

· Support the TDA analysis and preparation of the SAP and promote their adoption by the Steering Committee.

· Work directly with the Thematic Centres to devise proposals for their long-term work programmes and institutional structures.

· Help to ensure that the World Bank's Project Investment Portfolio has a suitable pipeline of projects for consideration.

· Provide on-the job training and training through seminars and study tours that will support effective CEP implementation.

· Collaborate within the PCU on the formulation and implementation of programmes to provide information.

1.3. Planned Outputs

1. Significant contribution to the TDA and SAP based on the material developed in the Tacis-supported thematic centres.

2. Recommendations on implementation mechanisms for the Plan that will include:

· criteria and procedures for coherent regional environmental management;

· common reporting and information standards and formats, including state of the environment and compliance information;

· a programme of action outlining regulatory and supporting institutional development.

3. A start on implementation of the recommendations and targets set for further action beyond the time-scale of the present project.

4. Guidelines for each thematic centre to support their bid for long-term sustainability and regional credibility.

5. Participation in organising all relevant workshops and other regional acivities, including:

· two workshops for each thematic centre;

· participation of PCU or thematic centre staff in events organised by other centres and donors;

· working visits of littoral country staff to the PCU;

· a study tour to other regional sea focal points for littoral countries representatives.

6. Guidelines for project preparation.

7. Practical recommendations on financing to support sustainability.

8. Information on relevant training courses and placement opportunities.

9. Information for dissemination, including illustration of the Tacis role in CEP preparation and implementation.

Chapter 2. Summary of Progress Since the Start of the Project 

2.1. This Report

This report covers the period July, August, September and October 2001. The project will end on 6 December 2001, and this Completion Report is due on 6 November 2001.

The current contract is the second contract of TA support to the CEP. The first contract, lasting from January 1998 to May 2000 is termed in the Report  “Phase 1 ”. This contract is termed “Phase 2”.

This Completion Report describes the work done during the contract period, the methods of working, the attainment of objectives, the difficulties and successes of the project and the lessons that could be learnt for application to other projects, including any further EU support to the Caspian Environment Programme (CEP). The technical findings of the project and recommendations for activities to improve the cooperative (5-state) management of the Caspian’s environment are included in the Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA). The Preliminary TDA was issued in May 2000 (1st draft February 2000). The updated TDA will be issued at the end of November 2001.

This report is divided into 5 volumes:

1. The Programme Coordinating Unit (this volume)

2. The Caspian Centre for Pollution Control

3. The Caspian Centre for Management of Bioresources

4. The Caspian Centre for Water Level Fluctuations

5. The Caspian Centre for Combating Desertification.

This volume deals with general Programme matters as well as the work of the project’s support to the PCU. Thus, all messages regarding lessons learnt and recommendations related to the structure of future projects are consolidated in this volume (Chapter 5). The other 4 volumes include only Chapter 1 to 4 and the progress tables.

2.2. Compliance with the Terms of Reference

In general, the activities set out in the project’s Terms of Reference have been carried out completely. Exceptions are: the introduction of specialists from the 4 CIS countries into the regular work of the PCU; and the increase in links between the CEP and other international water programmes.

Introducing specialists into the work of the PCU has proved to be difficult. One visit was supported in advance of the first TDA technical meeting, but other visits were not deemed to be appropriate because the main technical issue, the preparation of TDA meetings, was taken over by the UNDP project. Specialists will be invited to the PCU during November to assist with compilation of the separate TDA being prepared by this project.

Although a very successful meeting was held with 4 other international waters programmes during Phase I of the project, it has not been possible to hold further meetings. The key organisations from which the CEP should learn are the established organisations for the Mediterranean (MedPlan), the North Sea (the Oslo and Paris Convention: OSPAR); and the Baltic (the Helsinki Convention: HELCOM). The previous meeting, held in November 1999, had explored the modalities employed by each of these organisations (plus the more recent Red Sea Programme). However, the recent study tour fielded by the CC PC to Denmark introduced the participants to much of the work done in exchanging information between the North Sea Countries and between the Baltic Sea countries. Furthermore, the legal specialist will visit the ICES information centre in Copenhagen while preparing the agreement on exchange of information. The ICES centre processes the exchange of pollution information for the North and Baltic seas.

Other aspects of the management and cross-cutting tasks that have been successfully carried out have been:

· Project Management: the project has been managed from the PCU, and all outputs will have been produced by 6 December.

· TDA and SAP: Delays have been expressed in this process because of late delivery of inputs from the UNDP and UNEP supported Centres. Thus this project team will prepare an updated TDA by 6 December containing the information available. Suggestions will be made as to the contents of the SAP. 

· Support to Institutional Development: The PCU staff has ensured the coordination of the development of the CRTCs, the information systems, and the reporting. A draft agreement on information exchange is under preparation.

· Liaison with Convention Development Processes: The main Marine Convention has been relatively dormant during the period. An offer to assist by fielding a team of an experienced institutional consultant (previously Secretary General of OSPAR) and a legal consultant to identify the institutional arrangements under the Convention and in the interim period has been rejected by UNEP. The main support by this project to the process has thus been in supporting the development of a fisheries agreement and an information sharing agreement.

Chapter 3. Progress in the Final Period

3.1. Support to the CRTCs

Early in the reporting period, it was expected that funding might be found to continue the EU support to the CEP seamlessly beyond the end of this project and throughout 2002, 2003 and 2004. At that time (and, indeed, throughout the project), the emphasis of the project was on planning the continuation and improved sustainability of the institutions that the project has been developing. These institutions are the thematic centres (CRTC) and the PCU, which should eventually transform into the Secretariat of the Caspian Convention for the Marine Environment. However, late in the period, following visits to the Commission in June and September, correspondence and telephone discussions, it became obvious that there will be a break in EU financial support, with no funding available probably for the whole of 2002 and a large part of 2003. The emphasis of the project was thus re-directed towards ensuring that the technical work completed by the CRTCs is well documented to form a strong basis for their future as regional coordinating institutions.

A proposal has been prepared
 and circulated to the members of the Steering Committee, setting out the proposals for the future development of the 4 EU-supported CRTCs. The proposal sets out the long-term futures of the Centres and recommends that the next step is to obtain political commitment to these proposals by the governments of the host country of each CRTC and by the 5 countries in concord.

The futures of the Programme, the CRTC, and even the Marine Convention, are dependent on the 5 countries agreeing on what the problems are (the TDA) and how to overcome them (the SAP and NAPs). The first step must be the TDA, but unfortunately the development of this document has continued to suffer delays. The latest technical meeting to prepare the TDA (July 2001) suffered from a shortage of information on the state (contamination) of the sea and on biodiversity, human health and socio-economic issues. Soon after the meeting, it was announced by the GEF-funded project that an independent consultant would complete a first draft of a TDA report by the middle of September. This proposal effectively excluded the EU’s technical team and the experts associated with the CRTCs from the drafting process (despite earlier written statements to the contrary). The EU team has thus been instructed to comply with its terms of reference by producing a TDA report based on the information available. The report will be completed by the end of November 2001, but the short time available will not allow a full participatory approach, especially the convening of national inter-sectoral groups to agree the analysis.

3.2. Information Systems

An important aspect of the future roles of all CRTCs will be the collection, management, verification, and dissemination of information on the relevant aspect of the Caspian’s environment and its management. During the project, work has thus concentrated on developing information management systems (databases, GIS, and web pages). During the final period, these systems have been improved by linking databases to GIS, by developing web-based databases and GIS and by procuring a new server and software. However, these technical tools will be useless without an adequate institutional setting in which they will be operated. 

A start was made on identifying regional monitoring and information systems with an early proposal issued in November 2000. An important meeting held in May 2001 in Tehran should have provided the 5-country consensus to such a system of monitoring and information exchange. However, the meeting did not achieve that aim, mainly because of NATIONAL differences between agencies, specifically the agencies responsible for environment and hydrometeorology and especially those agencies in the Russian Federation. These national differences should not be raised at on inter-state forum, and there is clearly a need for the Inter-sectoral Coordination Committees to begin to work and solve internal difficulties before presenting a coordinated national position to inter-sate meetings.

Despite the lack of progress in agreeing on monitoring and information exchange, it has been decided that some draft legal framework should be prepared, to at least form the basis for discussion, and hopefully to provide the legal basis for inter-state information sharing. A start has been made on researching the situation in the Caspian region and examples of the solutions adopted in other regions are being examined. The full proposal will be provided to members of the Steering Committee and the CRTCs by the end of November. A previous proposal to carry out a legal and institutional study into the further development of the CEP structures was eventually rejected by UNEP, and was withdrawn from the proposed amendment to this contract.

3.3. Project Management

During the period, the PCU staff has continued to carry out project and programme support activities. Project support included the preparation of applications for: procurement; study tours; training; and a contract amendment, as well as direct support to the marine expedition and other project activities. Programme support included: making comments on outputs of other CEP projects (e.g. the legislation review); maintaining contact with other international (e.g. CITES Secretariat) and national (e.g. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway) agencies; and assisting the World Bank to prepare a training workshop in Baku in Economic Valuation of Environmental Projects. The workshop was cancelled by the World Bank at the last moment, following the 11 September disaster.

3.4. PIPP Component

The project development element of the PIPP component has been relatively inactive during the period. In the Russian Federation 4 project proposals were improved, based upon the advice of the EU Expert.  Fiches for these 4 projects have been completed and passed to the World Bank for further action. 

The 32 applications for matched small grants (part of the PIPP component) have been evaluated and the evaluations submitted to the administrators of that part of the project. The Project Manager participated in the evaluation committee meeting in Moscow on 2nd November, where grants valued at around $250,000 were assigned. No projects were approved without pre-conditions. Most pre-conditions related to better definition of technical aims and means and further elaboration and justification of budgets.

A visit by the EU expert on industrial pollution to the coastal zones of Turkmenistan and I.R. Iran has identified several potential projects in these countries. Details of the pollution and potential remediation measures have been passed to the World Bank.

A report has been prepared
 summarizing methods employed to identify and screen PIPP candidate projects, listing projects considered, and providing more detailed fiches of selected projects.

3.5. Seeking Additional Finance

A summary of the international support needs to continue the work of the EU-sponsored CRTCs and to further develop the PIPP priority projects is being prepared. The summary and explanatory note will be distributed to a range of potential funders, including the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, several European embassies, and International Oil Companies. The proposals will be aimed at maintaining a minimum functionality of the CRTCs until additional EU funding is available or national funding reaches adequate levels.

Chapter 4. Overall Report on the Total Project

4.1. Coordination with GEF and Other Bodies

The expected dovetailing of this project with the GEF projects has failed to fully materialise, whereas each project has responsibility for a well-defined part of the Programme, there has been inadequate effort for each project to support the other. Reasonably good links gave been maintained between Pollution Control and Pollution Monitoring, but there has been virtually no contact between Biodiversity Conservation and Fisheries Management because of the extreme lateness of outputs from the former Centre. Attempts to link the outputs of the Centres for Water Level Fluctuation and Combating Desertification with the work of the Centre for Coastal Zone Planning have met with no response. The basic reasons for the lack in necessary cooperation have been the differences in the objectives and modalities between the projects, resulting from inadequate (or completely lacking) coordination during project conception. It is also true that many of the objectives of the GEF project were not clearly set out in the rather complex and formalistic project documents, and the real objectives have become gradually clearer during the project. An example of this has been the difference in approach to the establishment of sustainable CRTCs: The GEF projects intend that the CRTCs only work to prepare the technical information for the TDA, whereas the Tacis project emphasises the need to establish sustainable institutions. When the first Tacis contract was entitled ”Facilitating Thematic Advisory Groups” it is difficult to understand why the GEF and EC had not recognised mis-match earlier.

As described in Chapter 2, links to other international waters programmes have been poorly developed. Furthermore, there has been very little activity on complementary projects, such as the Ecotoxicology project. The Baku Bay project and Risk Analysis project have closed.

4.2. TDA and SAP

The programme set out at the beginning of this project envisaged completion of the technical investigations by the UNDP and UNEP supported CRTCs by November 2000, and that consultations with regional thematic groups and national inter-sectoral groups would continue until June 2001, so that an agreed TDA could be finalised in July 2001. In fact, outputs from the UNDP-supported CRTCs only started to be realised in any volume in late 2001, and many outputs are still awaited. Thus, although 3 large meetings have been held to discuss the TDA, they have suffered from a lack of information in many themes.

It has become clear that the Tacis team will not be able to contribute to a comprehensive TDA report before the end of the contract, especially as the UNDP project has contracted-out the writing of the report to a US-based consultant, who is preparing the document in his home office. This project will thus update the TDA report prepared in February 2000 and submit it as the technical summary of work carried out with EU support. The report will include outline recommendations for the Strategic Action Plan.

4.3. Support to Institutional Development

The staff of the PCU has maintained a coordinating role in the development of the CRTCs as sustainable institutions on 2 levels:

· Providing the day-to-day coordination of the programme, meetings, workshops, local expert contracts, and the marine expedition; and

· Promoting proposals for the development of the CRTCs themselves.

In additional, the PCU has led the development of information systems; the home page, databases and GIS map systems, and is currently carrying out a study into information exchange.

The information systems have been developed with a common appearance and functionality, to provide a corporate image of the CEP.

The information exchange consultant will examine examples within other international waters programmes and how they work, will discuss the needs with the CRTCs and will prepare a draft information exchange agreement. The report being prepared by the CCPC on a Water Quality Monitoring System for the Caspian Sea will be integrated with the information exchange studies.

4.4. Liaison with the Convention Development Process.

 Work on the Framework Convention for the Marine Environment has been fairly dormant during the period (the last meeting to discuss the text was in October 2000). The delay has been caused because several Caspian countries will not consider any bi-lateral or multi-lateral agreements regarding the sea until the political status of the sea as a whole, or at least the rights to mineral exploitation, have been agreed.

Recognising the fact that the CRTCs are likely to stagnate or even disintegrate without a formal framework in which to operate, this project recommended that a study be carried out by experienced institutional and legal consultants into the likely future set of institutions under the Framework Convention. The study would have recommended the institutional structure, terms of reference for each organ, legal responsibilities, and staffing, budgets and other practical considerations. The study and subsequent discussions with the 5 countries would have resulted in agreed arrangements being readily available for implementation as soon as the Framework Convention was signed. The added advantage would have been that the CRTCs would have a draft framework within which to work until the Framework Convention is agreed.

Unfortunately, UNEP did not agree to the study being carried out, suggesting instead that the project assist UNEP in drafting protocols to the Framework Convention. The proposed study was thus cancelled.

In the absence of a full institutional study, the project is carrying out the information exchange study described in Section 4.3.

4.5. Learning from Other Programmes

Although a very successful meeting was held to exchange experiences with other international waters programmes in November 1999 (during Phase 1 of the project), this has not been repeated, mainly because the CRTCs have not yet developed to the self-sustaining level.

Study tours have been implemented to visit international institutions: 1) in UK and Denmark dealing with water level fluctuations and 2) in Denmark dealing with water pollution issues. A tour will be mounted to the UK to visit fisheries management institutions.

4.6. Drawing the Countries into Programme Governance

The project has been successful in bringing the countries together to discuss common problems of managing the environment (see Section 5.1). However, there is some way to go before the Programme will be fully sustainable, and senior representatives from the 5 countries will themselves initiate Programme activities. Drawing the countries into Programme governance should be given maximum attention by future assistance projects.

The relative stagnation of institutional development during the past 18 months has been because:

· development of the TDA has been delayed; and

· lack of progress on the Framework Convention has meant that there are few high-level subjects to discuss with senior decision-makers. 

Even the way that the development of the TDA has been modified has mitigated against involvement of high-level government officials. This project planned that the technical analysis would be completed by November 2000 and that the following 7 months would be used for detailed discussion of the analysis and recommendations by separate thematic groups (including representatives of all 5 counties) and, most importantly, by national inter-sectoral groups. These national groups should have represented national interests in the Programme and should have cleared their discussions/recommendations at the highest level of government. This process would have been most important in drawing governments into the Programme but, because, after months of inter-project dispute the process was modified, the chance to use the national inter-sectoral process to improve country buy-in has been lost.

In the end, the only areas where the project has held discussions with high levels of governments have been in the preparation of the agreement to establish a fisheries commissions, and in the obtaining of permission for the research vessel to enter national waters. These two events certainly raised the Programme to a high level of attention, though in neither case fully successfully.

Although there have been shortcomings, it should be emphasised that the team of support staff operating under the Tacis project have established excellent links with government structures. Indeed, one of the major negative consequences of a failure to maintain continuity of EU support would be the dispersal of the project team and the cutting of links.

4.7. Priority Investment Portfolio

Under an agreement with the World Bank (managers of the PIPP component), the work of developing priority project ideas in Azerbaijan and the Russian Federation was assigned to the Tacis team, and the other countries were to be dealt with by the World Bank directly. In both countries, the Tacis team obtained agreement with government as to the national priorities for investments, and followed up with identification of specific projects, by holding meetings with the potential project owners. Some project concepts were eventually dropped due to a lack of interest by the owners or a failure to release the relevant information (e.g. Water Supply Restructuring in Baku Refinery, Wastewater Treatment in Sumgayit Industrial Zone), and in some areas, where it was considered that projects could have been found, there was a lack of basic information as to the problems (e.g. dealing with industrial and municipal pollution discharges in Astrakhan).

In the Russian Federation, the project concepts eventually developed were: 

· Rehabilitation and Subsequent Use of Black Lands in Kalmykia;

· Development of Ecotourism and Protection and Sustainable Development of State Nature Reserves “Bogdinsko-Baskunchakskiy”’ “Ilmennoy-Burgovoy”, “Peski Berli” and “Stepnoy”;

· Urgent Measures to Prevent Inundation of Lagan City; and

· Removal of Oily Waste Storages and Remediation of Polluted Lands at “Yug Tanker”, Astrakhan. 

In Azerbaijan, the 2 favourite proposals are still: “Re-development and Clean-up of Bibi-Heybat Oilfield” and “Support to Restructuring of Baku Wastewater Utility”. There has been no further contact regarding Sumgayit wastewater treatment, and the industrial development plan has not been seen yet.  The World Bank have requested that no further activities be initiated on potential projects in Azerbaijan until the new Minister of Natural Resources and Environment has re-confirmed the decisions on national priorities made by the previous NFP. Unfortunately, The World Bank has not yet met the new Minister and has only recently agreed the text of a proposed letter to the Minister (drafted July). Thus, no work has been carried out on preparation of projects in Azerbaijan.

No further work has been done on the main PIPP prospect identified in Kazakhstan (mapping leaking wells and trial well closure and clean up).

Chapter 5. Lessons Learnt and Recommendations

5.1. Ability to Improve Regional Cooperation

The main aim of the project has been to improve the cooperation between the 5 countries of the Caspian in managing the sea’s environment. Despite many disappointments and weaknesses that are described in the following sections, the project has, surprisingly, been able to bring together specialists in many different fields of expertise from all countries to discuss common issues and reach common decisions.

The populations of the Caspian region represent a very wide range of peoples: Slavic Russians; Turkic Caucasians; Buddhists of Kalmykia; Kazakhs; and Persians. The Sea has not necessarily provided a natural focus for all these peoples, because the very dry conditions on the eastern shore have resulted in a very low population density. Thus, although the Silk Route passed east-west along the southern coast, there has been little north-south contact and the sea has been a barrier to north-south contact rather than a conduit. Although the USSR was in the past a binding influence for 4 of the 5 countries, there have historically been very few exchanges between the USSR and Iran. However, the peoples of Azerbaijan and Iran and of Turkmenistan and Iran have common ancestry and language. This has become obvious when carrying out some of the project activities. Exchanges of technical personnel between these countries have been effected in a real spirit of common understanding. Thus, through a series of local similarities, the full circle of the Sea can be bridged, but it requires a programme such as the CEP to bring all parts of the circle together.

5.1.1. Recommendation Regarding Usefulness of Similar Projects

Projects such as the CEP can be very useful in engendering understandings between the countries as to the environmental problems of a common water body and the needs to improve its management. Although obvious tangible results have been few, the project came very close to achieving the most important end result: signature of an agreement to establish a common fisheries commission, and it did manage to run the first ever joint fisheries stock-taking expedition. In addition, many other technical works of the project have introduced common methods of analysis that will be accepted as the norm for years to come, including mapping techniques for landscape and methods of analysing the changes in water level. Proposals for managing pollutants have been well set out and could be the basis for a comprehensive regional system. The work done by the project in support of fisheries will undoubtedly have long-term effects, and will influence the attitudes of the responsible government organisations and the form of agreement that in future will be reached by the 5 countries. 

It is recommended that such projects are replicated, with due attention to the causes of the (less than optimum) performance of this project. In designing such projects, it must be recognised that longevity is important and that high political profile is as important as good technical work.

5.2. Integration with Other CEP Support

The Caspian Environment Programme, supported by various donors, is attempting to establish institutional structures necessary for proper management and monitoring of the sea’s environment. There are more than 10 separate projects that are supporting CEP with technical activities but only 3 projects are supporting the development of the main institutional structures: this Tacis project, the GEF/UNDP project, and the GEF/UNEP project. Another USAID project is supporting NGO activities. The World Bank has provided the only overview document: the Programme Concept Paper, which is now outdated and inadequate on detail.

Agreements were not made between the three institution-building projects on the sharing of the required support activities before Phase 1 of the EU support was launched. In effect, the Concept Paper did not define where international support would be applied, and the Tacis and GEF documents both described the whole institutional support envisaged, without recognising that responsibilities must be split between the projects. This situation led to considerable difficulties during Phase 1 of the EU support, mainly centred on disputes between the EU project and the UNDP project on programme direction and modalities. At the first Steering Committee Meeting, the UNDP requested and were assigned the requested function of coordinating donor activities during the pre-project phase. Unfortunately, the UNDP project consultants have, since then, continually tried to extend this mandate to the management of the whole Programme, including the EU project. The situation worsened after a Project Manager for the UNDP project was appointed with terms of reference to also act as the Coordinator of the Programme.

When the terms of reference were drawn up for this Phase 2 contract, the EC attempted to ensure that they properly identified the unique role of the project, while ensuring that the EU’s support maintained a proper contribution to the overall direction of the Programme. Unfortunately, this attempt failed and there have been continual disputes even during this Phase, notably regarding the methodology and responsibilities for producing the Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis, regarding the work in bringing the countries to form a united fisheries commission and regarding the future of CRTCs. 

Planning of activities and resource use of this Tacis project have also been hampered considerably by the delay in initiating the GEF projects and their slow progress in delivering outputs.

There is a need for projects that are co-funded to be better structured, clearly setting out responsibilities and a mechanism to ensure that the EU-funded project is not hampered by other projects, and that the EU contribution is clearly visible to all parties concerned and to the public.

5.2.1. Recommendation for Improved Donor Coordination

Coordination of multi-funded programmes/projects is sometimes difficult, but is much assisted if the programme is described in a clear document such as that routinely produced by the World Bank when coordinating multi-funded projects. Such Appraisal Reports set out in clear terms which international and national entity is responsible for which element of the project, and through which means. A similar document should be prepared before embarking on any multi-donor project. The GEF/UNDP project document is not adequate to fill this role (even though it purports to do so) and contains many inconsistencies.

The World Bank agreed in 1999 to draft an overarching document for the CEP, but nothing was produced. The Programme Coordinator was instructed by the Chairman of the Steering Committee in 2000 to prepare an overview of the CEP elements and needs and the international support already pledged, but so far nothing has come of this either.

In the past, coordination has been achieved through irregular donor coordination meetings. However, the agreements and recommendations of those meetings have not always been fully complied with. An overarching document that describes donor responsibilities would help the situation, but more frequent coordination meetings are also needed during the early years of major programmes. Less frequent coordination is necessary once programmes are well established, but it is still essential. 

5.3. Relationships with the Region

Working relationships throughout the region are good on a technical level. The countries already recognise the PCU as a coordinating body, and look to the PCU for advice and to make the connections between the countries and the CRTCs. The best example of cooperation at the technical as well as higher administrative level in the region is the recent Caspian Marine Expedition, which could never have materialised without the coordination and encouragement of this project, and the strong effort of both the CC BM and the PCU.

Despite the good working relationships, there is still some way to go before all countries fully accept their responsibilities for maintaining the developing CRTC structures and accept the Programme and the future structures under the Framework Convention. The October/November Moscow Steering Committee Meeting was the first one attended by 3 of the 5 National Focal Points. It has been more usual for only one or two to attend. Hopefully the attendance of representatives of the Ministries of Foreign Affairs from 3 countries at the meeting is a sign that the Programme has started to have some impact at a higher level. 

The un-decided legal status of the Caspian hampers the overall institution-building process, specifically in regard to the Framework Convention for the Marine Environment of the Caspian. High-level political efforts are needed to raise this debate. The EU and its Commission are in a good position to assist in the debate, through the Delegations and the individual country embassies.

Ease of travel within the region is worsening due to increased visa requirements and travel restrictions in Turkmenistan and difficulties in processing visa requests in Russia. While it is too early to implement a regional agreement on the status of staff of the official regional organisation that will eventually be established under the Framework Convention, the rights of regional staff to freely travel and visit relevant parts of the coastline should be considered for inclusion in agreements between Tacis and beneficiaries.

5.3.1. Recommendation for Better Contact with the Region

The project monitor has suggested that in future the EU project should have its own Steering Committee. This suggestion is supported, as it would enable project problems to be discussed with all the countries together, without the distractions of inter-donor differences.

5.4. Tacis Procedures and Management

The project suffered considerably during the middle period due to the effective absence of a Task Manager for 7 months. During this period no responses were received from the Commission regarding approvals for procurement or changes in staff. In such a complex project, which also must react to changes in the situation found in the field, it was very difficult to manage the project in these circumstances. Only by seeking and finding alternative solutions (gift of equipment from Norway) and by taking considerable risks (fielding staff before permission was granted) was the project able to continue at an adequate pace. The absence of a person in-post in the External Relations department during the first part of the project (also the case for part of Phase 1) certainly reduced the political impact of the project.

The project would have benefited from greater involvement of the Commission in the extensive discussions that took place between the Contractors and other donors on institutional arrangements for the CEP. Greater involvement by the Task Manager was initially restricted by his heavy workload of other projects and the absence of anybody in post for 7 months left a vacuum. The absence of a responsible person in the External Relations department during the early part of the contract also affected performance. Despite these deficiencies, the project staff attempted to gain the political support of the EU through consulting with other departments in the Commission, the European Ambassadors in Moscow and Almaty, and the Coordinating Units and embassies of European countries in Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan and Iran. Despite these attempts, the level of support from the EU and EC was low. During one notable period when this project was in deep conflict with UNEP over the issue of fisheries management, despite numerous phone calls and e-mails to different departments in the Commission, no support was received.

5.4.1. Recommendation for Increased Political Support

In a situation where the project is being hampered by a range of outside influences, including other donors and senior government departments, the EC should carry considerable political weight that could be applied to the problem (indeed, much more than can be offered by the UN agencies). Whereas the project staff understands that they are expected to work independently and cannot continually pester the Commission or Delegations, the Commission should realise that the major achievements of this and many Tacis projects are political in nature and require, from time to time, political support. 

Such support is provided frequently to national projects through the visits of the desk officers and more senior Commission officials. This project, which is highly political in nature, received not one visit from the Commission to any of the 4 country sites in 18 months, neither from the Task Manager nor the technical or political departments, barring one person’s attendance at the Steering Committee meeting in the final month of the project.

Delegations could also be more closely involved with promoting the concepts of regional agreements, specifically the Framework Convention and the Agreement to Establish a Fisheries Commission, by lobbying the senior ministries.

5.4.2. Recommendation for More Realistic Terms of Reference

The Terms of Reference should recognise that capacity building objectives are long-term, and accept that short-term easily measurable outputs such as technical reports are not so effective in changing attitudes within the region.

5.4.3. Recommendation for Cooperation with I R Iran

Management of specific technical themes would be much easier if some means could be found to allow the Team Leaders to directly control the involvement of Iranian scientists in their work (instead of having to work through UNDP). Possibilities should be sought in future for arranging a small parallel contract, funded either bi-laterally or by World Bank.

5.5. Continuation of EU Support


The Programme is clearly at a crossroads: the technical analyses are virtually complete and priorities have been identified, but the differences in approach between donors have become more obvious, and senior officials in the Caspian countries have not yet demonstrated full commitment to the Programme. At the same time, the needs for cooperation in environmental management are clear and, when funding ceases at the end of this contract, it is almost certain that many of the achievements will be lost and that the same topics will attract international funding in the future, requiring the groundwork to be done all over again.

A document issued to the Steering Committee meeting sets out the potential future of the 4 EU-supported CRTCs. It is essential that the EU receives confirmation that the plan set out, or any other agreed plan, is required and accepted by the 5 Caspian countries before major additional finance is allocated. It is also important to ascertain whether the Thematic Centres (or even some of them) could work effectively without the Framework Convention being in place, and outside a controlling influence of a central Secretariat or PCU. This would certainly be true of a future Fisheries Commission. The Director of the UNEP Regional Office for Europe, who is managing the work towards a Framework Convention, consistently gives his opinion that other efforts towards regional cooperation should not wait for the Convention, but can eventually relate to the Convention when it is available.

Thus, if further funding is to be made immediately available, it should be used for two things:

1. to keep the existing CRTCs operating at a minimum level for an interim period, with a work programme that does not require considerable international assistance; and

2. to carry out a review of the future structures of the Programme (as had been planned for this year but rejected by UNEP) and negotiations with the governments of the Caspian countries as to the future of the CRTCs, how they would be allowed to operate as regional institutions, what their legal status would be, and what commitments the governments would make.

If the EC is to follow the above plan, it must decide whether it would be done in concert with the other donors or not. Either path will be difficult. The UNDP project manager and UNEP’s Director for the Regional Office for Europe recently planned to negotiate the further development of the Programme through visits to each Caspian country for discussions with the governments. This venture was planned to take place without the involvement of the EC or the Tacis project and it is known that the emphasis for Programme development favoured by the UNDP staff is different from that preferred by the EU project and the Commission. The UNDP approach concentrates on mechanisms that suit GEF funding (i.e. not Thematic Centres). It should not thus be expected that it would be easy to arrive at a joint 3 or 4 agency approach. Furthermore, the Steering Committee meetings have proved to be inadequate fora to reach such decisions, because of the large audience and the absence of key decision-makers from the countries.
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� The proposal for the further development of regional structures (CRTC) has been annexed to the TDA.


� The report on assistance to the PIPP component is annexed to the TDA.
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