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SELECTION OF PROJECTS

Thirty projects from the first round of applications to the Caspian Coastal Communities Small Grant Programme were examined during a field visit to Astrakhan, Kalmykia and Turkmenistan in July 2004.  Projects were examined either through site visits combined with meetings with project representatives (seventeen out of the thirty), or through office-based meetings or telephone interviews (13 out of the thirty).  General information was collected in each case to enable a basic environmental appraisal to be undertaken.  Out of these thirty projects, ten were selected to for the production of written Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs).

These EIAs were carried out purely for illustrative purposes, to help draw out some of the environmental issues likely to arise in future grant rounds, and provide background for the development of the Methodology and Guidelines also produced within this assignment.  Thus it was made clear to project representatives met during the process that judgments made about their projects would not affect the outcome of their applications in this instance.  

Full list of projects visited or discussed in Astrakhan and Kalmykia

	Project No
	Category of activity
	Summary description
	Precise location and project representative

	Date considered

	Astrakhan Oblast – Astrakhan Raion



	30
	Waste management
	Clearance of dumps for reinstatement to agriculture
	
	21/7

	31
	Agricultural processing
	Slaughterhouse upgrade
	
	

	Astrakhan Oblast - Volodarsky Raion



	1
	Aquaculture / waste management 
	Filtration fields for sewage treatment/fish farming
	
	Visit

21/7

	2
	Tourism development
	Development of tourist business in Tishkovsky canal
	Within Ramsar boundary
	Office meeting 22/7

	3
	Waste management
	Sewage treatment works in delta area
	
	21/7

	Astrakhan Oblast - Kamyzyaksky Raion



	7
	Agricultural processing
	Dairy processing on Novo-Bulgary islands
	Within Ramsar boundary
	Telephone 21/7

	10
	Horticulture & arable
	Safflower production


	
	Telephone 22/7

	12
	Aquaculture


	Freshwater crustaceans production
	
	Office meeting 22/7

	Astrakhan Oblast - Liman Raion



	15
	Indoor livestock rearing
	Rabbit breeding


	
	Telephone 22/7

	19
	Wetland & fisheries management
	Canal dredging in Galta and Sinka canals to improve water movement for fish
	
	20/7

	23
	Wetland & fisheries management
	Dredging of Ovinsky canal system
	
	20/7

	26
	Wetland & fisheries management
	Restoring water flow in canals to improve fish stocks
	Biruchiya Kosa village
	20/7

	27
	Waste management
	Collection of domestic waste


	
	20/7

	Astrakhan Oblast - Ikryaninsky Raion



	9
	Aquaculture


	Sterlet breeding ponds


	
	18/7

	Kalmykia



	38
	Waste management


	Scrap metal production from recovery of scuttled boats in main Lagan canal
	
	19/7

	41


	Pastoral farming
	Sheep farm at Aranzal
	
	19/7

	42
	Indoor livestock rearing
	Nitria breeding and pelt production
	
	19/7

	43
	Wetland 7 fisheries management
	Dredging of smaller Lagan canal and provision of landing facilities for fishermen
	
	19/7

	45
	Wetland manage-ment/ manufacture & retail
	Reed harvesting for production of construction materials
	
	19/7


Full list of projects visited or discussed in Turkmenistan

	Project No
	Category of activity
	Summary description
	Precise location and project representative


	Date considered

	Turkmenbashi



	1
	Manufacture and retail
	Manufacturing and sale of gypsum tiles for domestic use
	Outskirts of Turkmenbashi

Olga Kniazkova
	Meeting 27/7

	4
	Wild fisheries
	Fishing in Sarykamysh Lake, transport and sale in Turkmenbashi
	North-western edge of Turkmenbashi

?
	Meeting 29/7

	5
	Indoor livestock rearing
	Rabbit breeding and meat production
	Western edge of Turkmenbashi

Nailia Fedozova
	Meeting 27/7, visit 29/7

	8
	Manufacture and retail
	Use of camel wool for production of quilts for local sale
	Central Turkmenbashi

Hodjamuzats Biashimov
	Meeting 27/7, visit 29/7

	19
	Horticulture and arable farming
	Mushroom production
	Outskirts of Turkmenbashi

Vladimir Cheznik
	Meeting 27/7

	23
	Indoor livestock rearing
	Intensive battery egg production
	Northern edge of Turkmenbashi

Tachmuhammed Xodjamuhammedov (husband of applicant)
	Meeting and visit 27/7

	Kuuli-Majak



	15
	Pastoral farming
	Dairying and beef enterprise
	Guvly-Majak

Tagantovuk Orazova
	Meeting 28/7

	Kara-Bogaz



	29
	Horticulture & arable farming
	Greenhouse restoration
	Central Karabogaz
	Visit 28/7

	45
	Indoor livestock rearing
	Poultry production – broilers and eggs
	Edge of Karabogaz
	Visit and meeting 28/7

	Cheleken



	16
	Pastoral farming
	Dairy farm
	Near police entry point into Cheleken

Nuimuhammed Hodjamammedov
	Visit and meeting 30/7

	-
	Horticulture & arable farming
	Fruit and vegetable plantation on freshwater lens
	Edge of Cheleken

?
	Meeting 30/7


PROJECT LIST
Projects selected for Environmental Impact Assessment, by category
	Project Category
	Project


	Country

	Group 1
	1
	Pastoral farming
	Aranzal sheep farm
	Russia - Kalmykia

	
	
	
	Dairy farm at Cheleken
	Turkmenistan

	
	2
	Wild fisheries
	Fishing in Sarykamysh Lake
	Turkmenistan

	
	3
	Aquaculture
	Sterlet breeding
	Russia - Astrakhan

	
	4
	Horticulture and arable farming
	Fruit trees in Cheleken
	Turkmenistan

	
	5
	Wetland and fisheries management
	Biruchiya Kosa village
	Russia - Astrakhan

	
	6
	Tourism development
	Tishkovsky Canal 
	Russia - Astrakhan

	Group 2
	7
	Agricultural processing
	[no suitable projects were visited to give enough information for an EIA under this category]

	
	8
	Indoor livestock rearing
	Battery hen unit
	Turkmenistan

	
	9
	Manufacture and retail
	Gypsum tiles
	Turkmenistan

	
	10
	Municipal waste management
	Liman waste collection & disposal
	Russia - Astrakhan


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS
Case Study 1 for Pastoral Farming
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Aranzal Sheep Farm, near Lagan, Kalmykia
	Date of visit
	17 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	1A
	Protected areas
	Does the proposed area of pasture impinge on any protected land?
	No
	
	1
	

	1B
	Water-courses
	How close will livestock on the pasture be able to get to any watercourses?
	Not known – watercourses run through the site, and restrictions on access not obvious, so sheep may be able to graze close to banks
	-1 ?
	
	

	1C
	Land contam-ination
	Is the proposed pasture affected by any chemical, bacteriological or radioactive contamination?
	No  contamination apparent
	
	1
	

	1D
	Industrial areas
	Does the proposed area of pasture lie within or adjacent to land used for toxic industrial processes?
	No
	
	1
	

	1E
	Residential areas
	How close is the project site to residential properties? 
	No residential properties nearby
	
	1
	

	1F
	Roads
	How close does the proposed area of pasture lie to any road?
	Not known – farm is bordered by road, but not clear how close pasture comes to it – may be closer than 25 metres
	-1 ?
	
	

	1G
	Pasture quality
	What percentage of the proposed area of pasture is fully covered with grass or other forage vegetation?
	Not known.  Visual inspection of visible area suggested pasture was thin but fairly uniform
	
	1
	

	1H
	Stocking density
	What will the stocking rate to the hectare be when livestock numbers are at their peak?
	150 sheep on 1500 hectares, or 0.1 sheep per hectare.  This is well inside the limit of 0.3
	
	1
	

	1I
	Pasture conserv-ation
	Does the applicant plan to move stock frequently between different areas of pasture, using shepherds?
	Stock will be shepherded and will be moved frequently
	
	1
	

	1J
	Winter feed
	Does the applicant have enough un-grazed land to use for growing winter feed, or if not will they buy in winter feed?
	Separate area will be used for hay
	
	1
	

	1K
	Breed suitability
	What type of breed of the chosen livestock will be used?
	Local traditional breed
	
	1
	

	1L
	Water supply
	Does the applicant have permission to access a consistent, adequate water supply for the livestock?
	Yes
	
	1
	

	1M
	Water volume
	Are local officials satisfied that the demand for water will not undermine the supply during low flow periods?
	Source is natural watercourse, and demand will be low for 150 sheep, hence official approval not relevant
	
	1
	

	1N
	Animal waste storage
	Does the applicant have land available, away from the pasture, for storing manure collected when livestock are indoors?
	Yes
	
	1
	

	1O
	Animal waste processing
	How does the applicant plan to deal with animal wastes once they are collected?
	Manures will be stored for 3 years, dry elements then used for fuel for heating, remainder mixed with sand for fertiliser
	
	1
	

	1P
	Spreading of animal wastes
	Does the applicant intend to spread treated or untreated animal wastes on the farm, and if so where?
	Well rotted manure diluted with sand will be spread at low application rates
	
	1
	

	1Q
	Veterinary waste products
	If the applicant uses sheep dip or similar products, how will they dispose of the waste after use?
	Used sheep dip will be emptied into a pit near the farm.  This is not adequate – sheep dip should be removed from the site or spread on the land at low concentration
	-1
	
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-3 ?
	14
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-3 ?
	Inadequate provision for disposal of sheep dip; possibility that livestock are able to access land too close to watercourses and roads

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	14
	Project shows appropriate design in all other respects

	Total Positive impacts
	0

	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	The project appears to be appropriate in scale and design for the location.  Stocking density and animal waste management proposals are responsible and follow best practice.  Disposal of chemicals could be slightly better planned, but this is a minor problem.  Overall the project is unlikely to cause adverse environmental impacts



Case Study 2 for Pastoral Farming
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Dairy farm at Cheleken
	Date of visit
	30 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	1A
	Protected areas
	Does the proposed area of pasture impinge on any protected land?
	No
	
	1
	

	1B
	Water-courses
	How close will livestock on the pasture be able to get to any watercourses?
	There are no open watercourses within the area
	
	1
	

	1C
	Land contam-ination
	Is the proposed pasture affected by any chemical, bacteriological or radioactive contamination?
	There is a risk that the local soil is contaminated with waste products from local refinery 
	-1
	
	

	1D
	Industrial areas
	Does the proposed area of pasture lie within or adjacent to land used for toxic industrial processes?
	No
	
	1
	

	1E
	Residential areas
	How close is the project site to residential properties? 
	There are no residential properties nearby
	
	1
	

	1F
	Roads
	How close does the proposed area of pasture lie to any road?
	Roads lie alongside the proposed area, but livestock do not appear able to get within 25 metres of them
	
	1
	

	1G
	Pasture quality
	What percentage of the proposed area of pasture is fully covered with grass or other forage vegetation?
	Pasture is very thin and arid, but appears fairly uniform
	
	1
	

	1H
	Stocking density
	What will the stocking rate to the hectare be when livestock numbers are at their peak?
	10 cattle on an indeterminate but large area – stocking density likely to be well below 0.2 cows per hectare.  This may be an improvement on the recent past when the preceding state farm had 600 pigs as well as cattle and sheep on this land
	
	1
	

	1I
	Pasture conserv-ation
	Does the applicant plan to move stock frequently between different areas of pasture, using shepherds?
	Stock will be shepherded.  Water container is mobile and will be moved to accompany stock
	
	1
	

	1J
	Winter feed
	Does the applicant have enough un-grazed land for growing winter feed, or if not will they buy it in?
	Stock will be corralled in summer when pasture is too poor, and fed on bought-in feed
	
	1
	

	1K
	Breed suitability
	What type of breed of the chosen livestock will be used?
	Will use Red Steppe cow – traditional breed
	
	1
	

	1L
	Water supply
	Does the applicant have permission to access a consistent, adequate water supply for the livestock?
	Yes, water will come from nearby pipeline, on a meter
	
	1
	

	1M
	Water volume
	Are local officials satisfied that the demand for water will not undermine the supply during low flow periods?
	Permission has been gained, so assumption is that supply is adequate
	
	1
	

	1N
	Animal waste storage
	Does the applicant have land available, away from the pasture, for storing manure collected when livestock are indoors?
	Yes, separate pit
	
	1
	

	1O
	Animal waste processing
	How does the applicant plan to deal with animal wastes once they are collected?
	Wastes will be kept in pit for 1 year
	
	1
	

	1P
	Spreading of animal wastes
	Does the applicant intend to spread treated or untreated animal wastes on the farm, and if so where?
	Manure will be collected and transported to nearby fruit growing project for fertiliser
	
	
	1

	1Q
	Veterinary waste products
	If the applicant uses sheep dip or similar products, how will they dispose of the waste after use?
	Not relevant
	
	1
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-1
	15
	1


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-1
	Possible risk of contamination in soil – possible implication for quality of milk

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	15
	Project shows appropriate design in all other respects

	Total Positive impacts

	1
	Manure will positively help another, different project nearby


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	The project appears to be appropriate in scale and design for the location.  Stocking density and animal waste management proposals are responsible and follow best practice.  More information is needed on whether there is any chemical contamination in the soil, and if so, whether this contamination is present in the milk produced.  This is a serious issue to check given that the milk is to be supplied to local schools.  The provision of manure as fertiliser to a neighbouring fruit growing project is a good example of community cooperation.  Otherwise the project is unlikely to involve adverse environmental impacts.




Case Study 3 for Wild Fisheries

	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Fishing in Sarykamysh Lake, transport and sale in Turkmenbashi
	Date of visit
	29 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	2A
	Location of fishing grounds
	Does the proposed fishing ground impinge on any protected lands?
	No – Sarykamysh Lake is not subject to protection
	
	1
	

	2B
	Water quality
	Is the water in the fishing grounds significantly polluted?


	The Lake is a source for irrigation water.  Level of contamination not known
	
	1 ?
	

	2C
	Catch size


	How does the weight of fish the applicant will be catching in total through the year compare with the total population?
	Catch will be approximately 17 tonnes per year.  This will be three times as much as the applicant is currently catching.  Figures on total population not available. Sustainability of supply is therefore questionable
	-1 ?
	
	

	2D
	Other fishing activity


	Does the applicant know how many others are fishing the same grounds (the same lake, or the same stretch of river), and how much they are catching
	Not known
	
	1 ?
	

	2E
	Catch timing
	Will fish be caught in the period immediately before spawning?


	Breeding timing of fish not known
	
	
	

	2F
	By-catch


	Are any other types of fish likely to be caught alongside the target fish, and do they include rare species?
	Some by-catch – identity not known
	-1 ?
	
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-2 ?
	3 ?
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-2 ?
	Catch obtained by applicant will increase threefold as a result of the grant, yet the impact of this catch on the total fish population in the lake is uncertain

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	3 ?
	Uncertainty about water quality in lake, and about degree of existing fishing by others

	Total Positive impacts

	0
	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	There are a number of uncertainties about the environmental context of this project.  The grant will triple the volume of fish being taken by the applicant from an inland lake, the fish population of which is known.  Depending on the total take from the lake, by all fishermen, this catch may not be sustainable.  Information also needed on impact of by-catch, and timing of fishing in relation to breeding cycle of fish.



Case Study 4 for Aquaculture
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Sterlet breeding ponds in Ikryaninsky
	Date of visit
	19 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	3A
	Protected areas
	Does your proposed project area impinge on any protected lands?


	No
	
	1
	

	3B
	Water quality
	Is the water in the project area significantly polluted?


	Water is not direct from the Volga; healthy populations of crayfish water is relatively clean
	
	1
	

	3C
	Water depth


	If the fish are to be reared in open water, how deep is the water in relation to the depth of the cages?
	The water in the ponds is just over twice the depth of the cages
	
	1
	

	3D
	Water flow and biomass


	How does the current speed on the site compare with the total, maximum weight of fish to be kept on the site at pre-harvest time?
	Current speed is fairly slow, probably below 5 cm/second, but biomass will be 7 – 8 tonnes which is well below advised limit of 20 tonnes
	
	1
	

	3E
	Substrate
	Is the floor of the channel or lake stony, gravely, or muddy?

	Substrate is solid mud with some shells and stones
	
	1
	

	3F
	Rotation


	Will fish cages be kept in the same locations throughout the year, or moved to fresh areas periodically?
	There is enough lake space available to rotate the cages, but it is not clear if the applicant is prepared to do this
	-1
	
	

	3G
	Native/ exotic


	Is the fish to be reared a native or non-native species in the locality?


	Native species are to be used
	
	1
	

	3H
	Veterinary treatment


	What type of veterinary treatment will be used and how?

	Bath treatment using 5% salt solution
	
	1
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-1
	7
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-1
	Commitment on rotation of cages is needed

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	7
	Project conforms to good practice in all other respects

	Total Positive impacts

	0
	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	The project appears to be appropriate in scale and design for the location.  There is a questionmark over whether there is an adequate arrangement for rotation of cages, and a commitment from the applicant on this point would be helpful.  Otherwise the project is unlikely to involve adverse environmental impacts.



Case Study 5 for Horticulture and Arable Farming
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Fruit and vegetable plantation on subsoil freshwater lens in Cheleken
	Date of visit
	30 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	4A
	Protected areas
	Does your proposed project area impinge on any protected lands?
	No
	
	1
	

	4B
	Land contam-ination
	Is your proposed pasture affected by any chemical, bacteriological or radioactive contamination?
	There is a risk that the local soil is contaminated with waste products from local refinery 
	-1
	
	

	4C
	Water supply


	Do you have permission to access a consistent, adequate water supply for irrigating your crops?
	Water will come from the subsoil freshwater lens, so an external supply is not necessary
	
	
	1

	4D
	Water volume


	Are local officials satisfied that your demand for water will not undermine the supply during periods of low flow?
	Not relevant
	
	
	

	4E
	Ground-water
	If you plan to access a groundwater supply, are you confident that your demand for groundwater will not exceed the supply, and will not gradually exhaust it?
	There does not appear to be data available to answer this question, so it must remain an issue of some concern
	-1
	
	

	4F
	Soil cultivation
	How will the land be prepared for planting/sowing, and when?
	Minimum cultivation required – pits are dug for the fruit trees
	
	1
	

	4G
	Fertiliser use


	What type of fertiliser will be used to promote growth, and how and when will it be applied?
	Fertiliser will come from a neighbouring cattle farm. Given the conditions, applications are unlikely to be excessive
	
	1
	

	4H
	Pesticide use
	What types of pesticides will be used to control weeds or diseases, and how and when will they be applied?
	No pesticide use is planned
	
	1
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-2
	4
	1


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-2
	It is uncertain whether the subsoil water supply will be sufficient to sustain the plantation in the long term – more information on this issue is needed

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	4
	In all other respects the project follows good practice

	Total Positive impacts

	1
	The use of groundwater will avoid the need for a piped water supply, thereby avoiding an increase in demand for irrigation water


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	The project appears to be appropriate in scale and design for the location, and is pursuing a novel and potentially valuable way of establishing trees and shrubs on otherwise highly arid land.  More information on the sustainability of the supply is needed, but in other respects the project is a positive development in environmental terms, and warrants support for that reason.  



Case Study 6 for Wetland and Fisheries Management
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Canal clearance in Biruchiya Kosa village
	Date of visit
	20 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	5A
	Protected areas
	Does your proposed area of pasture impinge on any protected lands?

	No, though the location is close to the boundary of the Ramsar site
	
	1
	

	5B
	Timing of works
	At what time of year will works be carried out?

	The works will take place in the spring, because at this timethe flood waters are high and enable access to the site.  However this is the bird nesting period, so some disturbance will be caused
	-1
	
	

	5C
	Water quality
	Will you take measures to prevent damage to the banks of watercourses during operations by large machinery?
	Dredging will be carried out using a floating barge, so there will be no machinery damage to the banks
	
	1
	

	5D
	Excavated materials


	Where will you collect excavated material?

	Dredgings will be piled on the banks, as far in from the edge as possible
	
	1
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-1
	3
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-1
	The time of year at which the dredging works will be done will conflict with the bird breeding season

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	3
	In other respects the project follows good practice

	Total Positive impacts

	0
	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	The project is appropriate in scale and location, and addresses a clear problem.  Improving water flow is likely to have a positive impact on fish populations, and this should weigh in favour of the project on environmental grounds.  It is unfortunate that the works will coincide with the bird breeding season, but there appears to be no alternative to this.


Case Study 7 for Tourism Development
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Tishkovsky Canal, lower Volga Delta
	Date of meeting
	22 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	6A
	Protect-ed areas
	Does the proposed area of pasture impinge on any protected lands?
	Project is located in lower Volga Delta wetland system.  It is outside of, but fairly close to, the Ramsar site areas
	
	1
	

	6B
	Wetland areas
	Will the project involve or lead to an increase in tourism activity in a wetland area?


	The project is based in a wetland area.  Though the grant is to replace equipment rather than expand it, and numbers of clients are limited by the accommodation, nevertheless the grant is likely to allow that accommodation to be filled for more of the time than previously – this would constitute an increase in activity
	-1
	
	

	6C
	Timing


	At what times of year will the planned activities take place?


	Mainly in autumn.  No shooting during nesting season
	
	1
	

	6D
	Frequen-cy
	How many times a week will the activity take place, during the active seasons?
	Not known.  Given remote location parties are unlikely to be visiting more frequently than once a week, but while they are there they will be making excursions every day
	-1
	
	

	6E
	Numbers


	How large will the groups of tourists be taking part in the activity at any one time?
	Accommodation is limited to 18 at any one time
	
	1
	

	6F
	Activity
	What type of activity will be involved – hunting/shooting/ fishing, ecotourism, active sports, or quiet recreation?
	Mainly sports fishing, in deeper water areas away from wetlands, with some shooting of duck and other waterbirds
	-1
	
	

	6G
	Water supply


	If there is a local supply of fresh water available, will demand on it compromise the supply to others?
	Not known. Given remote location it is likely that water is brought in from the outside
	
	1
	

	6H
	Waste disposal


	How will the applicant deal with waste generated by the tourists he attracts?
	Not known.  The accommodation is a small floating hotel.  It appears likely that wastes will be removed form the site
	
	1
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-3
	5
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-3
	The project looks likely to constitute an increase in hunting activity in a wetland area, and as such is subject to the current moratorium on additional tourism activity in the Delta

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	5
	In other respects the project seems likely to follow good practice

	Total Positive impacts
	0
	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	This project appears to constitute an increase, albeit a small one, in activity in a wetland zone which is currently subject to a moratorium on further increases, pending more research on the causes of wintering bird population declines.  Therefore the project may be inadmissible under the terms of this moratorium.


Case Study 8 for Indoor Livestock Rearing
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Battery hen unit in Turkmenbashy
	Date of visit
	27 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	8A
	Protected areas
	Does the site you plan to use impinge on any protected lands?

	No
	
	1
	

	8B
	Land contam-ination
	Is your proposed site affected by any chemical, bacteriological or radioactive contamination?

	No contamination known
	
	1
	

	8C
	Industrial areas
	Does your proposed site lie within or adjacent to land used for toxic industrial processes?

	No industrial installations in immediate vicinity
	
	1
	

	8D
	Residential areas
	How close is your project site to residential properties?

	Properties are more than 50 metres away for the project site
	
	1
	

	8E
	Water supply


	Do you have permission to access a consistent, adequate water supply for your livestock?
	Yes, supply from desalination plant across te valley has been arranged
	
	1
	

	8F
	Water volume


	Are local officials satisfied that your demand for water will not undermine the supply during periods of low flow?
	Not known
	
	1 ?
	

	8G
	Animal waste storage
	What are your arrangements for storing animal wastes?
	Chicken manure will be stored and used on local farm land or disposed of – arrangements seemed vague
	-1
	
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-1
	6
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-1
	Arrangements for animal waste storage and disposal seem unclear – plans may be adequate, but more confirmation is needed

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	6
	In other respects the project follows good practice

	Total Positive impacts

	0
	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	In scale and location the project is acceptable.  Arrangements for waste disposal are unclear, but overall the project is unlikely to cause significant negative environmental impacts.  




Case Study 9 for Manufacture and Retail
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Manufacturing and sale of gypsum tiles for domestic use, Turkmenbashi
	Date of visit
	27 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	9A
	Protected areas
	Does your proposed area of pasture impinge on any protected lands?

	No
	
	1
	

	9B
	Raw material sourcing


	Is the source of raw material sustainable?

	Not known.  Gypsum extraction facility is already a substantial operation.  Demand from this project will not be substantial
	
	1
	

	9C
	Indirect environ-mental impact of raw material sourcing
	Is the extraction of raw material from your chosen source causing environmental problems, which your additional demand will exacerbate?
	No indirect impacts known
	
	1
	

	9D
	Handling chemicals


	How will chemicals used in the manufacturing process be stored and used?


	No special chemicals required – manufacturing process is very simple and can be undertaken in domestic premises if necessary
	
	1
	

	9E
	Waste products
	How will residues from the manufacturing process be disposed of?


	No chemical residues will be produced
	
	1
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	0
	5
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	0
	

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	5
	The project seems to follow good practice in all respects for which information is available

	Total Positive impacts

	0
	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	The project uses appropriate, simple small-scale technology for the production of tiles.  There do not appear to be any likely adverse impacts.  However, it would be helpful to have more information on the source of the gypsum, and any environmental issues associated with its extraction.



Case Study 10 for Waste Management
	Impact Scoring Table  

	Name/location of project
	Liman waste collection & disposal
	Date of visit
	20 July 2004

	Subject
	Impact question
	Comment
	Scores

	
	
	
	Neg-ative
	Neut-ral
	Posi-tive

	10A
	Protected areas
	Does your proposed area of pasture impinge on any protected lands?
	No
	
	1
	

	10B
	Water-courses
	How close will any of your operations come to a watercourse or wetland area?


	Will be close to some wetland areas, but does not appear to present risk given type of collection service proposed
	
	1
	

	10C
	Local support


	Have you developed a good relationship with the local community, and do you believe people will support what you are doing?
	Some discussion seems to have taken place but perhaps not enough to be confident about community response to the project
	-1
	
	

	10D
	Collection and storage


	How and where will collected waste materials be collected and stored, prior to disposal?


	Collection and storage should not present leakage risks.  Waste is low-risk domestic type
	
	1
	

	10E
	Processing
	What operations will be involved in the processing of collected waste materials?


	No grading is proposed.  All waste will go to one disposal site, but there appears to be no alternative to this
	
	1
	

	10F
	Disposal site


	Is the waste disposal site you plan to use adequate to the task?


	Disposal site is adequately designed and operated for the type of waste being produced
	
	1
	

	10G
	Disposal site capacity


	Where and how will collected waste be disposed of?


	Disposal site currently has capacity for 250,000 cubic metres, and 15 years remaining working life.  This project will reduce that lifespan to 8 years.  Given other demands on it this may not be sustainable if new disposal facilities are not developed soon
	-1
	
	

	Sub-total scores under each option
	-2
	5
	0


	Numerical summary of impacts

	Factor
	Score
	Summary of main causes

	Total score for Negative impacts
	-2
	There is some uncertainty over the likely support from the local community for the project.  The capacity of the local disposal site to accommodate this project’s waste and that of other waste producers is questionable

	Total score for Neutral impacts
	5
	In other respects the project is properly designed

	Total Positive impacts
	0
	


	OVERALL SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

	The project will offer a useful service in collecting domestic waste more efficiently than is currently the case, and should enhance the local environment as a result.  However it would be advantageous if the applicant could gain more definite support from the target community to ensure the waste collection service will be properly used
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