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BACKGROUND

The national training workshop on Transboundary Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), was co-organised by UNEP Regional Office for Europe (”ROE”) the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) and the Centre for International Projects (CIP), in collaboration with the Caspian Environment Programme (‘CEP’) and the Secretariat of the Convention on EIA in a Transboundary Context, UNECE.  
The workshop forms part of a series of national awareness raising and training workshops for the implementation of transboundary EIA throughout the five littoral states of the Caspian Sea.  They are organised in the context of UNEP-ROE’s capacity building program under the Second Phase of the Global Environment Facility project.  This Phase builds upon the results of the First Phase of the GEF project, which include the development of a set of procedural Guidelines designed to implement transboundary EIA in the region.
In preparation for the workshop, UNEP-ROE prepared a set of training materials outlining the step by step procedure for transboundary EIA in the Caspian Sea region, building upon the Guidelines, incorporating experiences of the Caspian littoral states and the Espoo Convention. 
OBJECTIVES

The key objectives of the workshop were to raise awareness and strengthen local institutional capacity in implementing transboundary EIA.  More specifically, the workshop aimed to promote a greater understanding of the national procedures and of the roles of actors in the transboundary EIA process.  It also sought to encourage greater communication and coordination between government agencies and various stakeholders.
PARTICIPANTS

The workshop was attended by approximately 31 participants (including 16 women) mostly from the local coastal areas of Caspian Sea; Astrakhan, Dagestan, and Kalmykia.  They included representatives from various sectors of Government, including local Ministries of Energy, Resource Use and Environment Protection, International Relations, Service for Atomic Technological and Ecological Control and State Nature Biosphere Reserve.  Participants also included representatives from NGOs (SOOS), Industry (Lukoil and OOO Caspian Oil Co.), academics, EIA specialists and scientists (eg KspNIRKh, Institute of Oceanology) and the International Ocean Institute.

ACTIVITIES

DAY 1:
Friday, 28 October 2005

9.30 – 13.00 
 LUKOIL Public Hearing

On the first morning of the workshop, participants attended a LUKOIL public hearing, for a proposed offshore gas and oil field activity, which would involve the construction of several drilling rigs and offshore pipeline to transfer to offshore holding facility.

The hearing involved presentations, followed by some discussion, by:

· LUKOIL: on the proposed activity, its envisaged impacts on surrounding environment and biota and the technology practices used to minimise these impacts;

· Centre for Transportation Safety:  on information about the proposed means of transportation used in the proposed project, including construction of 57 km pipeline to offshore storage facility, and assessment of incidental oil spills;
· Caspian Centre for Biological Resources: providing information on the state of biological resources of Caspian Sea, stressing importance of area as spawning and habitat area for whole Caspian Sea and the existing problems of Caspian (eg heavy metal pollution);

· OOO Oil Co Monitoring Information: which presented models of potential oil spills and discussed means of responding to oil spills;

· Caspian Marine Science Research Centre: with information on current levels of pollution of the marine environment and ecological monitoring in Caspian Sea.

14.00 – 18.00
Transboundary EIA Workshop
Participants were welcomed by Mr German Mikhailov (Deputy Director, Services for Atomic, Technological and Ecological Control and Supervision of the Astrakhan Oblast), and Ms Rie Tsutsumi (UNEP-ROE). 

After a round table introduction of participants, the national and local regulations and procedures for EIA were presented by Ms Elena Vykhristyuk (Services for Atomic Technological and Ecological Control and Supervision of the Astrakhan oblast).

An overview of the procedure of transboundary EIA in the Caspian Sea region was then presented by Ms Kristy Robinson (UNEP-ROE)

Mr Yuri Bezrodnyi, (OOO-LUKOIL) gave a presentation of experiences of national and transboundary EIA from a view point of industry, including examples of projects, and expressing concern that implementing transboundary EIA could further prolong an already time consuming process of project approval.

Some examples of transboundary EIA experiences of the Espoo Convention were presented by Ms Kristy Robinson.  Mr Vladimir Markov (CIP) shared some further examples of transboundary EIA cases, which was followed by discussions of participants of different opinions and experiences of national and transboundary EIA.  Some key discussion points included:

· the status of development of the draft EIA Protocol to the Framework Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Caspian Sea and its relationship with Espoo Convention; 

· details of the Espoo Convention’s mechanisms and obligations, including means of dispute resolution, rights of non-parties and activities to which it applies; and

· the need to enhance communication and information sharing, and possible implementation of transboundary EIA, between Russia and Kazakhstan regarding oil and infrastructure developments in the Northern Caspian Sea.

DAY 2:
Saturday, 29th October 2005.

On the second day of the workshop, participants divided into 2 groups of mixed stakeholders to undertake working group exercises.  Each working group examined a hypothetical case study to consider how transboundary EIA could be implemented in the Russian Federation.

Working Group 1 was facilitated by Ms Elena Vykhristyuk (Services for Atomic Technological and Ecological Control and Supervision of the Astrakhan oblast) and undertook the case study of a proposed Oil field activity.  Working Group 2 was facilitated by Ms Ludmilla Kiseleva (NGO ‘SOOS’), and focused on the proposed construction of Hazardous Waste treatment facility.

After 4 hours of active discussions, the results of the working groups were then presented to the plenary, outlining the procedural steps taken, the roles of different actors involved and highlighting difficulties and suggestions for implementation.

Some key challenges and suggestions that were raised include:

· Identifying exactly who should:

· receive notification, for example federal or local level MNR;

· be in charge of communication between two countries, to promote swift exchange of information;

·  Suggestion: The national government should be in charge of the communication, yet should appoint communication contact points at the local level to avoid delaying the procedure.

· How payment can be arranged for costs identified, for example:

· Translation and preparation of documents for public consultations in Affected Country.  Suggestion: these should be borne by Project Proponent;

· Public consultations in Affected Country.  Suggestion: the Government of Affected Country should bear these costs, in order to increase the transparency and simplicity of the process and not overburden the Proponent;

· Costs that arise due to Affected Countries comments or requests, eg for monitoring stations in the Affected Country.  Suggestion: It was recognised that the Project Proponent should cover these costs, although this could be difficult to enforce in practice.

· Clarifying to what extent the Affected Countries comments need to be taken into account in project implementation and decision making, for example:

· the environmental legislation / norms and standards of the Affected Country; and
· any particular requests for example for monitoring in Affected Country, or to move the location of the proposed activity.
· How to carry out public consultations in the Affected Country and how to incorporate these alongside national EIA processes: Suggestion: to communicate with the Affected Country about these matters early in the procedure.
· Clarifying the time frames of transboundary EIA procedure, for example the time period for Affected Country’s response to notification and aligning this with national procedure.  Suggestions: ranged from 10 days to 2 months for Response.

OUTCOMES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Challenges and recommendations identified throughout the workshop and from feedback after the workshop include the need to:

· Development of clear and straight forward national procedure for transboundary EIA so as not to overburden both Proponents and governments, with time or cost, by:

· Clearly detailing the responsibilities of different actors;

· streamlining this procedure with national EIA practice, in particular time frame frames.

· Conduct further awareness raising and capacity building with both local government authorities who are most likely to receive the development applications and make screening decisions, as well as national government bodies who are responsible for undertaking approval processes for projects identified as having transboundary impacts.

· Allow a longer time for future training workshops, in particular for presentations and for group exercises, while continuing to ensure sufficient opportunity for active discussion and dialogue between stakeholders

· Develop case study exercises to accommodate deeper analysis of issues and allow participants to work in greater detail.

