First Meeting of 

the Interim Emergency Response Regional Advisory group ( ERRAG) &

 the Pollution Regional Advisory Group (PRAG)

October 13/15, 2004;Tehran

Minutes  Of the Meeting 

1. The Meeting was welcomed by the I.R.Iran CEP National Focal Point Mr. Hosseini, UN Resident Coordinator Mr. Fredrick Lyons; and the Interim CEP Programme Coordinator Mr. Tavana. Mr. Hosseini stressed to need to build on the achievements of the first phase of the CEP as well as the need to ‘expect more from the littoral countries and the International Partners’ and to utilize more of the regional capacity  during the new phase of the CEP. He added that I.R.Iran was expected to ratify the Framework Caspian Convention within the next few months. Mr. Lyons noted the priority assigned to the Caspian Sea in the United Nations Development Assistance Framework for I.R.Iran.  

2. The Meeting Agenda was approved with the proviso that the word ‘National Reports’ to be replaced with ‘Country Briefs’. It was agreed to chair the sessions of the meeting on rotational basis by the countries.  CEP-SAP Manager  volunteered to act as Reporter for the first day. 

3. CEP-SAP Project Manager briefed the meeting on the procedural issues discussed and agreed upon during the first meeting of the Biodiversity & Invasive Species Regional Advisory Group held in Baku in September and in particular the agreement with regards to the selection procedure for chairing of the RAGs. He noted that the CEP-SAP management at the PCU was acting as the Interim Secretariat for the all the RAGs until a different arrangement could be regionally agreed upon adding that the present transitional arrangement should be replaced as soon as practicable with a permanent one to ensure that the RAGs were more regionally owned and therefore more sustainable in the long term. 

4. CEP-SAP Project Manager, in his capacity as the RAGs Interim Secretariat, declared the ERRAG and PRAG operational noting that members of the RAGs had been officially nominated by the littoral countries and that the first meetings were being held with assistance from the CEP-SAP project. He stressed that the RAGs mandate was to monitor and to provide advice  and not to be  concerned with execution of activities. He further stressed that the scope of the RAG was the entire SAP and not only the specific projects supported by the International Partners.  

5. The meeting agreed with the procedure to ask the countries to nominate candidates for the chairs and co-chairs of the RAGs to be submitted to the next meeting of the Steering Committee for consideration and decision. 

6. The CEP-SAP Project Manger informed that IMO although invited could not take part due to the ongoing annual meeting held at the organization in London. He also  regretted that of the three invitees from Turkmenistan two could not attend due to lack for exit visa. 

7. A fairly lengthy discussion took place on the hosting arrangements, TORs and the regional  support for the RAGs :

· Iran’s referred to the ROPME experience in Mimak Emergency Response facility in the Persian Gulf and the suggested that hosting of the RAGs to be associated with the ‘capacities’ that the nominating countries could put at the disposal of the specific RAG in question to enable it assume operational functions. Iran added that the region was not ‘poor’ and could and should provide such capacities at the disposal of the RAGs.

· Azerbaijan SAPIC  noted that the region had not yet been able to reach an agreement on hosting of the RAGs although some progress had been made in that direction. He noted that no practical mechanism for RAGs rotation had been agreed upon although the principle of rotation had been found acceptable by the region-albeit not as the best alternative. Azerbaijan stressed the need for the RAGs to include and have access to qualified regional and international experts. 

· Kazakhstan SAPIC briefed the meeting on the experience in the Central Asia & Aral Sea which included high level advisory commissions which rotated in the region and concluded that while the mechanism was fairly efficient but it also led to ‘loss of potentials’. He felt that the region was not yet fully prepared to own and run the RAGS on its own and needed support from the international community for some time.  

· Russia provided information on the Helsinki Commission’s  experience where a permanent structure had been combined with ‘rotational‘ capacity building initiatives. He concluded that such arrangements although productive may entail ‘loss of control’. He added that ideally the National Caspian Structures should assume the rule of the RAGs Secretariat although this could take some time to be arranged. He stressed the need for communications between the RAG members.

·  AGIPCKO noted the keen interest in the industry to learn how the Caspian RAGs worked.  

· IAEA Steve De Mora provided a brief on the experience of the regional centers and the advisory mechanisms in the Mediterranean Sea emphasizing the national support that the centers enjoyed. He concluded that networking and regional interaction was essential for regional advisory groups which worked essentially as a ‘virtual‘ bodies meeting only occasionally. He added that while ‘rotational’ centers was fraught with difficulties that would not be necessarily the case with virtual bodies. He stressed the need to ensure close collaboration between the chairs and co-chairs of the RAGs to ensure longevity and keeping an institutional memory even in face of rotation. 

8. CEP SAP Manager noted the Environmental Quality Objectives (EQO) II Target 3 and EQO III Target 6 of the Caspian Strategic Action Programme as the basic guidelines for the ER related activities in the Caspian Sea. EQO II called for control of introduction and invasion of alien species and mitigating impact of the existing introduced invasive species. Towards this objective the SAP called for actions to develop a biodiversity protocol, to establish a regional control mechanism, for introducing biological measures and for creation of a ballast water reception facility.  EQIII on the other hand was dealing with disaster prevention and response and called for finalization  and approval of the national oil spill plans, harmonization of mutual aid, signing of the ER MOU and ER protocol, updating sensitive area mapping, risk assessment for oil  and hazardous substances , promotion of liability culture  and development of regional agreement on minimum standards for tankers.

9. He briefed the meeting on the ongoing dialogue with the WCMC of UNEP and IPIECA on the development of the interactive ecological sensitivity maps and encouraged the countries to take advantage of the participation of the WCMC representative in the meeting to discuss collaborative efforts. He also briefed the meeting on the dialogue with the IMO on a feasibility study to create a reception facility on Volga. He also provided a brief on the UNEP Regional meeting of Tehran in July 2004 where it been recommended to present the ER Protocol and the associated Regional Cooperation Plan to the first meeting of the Conference of Parties to the Framework Convention for approval. He stressed that although the CEP-SAP project or indeed the EU/Tacis supported projects under the CEP did not directly support the ER activities this did not mean lack of interest by the international community to see considerable improvement in ER related structures and mechanisms in the Sea. 

10. Countries provided briefs on the national status of emergency response activities: 

· Azerbaijan reported major progress in the emergency response activities which included award of tender to DNV to assist the country to develop and finalize the ER National plan by mid 2005; approval by the all concerned authorities of the three documents concerning regional cooperation which were developed during the first phase of the CEP namely the Regional Cooperation Plan, the ER protocol and the MOU for Cooperation; plan to establish a new Ministry of Emergency Response before end of year to inter alia  assume responsibilities of the ER committee and updating of sensitivity maps of some coastal area in collaboration with the BP. Azerbaijan provided information on the structure and capacity of the ER system emphasizing the capacity building efforts. Azerbaijan also stressed the cooperation with the industry while bearing in mind the need to observe sovereign rules and regulation with regards to pollution and safety. Azerbaijan was  a member of many conventions including OPRC and MARPOL, it was added.

· Iran informed that the draft National ER Plan had been approved at the ministerial level and was now being considered for approval by the Cabinet of Ministers. The plan was nevertheless being observed Iran added stressing that Iran was ready to sign the MOU for Cooperation. Iran informed on national ER activities including  creation of four pollution centers in Neka, Anzali, Noshahar  and Amirabald  and on plans to purchase a multi-purpose vessel for use in oil spill cases . Iran has approved MARPOL and OPRRC he added.  

· Kazakhstan noted that oil and gas related activities were high on the agenda in Kazakhstan; the regulatory provisions were being attended to, the National Energy Plan of 200 was being modified within a target date of December 2004, and a National Commission on Oil Emergency response was active. It was added that equipment and man power for first and second pier ER were available in Aktau but capacity for response to emergencies in shallow water was not available. An emergency response training in Aktau exposed weaknesses in the ER National Plan and the Ministry of Emergency Situation was working to improve the plan. Kazakhstan felt that based on the past experience a Cooperation Centre was needed to be created and training on ‘joint command centre’ was very useful. Kazakhstan has joined MARPOL and four other conventions. Kazakhstan has also been the only Caspian country to have joined the Helsinki Convention , it was concluded . Kazakhstan was not in a position to advise on status of the ER MOU in the country.  

· Russia advised that the ER structure in the country included the ER capacity of the navy and of the potential polluting bodies and enjoyed a limited ER command structure. Russia has adapted all the three levels of the ER into the legislation; accepted the principle of polluter pays and hires experts capacity on need basis.  Being a large state with some 50,000km of coastline the ER National Plan in Russia in divided on basin basis. The Plan has been approved in August 2003 and is being operational. Russia is yet to join the OPRC, this being in the process and delayed due to the ongoing administrative reform in Russia  but the country in practice implement the Convention.  The country is ready to sign the ER MOU, Russia advised.  MARPOL is not signed but its provisions are observed. Astrakhan ER capacity is not very strong with most of the former Soviet Union Caspian ER capacity being located in Baku. Russia advised that the oil production facilities needed to obtain work permit based on national standards and norm including zero discharge principle. It also advised that the oil tankers were obliged to insure cargo. Russia noted that mobilizing international assistance at the time of emergencies would be a lengthy processes given that the customs in the region were not very helpful to the international assistance and therefore a lot of capacity building work was essential at the national a regional level. Russia highlighted that the traditional ways of collecting oil spills were weather  dependent  and  not very efficient  and at most would collect some %  10- 15 of the spilled oil. Russia felt the new method including application of detergents /dispersants would need to be further explored. Russia had developed GIS maps of critical areas and was willing to contribute to a regional initiative to develop such maps, it was advised.

· Turkmenistan noted that the increase in freight cargo has increased risks in the Caspian Sea. Turkmenistan had approved the National ER Plan in 2001 which would be modified if needed, it was advised. A high speed boat and some equipment were available for ER but the capacity was not considered sufficient. New oil concerns at sea and all floating complexes were obliged to have ER capacity. Significant oil operations were obliged to have EIAs and since 2002/3 rules for protection of coastal  area are put into effect, it was added.  The ER MOU was still being considered but  it was not expected to face any major problem. 

11. The Interim Programme Coordinator Mr. Tavana reminded the meeting of the difficulties in collecting information on ER issues from both the countries and from the industry. He also noted the communications challenges which were highlighted by the difficulties during the Mercury II incident. He called for improved information sharing and communication inter alia through  signing of the ER MOU and later the ER protocol.

12. In response to a question from the CEP-SAP Manager on the status of the Convention on Invasive Spices  in the region it was advised that no country has ratified it .

13. The need for risk assessment in connection with oil and gas related activities was extensively discussed. Azerbaijan noted the complexity of the issues in hand and suggested that it was impractical to take all quantitative and qualitative factor that might lead to risks in the region into consideration. Operators should be obligated to carry out risk assessment in connection with their activities and any EIA should be inclusive of a risk assessment he noted. He also added that the models used for risk assessment in the North Sea were not applicable to the conditions and climate of the Caspian Sea. Azerbaijan further added the country was developing maps of sensitive areas in collaboration with the BP. Mr. Aas stressed the need to define risks. AGIPKO noted that risk assessment models used by industry are modified to take into account the climate and condition of the Caspian.  Iran informed that applied modeling of oil spills for both the Caspian Sea and the Persian Gulf and that risk assessment had been included in the area sensitivity mapping but noted the risk assessment had not been part national ER Plans. Kazakhstan confirmed that the country needed such an assessment adding that with the Caspian being a closed waterbody any problems was a common problem. Kazakhastan added that a coordination center would very much help such work at the regional level.  Russia noted that risk assessment is the core of any ER plan, that the risk assessment methodologies would need to be streamlined  and that in any assessment the total allowable risk should be defined. Turkmenistan highlighted the uniqueness of the Caspian Sea  and stressed that the oil and gas industry should be obligated to have EIA including risk assessment.. 

14. A suggestion was made to prepare map of high risk areas with probability of each major risk to be estimated. Overlaying of sensitivity areas maps and the high risk  maps could identify areas at risk in future, it was concluded. Russia questioned legality of interactive sensitivity maps stressing that these would not replace official maps although they can be used as quick guides in case of emergencies. AGIPCKO felt that such maps could be a very useful regional tool. 
15. Mr. Skeikholeslami  summed up the discussion on risk assessment as follows:
· Oil companies carry own risk assessments in connection with their activities using models a that modified to suit the conditions of the Caspian Sea
· Risk assessments are of many types and best is to use a matrix approach covering risks and probabilities.
· Except for Russian the other countries have not incorporated risk assessment in their nation ER plans.
· Creation of an inventory of sources of oil spills was a useful activities that would needed to be supported by IMO and IPIECA. 
· ERRAG needed to look into ways and means to fund appropriate activities, mostly included in the SAP,  for suggestion to the CEP members.
16. Pollution RAG members provided briefs  on the status  of pollution monitoring and abatement in their respective countries:

· Azerbaijan informed that two major environment laboratories were active in the country that enjoyed reasonable capacity and able to identify toxic materials. It was further informed that Azerbaijan had begun a major pollution reduction programme which included studies on reducing pollution in the bay of Baku and in the Bibi Haybat site- the latter with a production record going back to 130 years- and tree plantation an soil cleansing in certain areas. Azerbaijan has joined some 18 pollution related conventions, protocols and agreements. Azerbaijan also informed that use of dispersants was being studied and a report was due soon. It was also advised that close monitoring confirmed no release of oil from the sunken Mercury cargo. 

· Iran provided a report which is attached here (Annex 6). It showed a one time monitoring of specific elements but no comprehensive continuous contaminant monitoring programme and no monitoring of PCBs. The report also confirmed that Iran hold a small quantity of DDT which was not used. 

· Kazkhstan advised that pollution monitoring was carried out by Kazhydromet which monitored climate, hydrology and pollution. Kazakhstan informed of a joint Kazakhstan- Russia monitoring of sediments and water in September 2002 in Ural delta. It also advised of the extension of observation network, procurement of new equipment and establishment of a national center in Aktau to coordinate monitoring in the fairly vast coastal areas of the country. It was further advised that pollution monitoring progarmme was under review within the framework of governmental reform and new provisions would be approved by December 2004. Kazakhstan has joined 18 conventions and agreements, it was added.

· Russia informed that Roshydromet was tasked with ambient pollution monitoring while point sources were under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Natural Resources. Roshydromet however had the responsibility to integrate data. Each economic activity had to provide information on the environmental quality of its operation and on its potentially dangerous effects. Environmental laboratories were licensed and accredited by the authorities. Both Astrakhan and Makhachgala had environmental laboratories. It was further reported that the north Caspian adjacent to Russia was considered a reserve area where economic activities are scrutinized and except for specific activities most other are banned..  It was also advised that Russian is a ‘ marine ‘ state and all relevant conventions are ratified.
· Turkmenistan advised that tests and samples were being taken both at source and at sea and Number of  hydro-chemical labs were operational. Dragon company had conducted some monitoring in 1999 and had collaborated with the government to procure some equipment. Eni was tasked to clean up the area around the refinery in Turkmenbashi. Sensitivity maps were being developed with assistance from Tacis. The country however did not have adequate laboratories and lacked vessels for improved monitoring, it was stressed. Contamination was insignificants, use of pesticide limited, oil installation far from coastline and Balkan being the cleanest coast around the Caspian, it was added. 

17. Steve De More provided a synopsis of the country briefs:

· in terms of the governments the responsibility for pollution monitoring is well defined and resides in most countries in one national agency although in Russia it is handled by two agencies and Iran also a plethora of agencies are involved. Multiplicity of agencies would enhance quality of data but would also lead to hording of data.

· Quite clearly there is  analytical laboratory capacity in the region although in Turkmenistan this appears to be limited leading to inability to analyze organic pollutants.

· There are good news from Azerbaijan  and good intentions in Iran on pollution recovery.

· Environmental legislation are being developed and administrative reforms are also encouraging. This however does not lessen the importance of stressing the enforcement related  issues. 

· Monitoring has been sporadic and of varying quality. This would need to improve and be regionally integrated.

18. Sheikholeslami noted the need to strengthen   information exchange at the regional level  and also the need to further extend collaboration with CASPCOM.

19. AGIPCKO informed of its monitoring activities that were being conducted in partnership with Kazakh authorities which included classical monitoring work  as well use of biomarkers.  A request was made to the oil industry to include  the ‘region’ in its activities and training.
20. The CEP-SAP suggested activity on the Volga cascade was  discussed. Sheikholeslami (Annex 4) presented a brief on the TOR which had been drafted in consultation with the national Russian authorities. The meeting welcomed the activity which would provide a better understanding of Volga flux. Advices were made on how to improve the TOR including need to collaborate with the GEF supported South Volga project with regards to pollution monitoring activities; need to enable the regional experts to contribute to the initiative and learn from it; review historical data with a view to  identify connects between economic activities and  pollution and to sample where  it would provide a meaningful picture of the flux. Russia stressed that need to let the country to own the activity. It was agreed to be incorporate  the comments  and advices  in the TOR to the extent possible.

21. Shiekholeslami briefed (Annex 5) the meeting on the work carried out under CEPI by Tacis on land based sources of pollution, inter alia on the lower Volga  and  Kura and noted the incomplete nature of the work. He further detailed the suggested steps towards completion of the work under CEP II. Azerbaijan  noted that the earlier report did not include information on Kalmikia which came late but  went on to stress  that considerable work had already been carried out, point sources questionnaires had been filled , reports on gas and oil products had been produced, and industries had been prioritized. Azerbaijan concluded that the new work need not redo what had already been carried out, it would need only to update rather than to identify sources of pollution.  Russia suggested that PCU should  draft TOR for the work and share it with the PRRAG for advice, an action that ensured ‘virtual’ participation of the PRAG.

22. Azerbaijan welcomed the Russian suggestion and wished to stress the need for the regional participation in the drafting of the protocols  to the Framework Convention  including the LBS Protocol. UNEP should technically assist the process but the region should be involved and informed rather than to be presented with prepared drafts at meetings, Azerbaijan added. This suggestion was received favorably by all the regional representatives who tasked the RAG Interim Secretariat to convey the request to UNEP and to the SCM. 

23. De More briefed the meeting on the At Sea Training and Cruise conducted during CEP I and outlined the suggested activities for new phase including sampling in waters adjacent to Turkmenistan, re-inventorying of the identified hotspots, dating of the cores to look at historical background in particular near the river mouths   and fostering and encouraging national laboratories on split sampling and cooperative exercises. Azerbaijan informed that it had conducted 10 surveys including 4 joint surveys in collaboration with the international agencies, Luckoil , bp and the Baku laboratory. Azerbaijan added that the information could be provided to CEP if found needed. De More welcomed the offer and pleaded that all surveys observe quality assurance procedures. Russia stressed the importance of participation by the national laboratories in the related analytical work and highlighted the requirement to assign the analytical work to national laboratories when sampling had been carried out in national waters although accepting that a comparative analysis could also be attempted. Kazakhstan noted the importance of split sampling  provided the samples could be sent out of the countries. Kazakhstan also noted the challenges in the temporal interpretation of the resolutions and pointed out the need to consider hydrographic aspects in the` suggested  cruise and sampling which should be termed as ‘ marine survey’.  CEP-SAP manager offered the use of CEP website to disseminate information on works that are ongoing in the littoral countries. He also pleaded to Turkmenistan to participate in the planned marine survey.

24. The issue of regional ambient contaminant monitoring programme was discussed. Misunderstandings and misconceptions that occurred during CEP I was highlighted by Sheikholeslami who further noted that such programme should entirely rely on the national monitoring programmes which could expect to have some initial assistance from the CEP-SAP project.  He also stressed the need to agree on parameters that needed to be monitored. Kazakhstan felt that there was still no agreement on parameters to be monitored by all at the regional level given that each  national programme could include additional parameters that was considered of importance for a specific country. Azerbaijan also stressed the need for harmonized approach to regional monitoring.

25. AAS made a presentation (Annex?) on biomarkers technology application stressing that it offered only ‘a part of the solution’ , that it should be cheap and easy to use if applied appropriately  further noting the challenge to build the biomarker use capacity in the region. AGIPCKO informed of its plan to define scope of work for assessment of technologies for biomarker feasibility study. Iran sought more information on the technology. Russia welcomed the idea although noted that introduction of the technology might require ‘regulations’ in form of new legislations. Aas informed that certain type of biomarkers were already in use. CEP-SAP manager proposed a learning experience in collaboration with the Baku laboratory, an idea which was endorsed by all who suggested to dovetail it with other project activities to save on costs.

26. POPs was the last issue to be discussed by PRAG. Ferdowsi of UNDP country office briefed the meeting on Iran UN collaboration on POPs noting that in 2003 the POPS Enabling project had started and it was expected to end by December 2005. This project was a standard framework of POPS enabling activities which helped certain signatories of the Stockholm Convention to fulfill the Convention including inventorying the stockpiles and uses of POPs , capacity review , regulatory review , complaisance strategy  and public awareness issues .Ferdowsi added that Iran banned POPs pesticides. He stressed that UN in Iran assigned high priority to the Caspian and was prepared to take a fresh look at the POPs enabling project to give due consideration to the Caspian related issues, an idea that was welcomed by the meeting.  

27. Azerbaijan informed that its POPs Enabling project is being approved, Kazakhstan advised that its POPS Enabling project is being implemented , Turkmenistan did not information. .  CEP-SAP manager offered the use of CEP website to disseminate information on works that are ongoing in the littoral countries. He also pleaded to Turkmenistan to participate in the planned marine survey.

28. The meeting was presented with  betrief on POPs related issues at the global level by Mr. Taheri.

29. The meeting was adjourned at 15.00 having completed its agenda including approval of the  work plans for various activities with some amendments.  

RAGs Recommendations

· PCU to continue as the  Interim Secretariat for the RAGs for the time being.
· SCM to once again consider assigning RAGs to the countries.
· SCM to select Chairs and Co Chairs for the RAGs on basis of country nominations.
· Countries to seriously consider providing support to the RAGs.

· RAGs rotation , if endorsed by the SCM,  to be at least for to years.
· SAP is essentially is the strategic guidelines for ER activities and is incumbent on the courtiers  to follow it up to the extent possible.

· The signing of the ER MOU to be brought up to the attention for the Steering Committee meeting to advice the countries  to expedite its signature. The Interim Secretariat was tasked with this duty.  

· Countries were urged to modify, improve and  approve as the case may be, the national ER Plans .

· Need for regional cooperation and capacity building for cooperation in case of major oil spills was stressed.
· The countries would need to follow the SAP as the strategic guideline for ER activities in general and risk assessment and sensitivity mapping in particular. 

· Resource mobilization should be a major element of such activities and it is incumbent on the ERRAG to provide guidance on resource mobilization to the  CEP .

· Risk assessment is to be considered as a major component of the ER national plans.

· Ecological Sensitivity mapping is consider a very useful activities in particular in conjunction with risk identification and mapping. The countries are recommended to closely work with and contribute to the ongoing work by the WCMC under the CEP to develop such maps on inter- active basis.

· Oil spillage tracing based on an inventory of oil types should be pursued in collaboration with IMO and IPIECA. 

· The oil industry was requested to further note the regional implication of the activities in the Caspian and to include the ‘region’ in its activities and training. 

· The region would need to be kept informed of and involved in the drafting process of the protocols to the Framework Convention. RAGs could provide technical input to the pertinent protocols. 

· CEP-SAP manager offered the use of CEP website to disseminate information on works that are ongoing in the littoral countries. He also pleaded to Turkmenistan to participate in the planned marine survey.
· A learning event on application of the biomarker technology should be considered in collaboration with  the Baku laboratory  to provide more information on the technology to the regional experts. This event to be dovetailed to other CEP supported activities to save on costs.

· CEP-SAP manager offered the use of CEP website to disseminate information on works that are ongoing in the littoral countries. He also pleaded to Turkmenistan to participate in the planned marine survey.

