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List of Abbreviations

ABC:

Aquatic and Bioresources Commission

BISRAG:
Biodiversity and Invasive Species RAG

CEP:

Caspian Environment Programme


CEP-SAP:
Short title for “Towards a Convention and Action Programme for the Protection of the Caspian Sea Environment” Project

CSCAP 
Caspian Seal Conservation Action Plan
ERRAG:
Emergency Response RAG
EU/TACIS:
European Union/Technical Assistance for Commonwealth of Independent Countries 

FC
Framework Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Caspian Sea (also referred as Tehran Convention)
GEF:

Global Environment Facility

GIWA

Global International Waters Assessment Project

IP:

International Partners

MSGP

Matched Small Grants Program

NCAP:

National Caspian Action Plan

NFP:

National Focal Point

NGO

Non Governmental Organization

PCU:

Programme Coordination Unit
POPs

Persistent Organic Pollutants
PRAG:

Pollution RAG 

PPS:

Public Participation Strategy

PTS

Persistent Toxic Substances

RAG:

Regional Advisory Group

SAP:

Strategic Action Programme

SAPIC:

SAP Implementation Coordinator

SC

Steering Committee

SCM

Steering Committee Meeting

TACIS
EU Programme for Technical Assistance for the Commonwealth of Independent States 
TDA:

Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNEP

United Nations Environment Programme

UNESCO
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
UNOPS

United Nations Office for Project Services

WB

World Bank

Minutes of Meeting

1. The tenth Meeting of the Caspian Environment Programme (CEP) Steering Committee (SC) was held in Moscow in the office of the Ministry of Natural Resources of Russian Federation on December 5-6 2006. 
2. The meeting was attended by more than 70 participants, among which were: 
· 4 representatives of Azerbaijan, 
· 3 representatives of I.R. Iran, 
· 3 representatives of Kazakhstan, 
· 18 representatives of Russian Federation
· 3 representatives Turkmenistan, 
· 6 participants from the CEP-PCU, and
· 13 representatives of International Partners
· Representatives of Oil & Gas companies, representatives of other IW Projects, Consultants and other participants - 15. 
The list of participants is given in Annex 2.

3. The meeting objectives, as noted in the Agenda were to:

· Update on the progress and achievements of the Caspian states, on implementation of the SAP and NCAPs, and CEP supported projects

· Review the reports and activities by International Partners regarding their projects and initiatives relative to the CEP

· Review findings of the major thematic reports on biodiversity monitoring, a Seals Action Plan, Caspian and riverine basin studies, the Regional Pollution Monitoring Programme, anomalous algae bloom, and a POPs/PTS Regional Action Plan.

· Review progress on updating the TDA, SAP and NCAPs, and adopt the updated SAP as a guidance document for actions under the CEP

· Discuss the alignment of the CEP with the Framework Convention processes

· Discuss any other business deemed necessary by the SC

4. The meeting opened with a welcome address by NFP of Russian Federation Mr. Amirkhanov. He highlighted the great value of the Caspian Sea including its unique bio-resources, noted the environmental challenges while stressing on the increased anthropogenic impacts. Mr. Amirkhanov emphasized the importance of the SCM being held in the year when the Tehran Convention has entered into force and preparations are being made for the COP-1 hence the issues to be discussed at the meeting including the TDA / SAP/ and NCAP revisit processes taking on special significance. Mr. Amirkhanov wished successful work to the meeting

5. The representatives of the Caspian state, UNDP, UNEP, the EU and the World Bank provided opening remarks, all welcoming and noting the great significance of the entry into force of the Framework Convention. Mr. Rasimzadeh, SAPIC of Azerbaijan  wished success for the meeting which he felt had a major task in hand.                  Mr. M. B. Nabavi, NFP of the I. R. Iran, urged that the Parties to the Convention reach rapidly a decision on the location of the permanent Secretariat, and expressed I. R. Iran’s willingness to host the Secretariat. Mr. Serik Akhmetov, SAPIC of Kazakhstan, credited the Convention with contributing to a growing spirit of mutual confidence in the countries’ ability to cooperate on the matters at hand. Ms. Gozel Orazdurdyeva, SAPIC of Turkmenistan noted the increased important of the CEP from year to year, especially now in light of the Convention’s entry into force.
6. The CEP-SAP Project Manager Mr Ghaffarzadeh expressed gratitude to the organizers of the meeting: the MNR of RF and CIP. He conveyed the message of the CEP Coordinator Mr. Tavana who regretted being absent for personal reasons. He added that the entry of the Tehran Convention into force on August 12, 2006 was a landmark for all Caspian nations and supported the suggestion from I.R.Iran to declare the August 12 as the Caspian Day. Mr Ghaffarzadeh also informed that on December 4 the CEP NFPs representatives had met and had, inter alia, discussed the draft suggested SCM Conclusions for further consideration by the SCM .
7. Mr Mamaev, UNDP/GEF, underscored that CEP Phase II and CEP-SAP had entered into final stage, which was very important for the future of the CEP especially in view of entry of the Tehran Convention into force. The results of the TDA/SAP/NCAP revisit are expected with a great interest since they can be a basis for the next phase of CEP, he added .

8. The representatives of the IPs - Mr Schlingemann (UNEP), Ms Nilsen (EU TACIS), Ms Evans (WB), and Mr Aliev (UNOPS) - welcomed the meeting and wished successful and productive work.
9. The SCM adopted the Agenda (Annex 3) and elected Mr. Amirkhanov as the Chairperson, Mr. Gorshkov as a Co-chairperson and Ms Evans and Mr. Myroshnychenko as Reporters  for  the meeting. 
Country Reports

10. Meeting continued with reports of the Caspian countries presented by SAPICs and NFPs. (Annexes 4 (AZ), 5 (IR), 6 (KZ), 7 (RU), 8 (TK)). All reports demonstrated significant progress made towards the implementation of SAP and NCAPs and provided a picture of the CEP activities and TDA/SAP/NCAP revisit process in the countries. Mr Sattarzadeh, Azerbaijan, described the national programs on environment protection, particularly the national program of monitoring of Caspian environment. Ms Farshchi, I.R. Iran, provided information on the provisions in the I.R.Iran 4th Five Year Development Plan pertaining to the NCAP and SAP implementation. Mr. Akhmetov, Kazakhstan, highlighted the enhanced attention to environmental public awareness in Kazakhstan. Ms Orazdurdyyeva, Turkmenistan, provided information on the financial support to SAP implementation in Turkmenistan including the expected support in 2006-2009.
11. Mr Amirkhanov in his report noted the significant progress made by CEP in comparison with the beginning of the program. The second phase of CEP addressed  the issues of Caspian biodiversity and bio-resources, pollution and capacity building, he noted adding that the CEP as an integrated international program had allowed to create in the Caspian countries the effective infrastructure, information basis and experts system for implementing coordinated activities of the national and international organizations and projects on protection of Caspian Environment. The main elements of the CEP infrastructure were SC and PCU as well as RAGs, he added. Mr. Amirkhanov pointed to some weak points which impacted the efficiency of the programme including decrease in the SC role in the implementation of the project activities, complicated and not always coordinated UNOPS and UNDP financial rules, low profitability of some small grants and projects. Mr Amirkhanov noted that a number of important documents were and being developed and during the CEP Phase II such as the revisited TDA, SAP and NCAPs, draft protocols, action plans etc. Mr Amirkhanov stressed that continuation of CEP activities is important for Tehran convention.
GEF CEP-SAP Report
12. Meeting continued with the presentation of CEP SAP Project manager Mr. Ghaffarzadeh (Annex 9). Mr. Ghaffarzadeh informed the meeting that the CEPSAP implementation had been reviewed at the Project Implementation Review Meeting on December 4th participated by the representatives of the countries, UNDP, UNEP and UNOPS  which had considered the project implementation Highly Satisfactory while stressing the need for continuity of the project.  Mr. Ghaffarzadeh went through all the nine Outputs of the CEP-SAP Project providing information on activities carried out in 2006 deferring more detailed technical information to be provided by CEPSAP staff later in the day. . 
13. Mr. Mamaev stressed that the CEP-SAP Project was the main CEP project supported by international partners and  therefore SCM should discuss it thoroughly and assess its successes, difficulties and perspectives. Mr. Mamaev congratulated the PCU, SAPICs and all project participants with success. He also requested additional information/clarifications on a number of issues including development of future GEF?CEP project, extension of CEPSAP and SAP/TDA Update process. 
14. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh emphasized that success of the CEP-SAP was achieved owing to strong support of the Caspian countries. In response to Mr. Mamaev queries he noted that the request for PDF-B for new project would be submitted to GEF through a PDF request and no funding under present project were being used for development of the future project. He stressed that formally the CEP-SAP should end in Dec 2006 but since the implementation of the project had started 6 months late due to reasons beyond the project control,   such as late release of project funds, and that a 3 month delay had accumulated due to ‘organizational’ reasons including late responses by countries to requests from the project , the SCM was requested to extend project for 9 months without additional funding. Regarding inter-actions between the SAP and TDA updating processes he informed  that both revisit processes had started simultaneously and the major elements of the TDA Update were in hand while updating the SAP. He further noted that the TDA Updating finalization would take some time due to the need for   collection and analysis of required information.

15. Mr. Mamaev expressed concern regarding low level of NGO representation at the SCM and in CEP activities in general. This issue raised lively discussion. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh mentioned that representatives of Russian and Turkmen NGO’s were present at the meeting but agreed that the level of NGO participation was not as high as desired. Ms. Farshchi noted that NGOs participation in the CEP activities had really improved in comparison with beginning of CEP, and that cooperation was really successful. Mr. Schlingemann mentioned that NGO representatives participated in discussion of protocols to Tehran Convention. Mr. Sattarzadeh and Mr. Tikhonov felt that measuring  NGOs participation was rather difficult. Mr. Sattarzadeh ensured that Azeri’s NGO’s took part in all CEP activities from discussion of plans up to implementation. Mr. Tikhonov clarified that national Caspian NGO’s were always involved in CEP activities, while IPs often have in mind participation of international NGO’s, which presence in the region is not that high. Mr. Amirkhanov concluded that CEP was open for international NGO’s and it would extend cooperation with NGO’s, but CEP caould not  take upon itself the task of creation new NGO’s.
16. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh highlighted PCU work on coordination of CEP activities together with other IPs: WB, EU, UNEP, UNOPS, and UNDP. He wished to record the excellent and constructive collaboration and coordination between the IPs. 
17. Mr. Aliev, the portfolio manager, presented the CEP-SAP budget (Annex 10) including expenditure pattern and distribution of funds between outcomes and categories. The budget of Outcome F includes all regional meetings, workshops and consultancy. Efficiency in implementation of the project had allowed to make savings in the budget, he noted . 
Other International Project Reports

18. Ms. Valnicek, UNEP, delivered to SCM the progress report of the Interim Secretariat of FC (Annex 11). The report covered following issues: Entry Into Force of the Tehran Convention, follow up institutional arrangements including COP-1, development of protocols, information sharing, capacity building activities etc.
19. Ms. Evans and Mr. Maber presented activities of WB related to CEP (Annex 12). Ms Evans explained the principles of WB cooperation with countries. Touching the issue of the Strategic Partnership initiative, Ms Evans informed that it was difficult to promote it at present, so other options including investment options should be considered. Mr. Maber described the activities on POPs reduction in I.R.Iran.
20. Ms. Nielsen presented activities of EU TACIS in support of CEP and Framework Convention (Annex 13). 
21. Mr. Koks the team leader for the TACIS new Project “Caspian Water Quality Monitoring and Action Plan for Areas of Pollution Concern” provided the meeting the key issues of the project implementation strategy (Annex 14). 
22. Ms. Yezakovich presented results of the Small Grant Programme “Sustainable development of Caspian Coastal Communities” supported by TACIS and implemented by the Regional Environmental Centre of Central Asia in cooperation with REC Caucasus and REC Russia (Annex 15).
23. Representative of Agip KCO Mr. Bartlett stressed that environment protection was given high priority in the company’s strategy. Mr. Bartlett informed about the marine survey program in the Northern Caspian, which scientific results would be published in Kazakhstan in 2007. Agip KCO provided support to CEP Seal Survey and also to sturgeon research program conducted by Kazakhstan Fisheries (5 millions US$). Mr. Bartlett also informed about launching new biodiversity project in 2007. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh on behalf of SCM expressed gratitude to Agip KCO for support of CEP activities and fruitful collaboration.
24. Mr. Sheikholeslami presented the detail results of the CEP-II Contaminant Survey and Activities in the Caspian Sea (Annex 16), covering following issues: 2005 Caspian Scientific Cruise (first time visiting Turkmenistan waters), Kura and Volga rivers contaminant surveys, Rapid assessment of Pollution Sources Using GIWA Model, Desk Study on Contaminant of Certain Caspian Rivers. Mr. Sheikholeslami provided interpretation of data including comparison with data obtained in CEP Phase I. Mr. Sheikholeslami highlighted the difficulties in interpretation of results of analyses done by different laboratories in the region and having different capacity.
25. Mr. Tikhonov said that results obtained by regional laboratories should not be underestimated, though cooperation with international labs was useful and should be continued. He also informed that environmental program in Caspian protected areas confirmed their sustainability. Ms. Farshchi expressed the need for development of the regional sediment quality guidelines.
26. Mr. Myroshnychenko presented a summary of the CEP-SAP activities addressing the establishment of the Pilot Regional Pollution Monitoring Programme, development of the Regional POPs Action Plan, studies of Anomalous Algal Bloom in the Southern Caspian and pilot projects to reduce POPs (Annex 17).

27. Mr. Mitrofanov presented a summary of the CEP-SAP activities addressing the  biodiversity issues (Annex 18), particularly Caspian seal studies, Caspian Seal Conservation Plan (CSCAP), and feasibility study on management measures for controlling traffic of ship-borne invasive species to and from Caspian Sea. 
28. Some provisions of the CSCAP led to questions, e.g., recommendation  related to seal hunting quota. Mr. Sattarzadeh expressed doubt in the need to study mortality of seals in Absheron peninsula stating that this event happened long time ago. Mr. Tikhonov proposed to approve the report in general while recommending thorough discussion of the CSCAP provisions on expert level.
29. The SCM co-chairman expressed gratitude to all reporters, announced plans for next day and closed the first day session.
30. The second day of SCM began with a brief by Ms Farshchi on the NFPs Meeting of December 4th Conclusions.
Updated TDA SAP and NCAPs
31. Meeting continued with a presentation by Mr. Turner, CEP Consultant  on the TDA Update  Outline (Annex 19). Mr. Turner briefed the meeting with reasons of TDA revisit, timeline, TDA structure and early findings. These findings confirm the major Caspian environment problems such as decline in fisheries, degradation of biodiversity, continuing pollution of Caspian and so on.
32. A  discussion ensued. Ms. Evans proposed to include in the TDA structure the assessment of SAP implementation. Ms. Huseynova said that conclusions should be based on integrated approach. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh clarified that an integrated approach was being used and that a technical meeting would be organized to take note of  technical experts . 

33. Mr. Turner provided further detailed information on some queries:

· To Mr. Sattarzadeh query on the sources of information: “Along with data and information obtained in framework of CEP activities the information of KaspNIRKh, Azerbaijan Institute of Fisheries, environmental data of Oil companies were used”.

· To Mr. Nabavi regarding the availability of data on bioaccumulation: “No such studies have been conducted in CEP Phase II, they can be included in planning of Phase III”.

· To Ms. Evans regarding bio-resources economic studies: “Such studies are being conducted and will be included in TDA”

· To Mr. Akhmetov regarding issues of land degradation and human health: “These issues are not of transboundary character therefore they are mostly considered in SAP and NCAPs. Some of them are addressed in SAP as interventions. 

.

34. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh clarified that the TDA Updating informational gaps were identified at the 1st TDA revisit meeting and a number of studies were commissioned  to obtain  the required information 

35. Mr. Turner presented the results of SAP/NCAP revisit process (Annex 20) including timeline, revisited SAP, Caspian Vision, SAP/NCAP implementation review. Mr. Turner noted that during the process of development of SAP/NCAPs in Phase I the baseline was not available, whereas for the revisited SAP/NCAPs it can be established based on the assessment of SAP/NCAP implementation.
36. Mr. Mamaev requested clarification regarding sustainability of SAP implementation after finishing of CEP-SAP project, noting that there is no obvious link that SAP will supported by FC. Mr. Turner said that SAP is not a project but a plan, implementation tools for which are committed by governments. The SAP is implemented through NCAPs. Upon receiving the updated NCAPs the links between revised SAP and NCAPs will be established. 
Mr. Ghaffarzadeh clarified, that implementation of SAP is influenced by GEF project but not as much – about 10% according to assessment. The input of new GEF project in SAP implementation is estimated in 5%. The SAP is proposed as a guidance document, so it may be observed or not, but it is important that SAP is incorporated in FC Action Plan in order to be implemented and have strong regional support. SAP will benefit from GEF, but its implementation is based on countries support.
Ms. Farshchi clarified that revisited SAP was created in close cooperation with country experts. This is a “mirror” of NCAPs, thus, implementing NCAPs, responsible ministries contribute to implementation of SAP. 
37. Meeting participants supported the proposal stated in SAP p. 4.4 to offer SAP to FC Secretariat for using in development of the FC Action Plan. However, it was recommended the wording of p. 4.4 in order to make it more clear.

38. Mr. Turner answered on questions:

· To Ms. Farshchi regarding including all provisions of draft protocols into SAP: “It is not mandatory, what is done in SAP is enough.”

· To Ms. Butylina regarding incorporating in SAP of comments and remarks, which still continue to be received: “The comments and remarks should be addressed to CEP PCU in written form for further consideration by experts”.

· To Ms. Butylina regarding procedure of SAP updating and monitoring: “The SAP update is initiated by Caspian countries decision”. 

39. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh clarified, that SAP is a guidance document - not obligatory, so editorial changes can be incorporated 

40. Mr. Mamaev delivered to the meeting the latest GEF news. Under leadership of the new GEF Executive Officer Ms. Barbut GEF had established new strategic objectives and criteria. After approval, the document with new GEF policies, objectives and criteria would be used as a guideline when submitting proposals for new projects. This document was expected in December. Stronger justification for new projects would be required including co-financing, partnership, and cooperation (particularly with UN agencies). The time for multi-purpose projects such as CEP I or CEP II had passed. New projects should be focused at few target problems with strong support by participants and real outcomes. Therefore, he concluded , it was important to have strong SAP and TDA documents when applying for new GEF supporting project. SAP success indicators should be based on those of IW success indicators. The SAP has to be approved at highest possible level therefore it is important that SAP was recommended by SCM to be used as a base for FC Action plan, he stressed . 
41. Ms. Nielsen briefed the meeting on future EU supported activities in the Caspian region (Annex 21), including the Water Quality Monitoring project and the Pollution Equipment Procurement projects. She noted that  EU would focus on policy-driven activities and bilateral action plans. Ms. Farschi asked about possibility of involving other countries of the region in the EU Kura-Aras project in addition to Azerbaijan. Ms. Nielsen responded that in principle it was possible, and that many concurrent options for the project were still under discussion.
42. Ms Evans provided a brief  on the  ongoing and potential activities of WB in the region, such as the new trust fund to support sustainable development initiatives, investment projects to support POPs reduction activities (with co-financing on national levels), and possible development of a multi-country investment project addressed to fisheries management. Ms Butylina queried on the  status of Strategic Partnership initiative. Ms. Evans explained that timing did not appear to be favorable for initiating an SP investment fund, given the low demand for investment co-financing. However, there wasstill the possibility for Bank co-financing of investment projects at country level, or on a multi-country basis, she added. 
43. Ms. Prchalova, UNESCO, informed the meeting on  UNESCO activities in the region, in particular on the  development of Ground Waters project which was at  PDF-B phase . The finalization of the project preparation was expected in Feb 2007, implementation of the project was planned for June, 2007 with a duration of two years, she noted. She expressed satisfaction that the  ground water issues were included in SAP Update . Ms. Prchalova also described Volga Delta project, which results could contribute to the CEP PPS component.
44. Representative of BP-Azerbaijan Mr. Askerov highloghtedthe long history of CEP-BP successful cooperation and expressed certainty in strengthening of CEP-BP ties in future. Mr. Bartlett, Agip KCO noted the  cooperation with CEP and future support of environmental programs in the Northern Caspian. Mr. Amirkhanov concluded  that development of the region was now entering into phase when cooperation with large companies, such as BP, Agip KCO, Lukoil, would become very important for protection of the environment. 
45. Ms. Farshchi urged that SAP provisions and findings be carefully considered by IPs when designing IP support projects to the countries.

Other Issues

46. Mr Schlingemann noted that the SCM would be followed by HLM of FC signatories. The ratification of the FC was completed in short time, which was an evidence of the strong support of FC by countries, he stressed. SCM would be recommended to authorize the convention process to see what are achievements of CEP and take them onboard, he suggested . Convention process should not slowdown the Caspian activities but harvest the fruitful cooperation, he concluded . 
47. The last issue of the morning session was establishment of the Caspian Day. The August 12 as a day of the entry of theTehran Convention into force was proposed as the Caspian Day by the  Iranian delegation on behalf of  the Iranian government. This proposal was supported with enthusiasm by the participants, though they discussed different option such as changing the date to school-time period. Finally, participants agreed to support the initial proposal and recommended to start corresponding procedures in countries.
Meeting Conclusions
48. The afternoon session was mostly dedicated to discussion of SCM conclusions. Mr. Ghaffarzadeh clarified that issues for the SCM conclusions were collected from decisions of RAGs and regional workshops, distributed to countries 1 month ago and thoroughly discussed at the meeting of country and IP representatives on Dec 4. 
49. Participants discussed the draft conclusions and agreed them one by one. The corrections were mostly editorial. Following the discussion on the NGO’s a corresponding item was added into the document. The complete SCM conclusions are provided in Annex 1. 
50. The last issue of SCM agenda was nomination of the CEP chair. Dr. Makhtumkuli Akmuradov, the Minister of Nature Protection of Turkmenistan and CEP NFP in Turkmenistan was nominated as CEP chair for the next period.
51. The chair of the SCM Mr. Amirkhanov summed up the meeting, wished the success and fruitful cooperation to all participants and closed the meeting.[image: image1.png]
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