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1: A number of priorities and guidelines for the work of the MedWet Team (and of the MedWet Initiative in a broader context) during the period 1 May 2000 to 31 December 2001 are presented below for consideration and endorsement approval at the Third Meeting of the Mediterranean Wetlands Committee. The results of the debate will be incorporated in the conclusions of the meeting. 

Institutional and structural issues 

2: The MedWet Initiative, 10 months after Ramsar COP7 Resolution VII.22, is still in its institutional development phase. Therefore, it is felt that priority should be given to certain issues, in accordance also with the review of the MedWet Team prepared by Dr. Bill Phillips (Doc. MW/C3.4). These are the following: 

3: Resolving the financial situation of the MedWet Co-ordination and of MedWet/Com: Considering the increasing role and work charge of the MedWet Co-ordination, funding sources should be found so that the Ramsar Bureau can cover the costs of the MedWet Co-ordination office and staff, as well as those related to the sponsoring of eligible delegates for MedWet/Com3 meetings. 

4: Strengthening the MedWet Co-ordination: In view of the widening scope of MedWet activities and the increasing demands on the MedWet Team, it is necessary to strengthen the MedWet Co-ordination in staff and office facilities, so that it can cope with the additional work load and challenges. 

5: Increasing the co-operation of the three wetland centres: To obtain a higher level of efficiency and to prepare the ground for the incorporation of the new North African Wetland Centre in the MedWet Team, it is necessary to increase the co-operation of the Greek Biotope / Wetland Centre (EKBY), Tour du Valat and SEHUMED, creating new areas of common involvement. The MedWet Co-ordinator, who has the responsibility for the operation of the MedWet Team, should encourage technical exchanges among the three centres and especially the development of joint projects. 

Projects 

6: As demonstrated by the report of the MedWet Team (Document MW/C3.3), there are numerous projects in various stages of execution and development. In view of the limited human resources available, it becomes imperative to increase the partners undertaking focal responsibilities for project development and execution. In this context, the decision of BirdLife and IUCN to lead on certain key freshwater issues is of great importance. 

7: Of the projects currently in execution or development, priority should be given to the following ones: 

8: MedWetCoast project: This is a major project because of its enlarged scope (wetlands within the coastal context), partnerships (UNDP, Conservatoire du littoral) and scale (5 years, USD 15.5 million). Every support should be given to its successful development both from the members of MedWet/Com and from the MedWet Team. Efforts should be made to export current MedWet tools and experience to the project, and to obtain benefits from the project activities for the whole Mediterranean Basin. Reporting on the progress of MedWetCoast should be included in the agenda of MedWet/Com meetings during the next five years. 

9: North African Wetland Centre: The establishment of the NAWC is of major importance for the Arab-speaking countries. Currently the proposals of three North African countries for hosting this centre are under evaluation. As soon as this is completed, and a selection is made, the MedWet Team should assist in the preparation of funding proposals, and in the necessary organisation studies for the new centre. MedWet/Com members are requested to consider the possibility of providing technical or financial support for its establishment. 

10: Prespa Park: The signature on World Wetland Day 2000 (2 February) of a Declaration by the Prime ministers of Albania, Greece and The FYR of Macedonia establishing the first trans-boundary park (and Ramsar site) in the Balkans must be considered as a very important breakthrough in nature conservation, sustainable development and peaceful collaboration. The MedWet Team and the Ramsar Bureau should provide full support for the rapid implementation of this decision, at the request of the three governments involved. MedWet/Com should will monitor with great interest its development, as it can provide a useful model of collaboration for the Mediterranean and other parts of the Earth. 

11: MedWet Inventories and MWD 2000: Our knowledge of Mediterranean wetlands is still limited, uneven and inconsistent. Already a number of countries are considering the preparation of wetland inventories using the MedWet System and the MedWet Database 2000 (MWD 2000), which has just been completed by ICN (Portugal). Efforts should be undertaken to encourage the remaining Mediterranean countries to use this system, and funds should be sought - where required - to make this possible. The aim should be to have by the year 2010 consistent inventories of all Mediterranean wetlands. In addition, the system should be developed further so that it can be used for monitoring the condition and dynamics of wetlands in the region. 

12: Neretva wetlands: This joint Bosnia and Herzegovina – Croatia project being developed on the Neretva river and the wetlands (such as Hutovo Blato) associated with it is important for a number of reasons. First, because it addresses the wider issues of hydrological basin management and water resources. Second, because it will strengthen the collaboration of two MedWet/Com member countries in a sensitive area. Third, because of the close co-operation of the MedWet Team with RAC-SPA in its preparation. Close attention should be paid on an integrated approach, based on a sustainable use of wetland resources in the whole area of the river. The project, with the involvement of various partners, may provide a further model of collaboration in the region. 
Active partnerships 

13: The success of the MedWet Initiative depends to a large extent on the active participation of partners in this venture. Passive membership in the Mediterranean Wetlands Committee is not sufficient. What is required is commitment, interest, and contribution, to the best of each member’s ability. A number of positive developments in this area should be confirmed and further developed within the next two years. 

14: The United Nations Development Programme: UNDP has become a member of MedWet/Com in early 2000. It also plays a major role in the guidance and execution of the MedWetCoast project. Through its membership, the efforts for a stronger socio-economic approach to wetland issues – started within the context of the MedWet2 project – should be strengthened and systematised. 

15: Conservatoire du littoral (France) and APAL (Tunisia): The active role of these two organisations in the MedWetCoast project, and their participation in the MedWet/Com3 meeting, should be seen as an opportunity to integrate wetland management within the sustainable approach to coastal zones, and to incorporate land management and fiscal tools. The MedWet Team should work closely with these two organisations, as well as with the regional facilitator of the MedWetCoast project, in exporting such tools to other parts of the Mediterranean Basin. 

16: The Barcelona Convention: The growing collaboration on concrete issues between the Barcelona Convention and Ramsar / MedWet – leading probably to the signature of a Memorandum in the next few months – should be seen as a positive step to streamline wetland-related activities in the Mediterranean. This collaboration should be strengthened through the development of joint projects and activities in the next two-year period. The participation of MedWet in the MCSD during 2000-2001 will provide further opportunities for creative dialogue and co-operation. 

17: The European Commission: The European Commission has played a catalytic role in the establishment of MedWet, both moral (by encouragement and guidance) and material (by substantial funding of the MedWet1 and 2 projects). Lately, the EC has played a less active role in MedWet, in spite of its participation in MedWet/Com, perhaps because of other pressing priorities. Yet it could benefit considerably from the tools developed through MedWet (as well as from the Ramsar ‘toolkit’) in the management of the Natura 2000 network. Efforts should be made, therefore, to strengthen the collaboration between the EC and MedWet, based on mutual benefit. 

18: BirdLife, IUCN and WWF International: The intention of the first two major international organisations to take the responsibility of key wetland sectors in MedWet (wetland-dependent species and hydrological basin management respectively) is very positive and should be applauded. It is hoped that WWF International, through its Mediterranean Programme Office, will undertake a similar initiative on communications. The MedWet Team should work diligently with each of these organisations so that their good intentions take concrete form as soon as possible and specific activities are carried out during 2000-2001. 
New initiatives 

19: Climate change and wetlands: The impact of global warming on Mediterranean wetlands, and their contribution to abetting this phenomenon by absorbing carbon (carbon ‘sinks’) may be a significant element in the global debate on climate change. Very little work has been done yet on these specific wetland aspects. It is necessary, therefore, to find a partner to undertake a leading role on them, developing a project focused upon them. In the meanwhile, MedWet should monitor developments concerning global climate change and wetlands. 

20: New MedWet networks: The proposal on new MedWet networks (Doc. MW/C3.6) has obvious positive aspects, in enlarging the circle of those involved with Mediterranean wetlands and in increasing the human resources focused on threats and opportunities. Care should be given, however, to ensure the endogenous growth of these networks. They should not be managed from above, but allowed to develop based on their own initiative and resources. Otherwise, the establishment of such networks will only strain the capacity of the MedWet Team and threaten the balance and good operation of the existing collaboration structure.


