[image: image1.jpg]


[image: image2.jpg]MedWet

THE MEDITERRANEAN WETLANDS INITIATIVE



8th Meeting of the MedWet Steering Group

15-16 March 2010, Rome, Italy

Minutes and conclusions of the meeting
1. Meeting Schedule and Participants

The 8th Meeting of the MedWet Steering Group took place in Rome, Italy in the WWF offices on Monday 15th and Tuesday 16th March 2010.  The meeting was facilitated by Oliviero Montanaro, Chair of the Steering Group (MW/SG). The following participants were present:
Francesca Antonelli (WWF MedPo)
Jean Jalbert (Director Tour Du Valat)

Lily Mordechai (MedWet Communications officer)
Nabil Assaf (Lebanese Ministry of Environment)

Nejib Benessaiah, (Interim MedWet Coordinator)

Oliviero Montanaro (Italian Ministry of Environment)

Thymio Papayannis (MedWet Senior Advisor)

Tobias Salathé (Ramsar Convention)

2. Main points discussed

2.1 Operation and Organization of MedWet 

This discussion was based on the MedWet 2009 Technical report (Doc MW/SG8.02) and was presented by Nejib Benessaiah. It was agreed that this document will be used as the basis for the document “From Changwon to Bastia” to be presented in the 10th Mediterranean Wetlands Committee Meeting (MedWet/Com10). 

2.1.1 Operation and Restructuring of the Steering Group (MW/SG)

Nejib Benessaiah reported that the structure of the Steering Group and especially the difficulties for some members to attend previous meetings has made it difficult to take vital decisions for the operation of MedWet. This was resolved through mandating the MW/SG Chair to take decisions even in absence of full representation. However, this was not considered an adequate solution and Benessaiah suggested a restructuring of the MW/SG in a more flexible structure based on voluntary participation and not on country or sub region representation. 
Francesca Antonelli and Oliviero Montanaro stressed the need for a concrete proposal to be presented to the MedWet/Com. Oliviero Montanaro suggested to explain the reasons why there is a need to restructure the Steering Group, the role and operation of the diverse MedWet entities, their relationship and respective responsibilities.  
Nabil Assaf argued that country representatives may not have attended the previous meetings due to the week relationship with the previous MW Coordination. He also mentioned that MedWet has lost its links with the member countries and there is a need for real achievements and projects that change the situation of wetlands which will in turn make the MW/SG and MedWet/Com meetings important for countries to attend. He suggested that even though there is a breadth of projects on wetlands in North Africa there is not so many in the Middle East which could be an opportunity for MedWet. 
In conclusion, it is to be noted that restructuring the Steering Group is also linked to the reconsideration of the structure and role of the Governing Board in general and in the new proposed law which will recognise the international character of MedWet in Greece.  However a priority action that should be taken is define the reasons for a change of the MW/SG, the new proposed structure, the relationship of the MW/SG and Governing Board and the reconsideration of the Governing Board role and operation. Concerning the consultations between the MW/SG members, the increased use of teleconference tools and email consultations was thought to be a good idea and was adopted.    

2.1.2. MedWet Scientific and Technical Team and International Organization Partners. 
Nejib Benessaiah presented the situation with the MedWet Scientific and Technical Team (MWSTT) and said that out of the five wetland centres which are members of MedWet only Tour Du Valat and EKBY are cooperating with the MW Secretariat. He said that this is a disappointing development as the MWSTT has been conceived as a very important structure of MedWet even if it’s not realistic to expect the same commitment from all centres. The situation with the three non responsive centres is that the Portuguese wetland centre Centro de Zonas Humidas CEZH) hosted by Instituto da Conservação da Natureza e da Biodiversidade is probably no longer functional, ARPAT in Italy is no longer interested in Mediterranean issues but mainly Italian wetlands. SEHUMED has just been embedded in the new created Centro Espanol de Humedales (CEHUM) which is still waiting to be officially mandated by the Spanish Ministry of Environment. Even though they have been unresponsive until now, there was a good communication during Nejib Benessaiah’s visit to Spain which makes future collaboration CEHUM more possible.
Oliviero Montanaro suggested that there is a geographical imbalance in the wetland centres that needs to be addressed namely that they are all European based centres. He also said that centres are willing to join only when MedWet is functional and has projects on the ground. Thymio Papayannis reminded the MW/SG members that MedWet has very practically supported and encouraged the centres in the last ten years, like for example EKBY which was established by MedWet. MedWet needs to be proactive in its approach, for instance in the case of CEZH,  MedWet should have gone to Portugal and provided practical assistance to the problems it faced.
Jean Jalbert argued that the MWSTT is not really a team and can’t work as such since each centre has a different scope and expertise, they can only really work together on specific projects otherwise there is lack of connection and communication. He said that the questions that need to be answered are the following: what kind of expertise are needed by MedWet, who can provide them, how can MedWet attract those who have them and how will they be mobilised. Working on an expertise basis will be more effective and can thus include organizations like the RSCN which is based in Jordan and is working with a sub regional spirit which represents the nature of MedWet. 
These discussions led to certain ideas which clearly came out like the fact that the MWSTT needs to shift from being a team to becoming an open network where it is easier to enter and leave and does not necessarily give the wetland centre voting power in the MedWet/Com. Voting rights could be given to centres after a contribution to a number of projects and time. These networks should be linked to specific projects like for example the Mediterranean Wetlands Observatory (MWO) or the MedWet Culture network. A shift is needed from building projects around networks to building networks around projects. In this scenario the team becomes more of a reference panel and instead of particular centres MedWet looks more for competencies and capacities on a Mediterranean level. 
Another major point discussed was the fact that the distinction between IOP’s and wetland centres in MedWet is not clear and may be no longer relevant as both such actors undertake hands on projects, have similar expertise and invest in the Mediterranean region. Francesca Antonelli stressed that organizations like WWF and Wetlands International will work with or without MedWet so MedWet needs to find a way to recapture interest, possibly by creating a new category which eliminates the distinction between IOP’s and centres and by clarifying what the role of MedWet is for each of these organizations. A new vision for the MWSTT can stimulate the interest of new members for joining. 
Francesca Antonelli and Jean Jalbert agreed to produce a background section which will address the need and define a standard procedure and criteria for entry and contribution to MedWet. Annexed to the key document ‘The future of the MedWet Initiative’ the MWSTT vision background will emphasize the profile of eligible centres and IOP’s, the activity they can lead as well as the benefits they would gain by entering MedWet. Also, it should clarify how the link between IOP’s, centres and projects can be strengthened, something that would provide motivation and added value to partners to join the network. A consultation with some of the IOP’s and centres could form the basis of the preliminary document. Also, centres like the RSCN who fit the profile should be invited in the MedWet Com.
2.1.3. Secretariat Matters, Legal status and recruiting a coordinator.

The Interim period since the resignation of the previous Coordinator Adnan Budieri has been an unusual time for the MedWet Secretariat as it is working with reduced capacity. Nejib Benessaiah briefly explained the Secretariat situation in terms of the staff and the relationship with Greece, the host country. He emphasized that the immediate objective of MedWet Secretariat is to achieve a successful MedWet/Com10 with increased participation and to re-orient the MedWet Initiative. 
According to Tobias Salathé the MedWet/Com10 should discuss the changes and propose pragmatic solutions to the problems of MedWet governance which should then be incorporated in the Terms of Reference in the MedWet/Com11 rather than aiming to change them immediately in the MedWet/Com10. 
The financial crisis of the host country made the MW/SG members worried about the viability of the current location of the Secretariat. As an alternative plan the idea was presented to relocate the Secretariat to France which has been very helpful in the arrangements of the MedWet/Com10 and is also hosting the MWO. However, during these conversations Nejib Benessaiah was informed directly by phone, by the Greek responsible authorities that the Memorandum of Understanding with the Greek Ministry of Environment was signed which gave a new stimulus to remain in the host country. He also emphasised that the relationship with the host country’s Ministry of Environment is better than ever before due to the recent change of government and they have become decisive and cooperative. 
Concerning the recruitment of a new coordinator the MW/SG members discussed that certain legal and administrative procedures should be revised. It was also agreed that the role of the coordinator and the relationship with the Steering Group needs to be further clarified.  It is also important to be informed about the tax situation in the host country for EU and Non EU passport holders as well as how the change in the legal status of MedWet Secretariat will help address this problem. 
There was a big discussion on when the coordinator recruitment process should begin. The time frames presented were to wait until the legal situation of MedWet is fully resolved thus giving equal opportunities to all candidates, beginning the process after the MedWet/Com10, waiting until the end of 2010 or after the Grado+20 conference. The conclusion reached was that the recruitment process should be clarified in terms of the problematic issues mentioned above and Terms of Reference for the new Coordinator ready to be examined by the next MW/SG meeting. 
2.1.4. Project Development
Nejib Benessaiah presented the three project proposals, two of which were submitted. He noted that MedWet has a facilitating role in all of them and no real money contribution. If the projects are accepted MedWet will be involved in their Steering and Advisory Groups. 
Oliviero Montanaro stressed the role of MedWet as a facilitator of projects rather than as an implementer of the projects. It has been advised that MW/SG members should be informed about the proposals before their submission. It was also decided that the proposals need to be attached in the 2009 Technical report as an Annex and re-circulated.
Nejib Benessaiah stressed the importance of having more liberty in developing and participating in projects as it is crucial for the image and functionality of MedWet. The MW/SG advised the development and facilitation of projects related to the MWO. 
Thymio Papayannis summarised the role of MedWet in projects as having three levels of involvement, firstly networking and collaborating with other partners’ Mediterranean projects, to be involved in project development and to be involved in project implementation. 

Jean Jalbert suggested that MedWet should be informed and give visibility to projects undertaken by partners and Tobias Salathé to create a list of projects already done by MedWet to be filed for publishing on the website. 
2.2. MedWet 2009 Financial Report
This document was introduced by Nejib Benessaiah based on Document MWSG 8.03. The MW/SG recognized the better structuring and clarity of 2009 budget while its approval is pending until the audit report of the Chartered Accountant. It was noted by the MW/SG that there is no mention of a positive or negative carry over from 2008. The revision of the budget presented initially by the previous Coordinator was revised at the interim report and its approval has been confirmed during the present meeting, however the non scheduled compensation of the former Communication Officer as well as her 2009 salaries should be separate figures and named exceptional cost.
It was also proposed to present in the financial report the final income table mentioning the expected/forecasted incomes which will have a line for past arrears (unpaid contributions), host country contribution and a detailed list of other country contributions. In page 3 of the report the bad debt provision budgetary line should be placed in the expenditures to cover the ‘expected’ arrears of unpaid country contributions. Also on page 9, item G: Expected Committed 2010 expenses should be placed before Item C: the Operation balance and subtracted from the total to get the Net Result. This figure would be the real savings made. Another point of discussion was the distinction between the Reserve Fund which was representing around 12% of the budget and supposed to be exceptionally used to cover the cost of the Secretariat for three months and the amount which is actual savings. 

2.3. 2010 Budget Proposal  

The MW/SG suggested that the suggested budgetary lines needs to be better explained and annotated. Also a link with the previous year should be made by mentioning the positive or negative carry over and the bad debt. Oliviero Montanaro suggested using in the budget lines the budget amounts allocated in the Terms of Reference established in the MedWetCom8 and adding lines for extraordinary circumstances like the hiring of a communication officer during the interim period and the expenses of the recruitment of a coordinator. Tobias Salathé suggested that the 2010 budget could be presented in a table which will show the 2009 Budget and the 2009 Expenditure. He also advised that the figures should be rounded. 
Bad debt was defined as countries not paying their contribution for over two years without a good justification and it was decided that it should be included in the Operational Costs. Also, countries who are not paying should be informed that this will be presented to the MedWet/Com and given the opportunity to pay (name and shame approach). The budget line for Website maintenance should be renamed website development. 
It was advised that a more coherent system should be developed and that Jean Jacques Brave from the Tour Du Valat could provide a second opinion on the reporting of the budget. Also that the final approval of the 2010 budget will be done after the 2009 audit and then the amount of real saving will be agreed upon. Considering the significant amount of the final savings the reserve fund could be implicitly embedded into the savings after confirmation by the external audit. A revision of the 2010 budget will be presented in an MW/SG meeting expected to be held on October 2010.
2.4. Memorandum of Understanding between Ramsar and the Greek Ministry of Environment
This topic was introduced by Nejib Benessaiah and was based on document Info MW/SG8.11. MW/SG members noted that the clause on the delivery of the payment by the host country has been excluded from the MoU. During the Meeting Nejib Benessaiah received a call from the Greek Ministry of Environment informing that Ms Constantina Birbili Minister of Environment had signed the MoU and it was being sent to the Ramsar Secretary General for signature. The MW/SG suggested asking Anada Tiega to send a letter of congratulations to the Minister and invite her to attend the MedWet/Com10 meeting in Bastia.
2.5. Implementation of the MedWet 2009 Work Plan 
This topic was introduced by Nejib Benessaiah and was based on the Document  MW/SG8.4 which outlines the work of the MedWet Secretariat in terms of Networking and Partnership Development, Project development, Communication, Education and Public Awareness activities and Management of Internal Secretariat Work. Oliviero Montanaro suggested to use in the future a more structured way of presenting the progress on each item is appropriate. A division like achieved, partially achieved, not achieved and no comment may help the reader, as well as an abstract to sum up the result of each chapter. It was also suggested to make a link between this document and the items in the technical report since there is a cross reference between them. The achievement indicators used were thought to be inappropriate and a revision of them is in order. 
Tobias Salathé noted that some projects referred to in the Technical Report were not mentioned in the Implementation of the Work Plan 2009 and suggested making the numbering of items continuous for each section. 
A potential change of title to “Implementation of the MedWet Secretariat Work Plan” was suggested and it was thought that it should not be presented in the MedWetCom10 but should rather remain a document of internal planning.  

2.6. Presentation of the MedWet 2010 Work Plan 

This topic was introduced by Nejib Benessaiah and was based on document Doc MWSG8.05. It was decided that the ‘2010 Work Plan’ is more relevant for the MedWet/Com10 and should be an annex of the ‘From Changwon to Bastia” document. It should not be presented solely as a table but should have a narrative form which specifies which items were not completed in 2009 and prioritise them on the basis of importance for 2010. 
This document in annex can be presented as a ‘2010 Secretariat Work Plan’ and the identification of members of staff responsible for each task would be mentioned. Alternatively, it can be used as an adaptation of items taken from the ‘Strategic Work Plan (2009-2012)’ and can include both Secretariat staff and MedWet partners. 
2.7. Legal Status of MedWet
Explaining document MWSG8.10 Nejib Benessaiah said that the Greek Ministry of Environment’s legal advisors are reviewing the proposal of law that has been submitted to their internal legal advisors. He clarified however that recognising the international character of MedWet will help the recruitment of non EU staff for the Secretariat in terms of work permits and the possibility to not interrupt their social security but will not provide tax exemptions to staff but just to goods. Oliviero Montanaro was worried about the fact that certain articles (i.e. article 6) which are in the main text of the law document and describe the structure of MedWet are too strict and take away the right of the MedWet/Com to change the internal mechanisms. He suggested that this information could be annexed which would make them more easily changeable. 
It was agreed Oliviero Montanaro will send a rough text of the law document to Nejib Benessaiah, using his knowledge of Italian legal system and Nejib Benessaiah would review it with the Ministry legal advisors. He will also send a copy of the UNEP format for host countries which could be of assistance. If the law proposal will be ready to be presented in the MedWet/Com10, it should be accompanied by a technical document which will clarify why a law is needed, what have been the problems and how the law will address them. 

While the signature of the Memorandum of Understanding has been perceived by the MW/SG as a positive progress, a major obstacle in the MedWet legal status process is that it has not been made clear on the part of the Ministry when this law will be reviewed, submitted and approved by the Parliament, which may present a problem for the organization of the recruitment of a new coordinator. 
2.8. The future of MedWet
This document was written and introduced by Thymio Papayannis and was based on Document MWSG8.12. All members agreed that the main ideas and directions of this document will be presented in the MedWet/Com10 but accompanied with more concrete proposals for change. Thymio Papayannis summarised the main problems and challenges of MedWet. Firstly, he said that there is a need to clarify and re-establish the added value of MedWet and strengthen it possibly by playing a strong role in the encouragement and development of projects. Secondly, that the strength of MedWet was not the Secretariat but the MedWet Committee and their role must also be strengthened, something which is not happening at the moment if we consider the decreasing participation in the MedWet/Com Meetings. Thirdly, a major problem that needs to be overcome is the weak cooperation between centres and IOP’s. 
Francesca Antonelli said that MedWet is having difficulties because it is no longer innovative as there are currently many organizations working both on wetlands and in the Mediterranean region. She argued that the creation of the MWO which requires a massive financial input may be the instrument to provide the momentum to raise the visibility, credibility and the image of MedWet. The MWO could become an umbrella initiative and other aspects could fall under it, even projects like the Culture Network. 
According to Oliviero Montanaro it is the marketing strategy and the governance of MW that need to be strengthened. The marketing strategy can be developed through its support to the MWO, through a permanent and functioning CEPA mechanism, through developing strategic projects, through gathering all the opportunities available for Mediterranean wetlands and presenting them in a unified way. Furthermore the strategy could be developed through permanently addressing the relationship with other conventions (i.e Barcelona Convention) and through developing thematic strategies like data collection, resource mobilisation and specific strategies for the MWO and other big projects. 
Jean Jalbert argued that there is a need to innovate but also to develop the networking capacities of MedWet to bring together more actors and more issues affecting wetlands like the water sector, demography issues, desertification etc. He argued that MWO gains its legitimacy from the MedWet/Com without whose help it would be much more difficult to work in sovereign states. He believes that MW can help the Observatory not only in terms of political support but also through mobilising resources, funding or through creating relevant projects that contribute to the MWO. 
Nejib Benessaiah argued that MedWet will assist the MWO in terms of political and technical support by being an active facilitator, fundraising, attracting other sectors and being a Strategic Advisor. 
All members of the MW/SG were asked to send their proposals about the way forward of MedWet by the end of March so that the Secretariat can compile the final draft. The document will be titled ‘ The future of the MedWet Initiative’ and should address the operational part of MedWet with concrete ideas and proposals to be adopted. 

2.9. MedWet/Com 10

Changes in the agenda were made (Ref updated agenda) and explanations of the suggestions and corrections by MW/SG members were compiled in a specific note (Ref corrections to the agenda). 
The invitations have been already sent by email from the French focal point and will be sent by post by the MW Secretariat which will follow up through calling all the participants. Special invitation should be sent by the Chair of MW/SG to the Greek Minister of Environment, to the representative of the Union for the Mediterranean and the Governor of the Friulia region. The final list must be in place by Mid April otherwise fines will be paid to the hotel by the French organisers. The list of participants will be circulated by Nejib Benessaiah to the MW/SG members for. 
2.10. Grado+20 Symposium 
Thymio Papayannis informed the MW/SG members about the Grado+20 organisation process and said that certain problems have appeared mainly that the Friuli region is not being responsive. It was decided that two main questions should be considered, firstly, whether the conference has to take place in Grado (and not somewhere else like Venice or even in Camargues) and whether is has to be held in April 2011 or if it could be postponed to November. Oliviero Montanaro suggested to wait until the regional elections in Italy are complete and to invite the regional governor to MedWet/Com10. 
2.11. MedWet Culture network

This topic was presented by Lily Mordechai MedWet Communication officer based on Information Document MWSG8.08. The document was approved and it was agreed to continue along the same lines. 
3. Conclusions and next steps:

1. Operation of MedWet: The MedWet 2009 Technical report (Doc MW/SG8.02) will be used as the basis for the document “From Changwon to Bastia” to be presented in MedWet/Com10 meeting. It should explain how the Strategic Vision is being implemented and will be completed by several annexes: workplan implementation analysis, legal status process, submitted project proposals.
2. Restructuring of the Steering Group: ‘ The future of the MedWet Initiative’ document will integrate a specific section explaining the reasons why there is a need to restructure the Steering Group the role and operation of the diverse MedWet entities, their relationship and respective responsibilities. 

3. MWSTT: Francesca Antonelli and Jean Jalbert agreed to provide the MW Secretariat with elements of analysis defining a standard procedure and criteria for Centres and IOPs entry and contribution to MedWet. This section will be also integrated in ‘The future of the MedWet Initiative’ document. 
4. Secretariat matters, legal status and recruitment of a coordinator, the Governing Board will analyse the MedWet operation in the last two years (including tax situation in the host country for EU and Non EU staff) and taking into account the MW legal status process, suggest the most adequate next steps in the recruitment of a coordinator. 
5. Project development: in the future, project proposals should be circulated to the Steering Group before submission. The MW/SG encouraged the development and facilitation of projects related to the MWO. It has been also proposed to not develop projects in countries that have consistently not been paying their contributions to MedWet. 
6. 2009 Financial report: Circulate the audit report of 2009 as soon as it is ready, as the budget has not yet been approved and is pending confirmation. Correct the 2009 financial document based on the MW/SG recommendations (Attach the updated table of the country contributions, mention the carry over from 2008, explanation of the reserve fund use, separate unexpected expenses.)
7. Concerning the 2010 budget there is a need for a better explanation of the figures forecasted i.e Website Development. Also, there needs to be an explanation and clarification of the reserve fund and the savings if there are any, separately. An MW/SG meeting was provisionally arranged for October 2010 in order to revise the 2010 budget and make provisions for 2011 budget. The MW/SG agreed that Jean Jacques Bravet from the TdV should meet with Nejib Benessaiah and assist with creating a system for the presentation of the budget as well as clarify the situation with the carry over. 
8. MOU between Ramsar and the Greek Ministry of Environment: MW/SG members noted with satisfaction the signature of the MOU by the Minister and asked the Ramsar Secretary General to invite the Greek Minister of Environment to the MedWet/Com upon returning the MoU. 
9. MedWet 2009 AND 2010 Work Plans: As annex of the 1st document ‘From Changwon to Bastia’ we should use the 25 year Vision and mention the Secretariat activities and those of other partners and the way they are contributing to the goals. The Work Plan 2009 analysis should be an internal document for the MW/SG entitled ‘MedWet Secretariat Work Plan’ and focused only in the secretariat achievements. For easier reading a column outlining whether it has been fully achieved, partially achieved, not achieved and no comment should be added along with the comments. In annex of the document ‘From Changwon to Bastia’ an abstract could be included summarising the results of each chapter and the achievement indicators need to be better considered and changed.   Also in annex the proposed 2010 document should contain a narrative introduction and summary not just a table. 
10. MW legal status: Oliviero Montanaro will send to Nejib Benessaiah his review of the legal document to be forwarded to the Greek Ministry. He will also circulate as an example based on Italian law the format for the host country agreement of the UN. 
11. The future of MedWet: It was agreed for all members of the MW/SG to send their ideas and comments by the end of March so that the Secretariat can incorporate them in the working document ‘the Future of the MedWet Initiative’ considered as the most important to validate by the MedWet/Com. 
12. MedWet/Com organisation: Nejib Benessaiah to circulate the list of people to be invited in the MedWetCom so that the Steering Group can enrich it. A special invitation should be sent by the Chair of MW/SG to the Greek Minister of Environment, to the representative of the Union for the Mediterranean and the Governor of the Friulia region. The chairs for each session of the MedWet/Com10 agenda must be defined and contacted. 
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