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Introduction
1.
Acting on the recommendations of the first Meeting of Government-designated
Experts on the Application of the Ecosystem Approach (Athens, 20-21 February 2007) and of
the Meeting of MAP Focal Points (Madrid, 16-19 October 2007), the Contracting Parties
decided at their Meeting in Almeria (15-18 January 2008) to progressively apply the
ecosystem approach to the management of human activities that may affect the
Mediterranean marine and coastal environment (Decision IG 17/6) and adopted the road
map drawn up for that purpose, the first two steps of which had already been implemented.
2.
With a view to proceeding with step 3 of the road map and with the requisite
decisions and proposals, the second Meeting of Government-designated Experts was held at
the Caravel Hotel in Athens (Greece) on 9 and 10 July 2008.
Participation
3.
Government-designated experts from the following Contracting Parties attended the
Meeting: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Cyprus, Egypt, European Commission,
France, Greece, Israel, Italy, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malta, Montenegro, Slovenia, Spain,
Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia and Turkey.
4.
The Mediterranean Action Plan (MAP) Coordinating Unit was represented by the
MAP Coordinator, the UNEP/MAP Consultant, the MED POL Coordinator, the MED POL
Programme Officer and the Sustainable Development Officer.
5.

SPA/RAC was represented by its Director and PAP/RAC by its Deputy Director.

6.

Representatives of WHO, CIESM, ICES, HELCOM and Greenpeace also attended.

7.

The full list of participants is attached as Annex I to the present report.

Agenda item 1:

Opening of the Meeting

8.
Mr. Paul Mifsud, the MAP Coordinator, opened the Meeting and welcomed the
participants. He reviewed the main developments that had led the Contracting Parties to
adopt Decision IG 17/6 on the gradual implementation by MAP of the ecosystem approach at
their Meeting in Almeria in January 2008. The objectives of the current Meeting were to
prepare the implementation of step 3 and to plan steps 4 and 5 of the road map adopted in
Almeria, in other words to determine the spatial scale of application of the approach,
including the possible division of the Mediterranean into several management areas; to
decide on the launching of pilot studies and their modalities; and to start work on a document
identifying important properties of the ecosystem, with an assessment of its ecological status
and of the pressures to which it was being subjected. In addressing those tasks, MAP should
take into consideration the experience of other organizations such as HELCOM and others,
which had made substantial progress in the area and whose presence at the second Meeting
– just as at the first Meeting in February 2007 – would enrich the discussion. Lastly, as one
of the regional seas of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the
Mediterranean should keep abreast of developments in UNEP, which had established an
ecosystem management programme as one of the priorities of its medium-term strategy, with
useful and effective tools.
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Agenda item 2:

Election of officers

9.
In accordance with Rule 20 of the Rules of Procedure and after informal consultations
held before the opening session, the Meeting unanimously elected the following Bureau:
Chair:
Vice-Chair:
Vice-Chair:
Rapporteur:

Agenda item 3:

Mr. Gert Verreet
Ms. Etleva Canaj
Ms. Mawaheb Abu Elazm
Mr. Nenad Smodlaka

(European Community)
(Albania)
(Egypt)
(Croatia)

Adoption of the agenda and organization of work

10.
The Secretariat proposed and the Meeting adopted the agenda contained in
document UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/1 and its annotated version contained in document
UNEP(DEP)/MED WG. 326/2. The agenda of the Meeting, as adopted, is attached as Annex
II to the present report. The Chair announced that the conclusions and recommendations of
the Meeting would be adopted at the last session and that a detailed draft report would be
sent to participants later for comment and adoption.

Agenda item 4:

Scope and purpose of the Meeting

11.
The Coordinator briefly reviewed the context of the Meeting and the expected
outcomes. To begin with, the ECOMED project, financed by the European Commission and
adopted by the Contracting Parties at their Meeting in Portoroz in 2005, had been launched
to examine the implications for MAP of the possible implementation of an ecosystem
approach and to develop a road map. An expert group had been set up and had held two
meetings in 2006, and a document containing proposals had been prepared and discussed
at the first Meeting of Government-designated Experts in February 2007. It had been agreed
that the move to an ecosystem approach should not constitute a break with the past but a
progressive and adaptive move towards the integrated management of human activities,
focusing on the ecosystem implications. The first Meeting of Government-designated Experts
had therefore recommended the progressive application of the ecosystem approach through
a process involving scientists and decision makers and based on a road map, the first two
steps of which had been completed at the same Meeting, namely the definition of an
ecological vision for the Mediterranean and the setting of common Mediterranean strategic
goals. It fell to the present Meeting to decide on the spatial scale, in other words on possible
management areas for application of the approach, to provide for the launching of pilot
projects that would serve as models for its application and to identify important ecosystem
properties.

Agenda item 5:

Spatial and temporal scale of the application of the approach

12.
Mr. Gabriel P. Gabrielides, UNEP/MAP Consultant, introduced the relevant section of
the working document of the Meeting entitled “Implementation of the road map (step 3) for
the application of the ecosystem approach” (UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/3). It was necessary
at the outset to distinguish between the existing system – which involved, for instance,
reducing levels of pollutants and measuring the rates of reduction thus achieved – and that
based on the ecosystem approach, which involved assessing the progress made by
monitoring the quality of the marine environment itself by means of a whole range of
indicators and keeping a record of progress made. In view of the differences between the
constituent parts of the Mediterranean and the limited impact of measures taken by one
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coastal State on others – especially more remote States, the application of the ecosystem
approach and the management of the Mediterranean should be appropriately decentralized.
The substantial work on the ecosystem approach undertaken under the Convention on
Biological Diversity was particularly relevant and had led to the development of a number of
broad principles and of operational guidelines. For instance, the approach should be based
on spatial and temporal scales that were consistent with the objectives set, and management
should be decentralized to the lowest possible level in order to ensure efficiency,
effectiveness and equity. It was therefore essential to decide whether the approach was to be
applied on a Mediterranean-wide scale or whether it was preferable to identify specific
management areas. Clearly, it was difficult to proceed without identifying areas, because this
would imply setting common goals for a sea with areas or basins that were normally
considered separately and were faced with very different problems, for example the eutrophic
status of the Adriatic Sea and the oligotrophic status of the Levant Sea. If the Mediterranean
Sea were to be divided into areas, it would be possible to establish priorities, indicators and
target values reflecting this diversity, while maintaining some common objectives for the
whole of the Mediterranean or for several different areas. Identifying areas did not mean
dividing countries into groups, since ecosystems ignored national boundaries. The document
before the Meeting presented several options for division, illustrated by corresponding maps,
but in his view the best solution was to divide the Mediterranean into four or five areas. The
question of which option to choose would be addressed in the forthcoming discussion. It was
proposed to defer discussion of the temporal scale until a later stage, once the ecological
and operational objectives had been established.
13.
The Chair observed that an informed decision on the best possible spatial division of
the Mediterranean was expected to result from the discussion once the different
differentiation criteria had been reviewed. That did not mean, however, that all objectives and
activities would be differentiated, since a substantial amount of work would still need to be
undertaken jointly by all States and unity was also necessary at the management level.
14.
The representative of HELCOM reviewed her organization’s experience with the
ecosystem approach. The development of the approach had been launched after a joint
ministerial meeting between HELCOM and the Commission for the Protection of the Marine
Environment of the North East Atlantic (OSPAR) in 2003. The process was driven by a series
of workshops and projects and during the first phase, a system of vision, goals and
objectives for the Baltic Sea in good ecological and environmental status was developed
focusing on four priority issues: eutrophication, hazardous substances, biodiversity and
maritime activities. In the following phases, indicators and target levels have been developed
for the ecological objectives. Each issue has given rise to a division into geographic areas in
terms of the kind of work being done – assessment or management activity. For example,
there were seven sub-areas for eutrophication. It should be emphasized, however, that the
ecosystem approach was applied, in general, to the entire Baltic Sea and incorporated in the
Baltic Sea Action Plan adopted in 2007. Using maps, the representative showed that the
geographic areas could themselves be divided up, on the basis of the relevant issues, into
sub-areas that were more circumscribed but easily adjusted to and integrated into the areas
of the first division, and that harmonized methods were invariably used for the Baltic as a
whole. In developing the process, HELCOM had drawn on its extensive experience in the
area of assessment and continuous monitoring.
15.
The representative of CIESM (International Commission for Scientific Exploration of
the Mediterranean Sea) reviewed the organization’s main multilateral activities in various
fields such as hydrodynamics, bioaccumulation and biomagnification of pollutants through
the food chain, etc. Through monitoring programmes and oceanographic campaigns, CIESM
acquires long-time series (on key features) of the Mediterranean Sea from the impact of
climatic change on water masses and biodiversity to the biomagnification of selected
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contaminants in molluscs. These data are being integrated into a geographic metabase, all of
which could serve as models for the application of the ecosystem approach. This geographic
metabase completed with trend analyses and synthetic comments will allow CIESM to issue
periodic scientific reports on the State of the Mediterranean ecosystem for use by all
stakeholders.
16.
Several speakers, invoking a variety of arguments, drew attention to the complexity of
the process of defining areas. While it should be relatively easy to reach a consensus on the
strictly scientific aspect, such as biogeographical and oceanographic criteria, when it came to
the political aspect, historical, cultural, economic and social considerations came into play, as
well as levels of development and attitudes, and it was in that context that States would be
required to ensure the joint management of a common area. A sea such as the Adriatic might
seem to be unique, and indeed it was, but that did not prevent it from having a northern area
and a southern area, entailing mutual interference that was difficult to assess; for instance,
the reduction of nutrients to control eutrophication in the north had led after a number of
years to new problems such as the reduction of primary producers and zooplankton. Caution
must therefore be exercised when identifying areas. In Egypt, the Mediterranean coastline
was also highly diverse, encompassing the unique Nile Delta, major differences in the
availability of biological resources, and spatial and temporal interconnections that were
difficult to assess. Thus, sponge fishing had died out and been supplanted by new types of
fisheries, and the development of fish farming would complicate matters still further. It
followed that whatever division was adopted should be based primarily on practical criteria
and placed in a context that was, by definition, constantly evolving to keep pace with
emerging issues.
17.
Other experts considered that any decision on a division into areas was premature,
since it was the issues themselves that determined the boundaries, as demonstrated by the
example of eutrophication: while an area based on that issue could be justified in the western
Mediterranean, it would serve no purpose in the eastern basin. The proposed options for
division were purely geographical and, significantly, based on the conventional and age-old
division of the Mediterranean into secondary seas and basins, which were no longer relevant
in today’s complex Mediterranean. The correct approach was to identify the issues at stake
and to prioritize them before undertaking a spatial distribution by means of a multifactorial
analysis. It would clearly have been preferable to discuss agenda item 7 before broaching
the question of areas.
18.
On the other hand, five representatives, while conceding that some objections were
valid and accepting that some countries might be reluctant to contemplate the possibility of
management areas across different countries’ borders, nonetheless argued in favour of
adopting one of the divisions proposed in the working document, since the ecosystem
approach required that the whole ecosystem of a given coherent geographical area be
addressed in an integral manner and further theoretical considerations of the scientific
optimum scale might unduly delay the agreed process. The way forward was to start
conducting the assessments that would constitute the main component of step 3 and in the
process consider whether the sub-division was adequate. If participants were uneasy with
the word management, it could be set aside for the time being so that the Meeting could
concentrate on scientific and biogeographical criteria. The Consultant reminded participants
that the Contracting Parties had adopted a decision on the progressive application of the
ecosystem approach to human activities and had also adopted a clear-cut road map that was
the outcome of extensive discussions. Moreover, the word management should not be
construed as an administrative straitjacket that would be imposed on countries. The aim was
to agree on an appropriate framework for a scientific activity, drawing on the soundest
information and knowledge available on the ecosystem, and proceeding at a later stage to
develop ecological and operational objectives with indicators and target levels. The question
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could, in fact, be reversed: was it possible to envisage the application of the ecosystem
approach on a Mediterranean-wide scale, in other words to contemplate the application of,
by definition, common priorities and objectives, even though the discussion had just
demonstrated that the existence of differentiation was generally recognized? Ideally, the
smaller the region, the easier it would be to implement the approach. The Secretariat had
proposed a very broad division in order to avoid complicating the task and to ensure
flexibility.
19.
The discussion eventually focused on the appropriate number of areas, with some
advocating four and others five or even six or seven areas. The Spanish delegation proposed
the Alboran Sea as a separate area not only for its biogeographic and oceanographic
features but also for its specific socio-economic situation. The Aegean Sea was also
mentioned due to the influence of the Black Sea. A proposal was made to use the terms
“assessment areas” or “study areas”. Other speakers felt that this would merely add to the
confusion, and it was finally decided to use only the term “area”. It was further proposed to
coordinate and summarize the main points of the studies carried out in the four areas in order
to take stock of the overall situation in the Mediterranean and to identify certain manifestly
common objectives.
20.
Following a fresh exchange of views, the Chair noted that the Meeting, with a view to
implementing step 3, had virtually unanimously endorsed the proposal to divide the
Mediterranean Sea into four areas, but with the following two provisos: (a) the division was
provisional and was to be viewed as a working basis designed to facilitate the
implementation of step 3; it would be revoked, corrected, confirmed or supplemented in the
light of the results of the forthcoming studies and assessments; (b) at this stage, no
description of the areas was being adopted in order to avoid complicating or compromising
the process by non-scientific considerations. The four areas selected were those shown in
figure 4 of document UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG 326/3, namely: 1. Western Mediterranean;
2. Adriatic Sea; 3. Ionian Sea – Central Mediterranean; 4. Aegean Sea – Levantine Sea.
21.
The Turkish delegation expressed its opposition to any arbitrary division of the seas
and oceans. Turkey attached importance to cooperation among the coastal States of the
Mediterranean on common objectives, in line with a long-established MAP principle. It might
be prepared under certain circumstances to accept a division of the Mediterranean into two
areas, but it saw no justification for any further division. Nevertheless, given the provisional
nature of the division into four areas, Turkey agreed to this provisional arrangement without
prejudice to its right to come back to this question at a later stage.

Agenda item 6:

Initiation of pilot project(s)

22.
The Consultant, introducing the relevant section of the working document, referred to
the recommendation of the first Meeting of experts held in February 2007 to "consider the
launching of pilot projects as a model for the application of the ecosystem approach". The
initial idea was that, once a decision had been taken on the division into areas, one area
should be selected for a pilot project. This had triggered reactions from countries that were
concerned about the possible sidelining of other areas. The present Meeting should therefore
consider the proposal and take a decision on its appropriateness.
23.
During the ensuing discussion, many speakers presented extremely diverse
interpretations of the pilot project concept. Some proposed launching concurrent projects in
each of the four areas, while others suggested omitting areas for which essential information
was lacking, launching projects at the national or local level, or focusing on a single
Mediterranean-wide project, invoking in that regard a provision of European Union
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legislation. National examples were cited in support of the extension of such projects to other
parts of the Mediterranean: the creation of marine parks (France); the study of deep-sea
ecosystems (Italy). HELCOM had no pilot project for specific geographical areas but a project
financed by external funds, which focused on developing the system of vision, goals and
ecological objectives for the Baltic in good ecological status. In the course of the discussion,
increasing emphasis was placed on the question of funding, which was far from being readily
available for such projects, and on the desirability, as an alternative, of integrating the
ecosystem approach into current MAP activities, in cooperation with other relevant
organizations or initiatives operating in the Mediterranean such as IUCN, ACCOBAMS and
“Horizon 2020".
24.
The MED POL Coordinator expanded on this point, arguing that any pilot project
would have to be based on the assessments to be undertaken in the four areas and could
not be launched at once in a particular area and on a specific issue. In the meantime, the
existing system within and outside MAP – MED POL, SAP-MED, SAP-BIO, NAPs, European
Marine Strategy, “Horizon 2020", FEM Partnership – offered a framework that was perfectly
suited to the gradual application of the approach, using the substantial mass of available
data. The Director of SPA/RAC endorsed this argument, listing his Centre’s activities that
anticipated the approach, such as open-sea studies, for which only international governance
existed since the high seas were beyond national jurisdiction, and the new Biodiversity Action
Plan.
25.
The MAP Coordinator suggested that the Meeting might envisage collecting all
available relevant data – such as those compiled in the Adriatic – and working on a pilot
project document that would be transmitted to the 2009 Meeting of the Contracting Parties
for adoption under the programme-budget for the next biennium.
26.
At this point in the discussion, the Chair noted the great diversity of views expressed,
the lack of a realistic proposal for the immediate launching of a pilot project, and the problem
of financing. It was therefore decided to postpone further discussion until after consideration
of agenda item 7, which might shed light on the most urgent needs in terms of ecosystem
knowledge and the usefulness of such a project.
27.
At a subsequent session, the Meeting would have the opportunity to revert to the item
in order to defer for the time being the launching of a geographically based pilot project and
to propose instead to undertake as a pilot project (in the form of a desk study without formal
commitment from the Parties) the implementation of the further steps of the road map
starting with the ecological and operational objectives corresponding to two strategic goals:
reduction of pollution and biodiversity.

Agenda item 7:

Identification of important ecosystem properties
assessment of ecological status and pressures

and

28.
The Consultant noted that this item constituted the core component of step 3 of the
road map. It called for a description of the ecosystem based on available knowledge of its
structure, function and environmental status as well as the description of pressures and
impacts The idea was to task a group of experts for each of the four areas, comprising at
least one expert from each coastal State concerned, with the preparation of a document
based on a homogenous and comparable table of contents set out in section 4 of the working
document, which participants were invited to examine, modify and expand if necessary.
29.
Most of the participants proposed a wide variety of additions to the table of contents,
ranging from sedimentology and maritime activities to socio-economic and cultural
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characteristics and cross-cutting issues such as capacity-building and public participation. It
was emphasized that most of the information and data needed to prepare the documents
were already available within MAP – for instance in the MED POL database – and in other
regional bodies. It followed that the studies could be completed within a relatively short
period of a few months. Two participants drew attention to the need for an overall summary
of the four documents for the Mediterranean region as a whole. The Secretariat suggested
that it could assume responsibility for the study of socio-economic aspects, which would
cover the goods and services provided by the ecosystem and the costs of environmental
degradation.
30.
It was proposed that each group should comprise at least one expert from each
coastal State concerned, but that it should also be open to all Contracting Parties. The
groups, which should receive support from all MAP components in the field of their
competence, would first collect and compile data, then identify gaps and lastly proceed with
the actual assessment phase. The process would thus involve three sequential steps. If
information was lacking, it would prove more difficult or even impossible to proceed, and the
Secretariat would then decide on the kind of assistance required to address the problem.
31.
Other questions were raised regarding the proposed process. The same working
method should be adopted, as far as possible, in the four areas in order to facilitate the
planned comparison and overview and to foster contacts between the areas. Stakeholders
and the general public in each area should have access to the results, if possible through a
media information campaign. Ecological status should also be defined and the reference to
be used should be specified. The geographic scale of the area assessments would have to
be determined: it was proposed to include, in addition to the marine area, the coastal area
and the drainage basin (following the example of HELCOM). Some experts further stressed
the importance of full temporal coverage of the data series, starting with the most recent and
working back to the oldest, and of sufficient frequency of parameter measurements in order
to guarantee the reliability of assessments. The timetable for the process was also crucial in
view of the timelines set by the regional and international agenda. It was proposed that the
first two phases of the assessment process should be completed in time for the third Meeting
of Government-designated Experts to be held in spring 2009 and that the third phase should
be completed, at the latest, in time for the Meeting of the Contracting Parties at the end of
2009 which could be asked to endorse conclusions and recommendations and strengthen
action where necessary. Emphasis was also laid on the need for a dynamic, forward-looking
and proactive assessment process, as in the case of the expected impact of climate change
on the ecosystem properties. Lastly, two speakers proposed that pressures and impacts
should be dealt with in separate sections.
32.
With regard to the organization of the four area groups, it was agreed that the
Secretariat – in other words not just MEDU but also any other MAP component – would
ensure overall coordination and monitor progress, but that each group would remain free to
make its own working arrangements and, possibly, to designate a person who would be
responsible for organizing its work. In accordance with established MAP practice, the
participant Contracting Parties would appoint their own experts within each group.
33.
The Meeting was informed that, at the 9th Meeting of the Croatian-Italian-Slovenian
Commission for the Protection of the Adriatic Sea, all the coastal States had decided to step
up cooperation with a view to applying the ecosystem approach. To that end, they had
agreed to set up a sub-commission that would focus on methods of assessment and the
development of common indicators. The sub-commission would be tasked with application of
the assessment, as required by the European Marine Strategy Framework Directive. It could
therefore contribute, on the basis of procedures to be determined in due course, to the
assessment of the Adriatic area.
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Agenda item 8:

Planning for the future

34.
The Consultant introduced the relevant section of the working document. Now that
the ground had been largely prepared for the implementation of step 3, the Meeting could
proceed to establish the programme of activities for the following two steps of the road map,
i.e. step 4 – development of a set of ecological objectives corresponding to the vision and
strategic goals – and step 5 – derivation of operational objectives with indicators and target
levels. This would involve taking decisions on the content of the programme and on related
matters that had already been briefly addressed under agenda item 7, such as assessment
methodologies, determination of good ecological status, ecological modelling, socioeconomic considerations and public awareness.
35.
It was noted in the ensuing discussion that the Secretariat could contribute a great
deal to the assessment methodologies through the RACs and MED POL. This view was
shared by the MAP Coordinator, who drew attention to the expertise that had been built up by
SPA/RAC in biodiversity and protected areas, by PAP/RAC in CAMPs and coastal
management, and by the Blue Plan in handling socio-economic aspects, especially relating
to sustainable tourism. All these Centres could work together to ensure better integration of
the ecosystem approach into existing activities. The MED POL Coordinator drew attention to
the two assessments of the environmental status of the Mediterranean that had already been
published in cooperation with the European Environment Agency (EEA). The third
assessment was currently being prepared. Work on indicators was also being undertaken
with the EEA as well as work specifically related to Blue Plan indicators. All this meant that a
corpus of methodological data was gradually being developed. The application of the
ecosystem approach could trigger a series of favourable chain reactions. With the entry into
force of the amendments to the LBS Protocol, MED POL intended to prepare, by the end of
2009, a set of Mediterranean-wide legally binding common measures and objectives
concerning the reduction of emissions of priority substances, with appropriate deadlines. A
differentiation mechanism was currently being prepared. For the time being, MED POL was
working in parallel with the programme of activities planned by the present Meeting, but at a
later stage the measures and objectives could be adjusted to the sub-regions of the
ecosystem approach. MED POL was prepared for such a development, since its phase IV
had integrated the ecosystem approach concept before it was officially decided to apply it
within MAP. One representative mentioned that MED POL’s report on marine indicators
would prove very useful in assessing the status of the ecosystem. The Deputy Director of
PAP/RAC noted that the entire text of the ICZM Protocol adopted in Madrid in January 2008
reflected the principles underlying the ecosystem approach and the preservation of coastal
ecosystems, and that the Split Centre was going to concentrate on integrating the approach
into the Coastal Area Management Programmes (CAMPs) and the coastal management
activities for which it was responsible.
36.
The participants also discussed the need to involve stakeholders such as civil society
and economic sectors in order to maintain a dialogue that increases the exchange of
information and views and to shape the right measures to achieve the overall objectives,
since this was one of the keys to the project’s ultimate success. One participant drew
attention in this connection to the concept of "mainstreaming", the participatory involvement
of all actors concerned with a view to awareness-raising and education. This aspect was also
emphasized in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment report. The participants commended
the report’s weighty content, noting that it advocated a pilot programme for the
Mediterranean. It was proposed and agreed that the Secretariat should draw up a plan for
involving stakeholders and for promoting participation and public awareness. With regard to
awareness-raising, HELCOM indicated that the ecological objectives set by its study groups
were designed to be simple and accessible to the layperson: clean water, safety of seafood
for consumption, general indices of well-being, etc.
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37.
The view was expressed that it was premature to discuss future activities when the
ecological status and the actual implementation procedures of the approach have not yet
been decided. Two speakers considered that it was too early to plan activities for the
following steps and that it would be preferable to await the results of step 3, since they would
determine the prospects for the ecological and operational objectives. They also expressed
support for the launching of a pilot project that would assist in reaching preliminary practical
conclusions regarding the application of the approach. Two other representatives, responding
to an appeal to the Meeting from the MAP Coordinator for a more constructive attitude,
expressed the hope that the programme for the next steps would reflect an overview of all
activities undertaken to date by MAP and its components, cooperation with other
organizations as well as the EU Marine Strategy, with a view to implementing one or two
objectives, possibly within the framework of a specific project.
38.
Noting this willingness to take action and expressing sympathy with the reluctance of
some participants to extend the planning horizon beyond step 3, the Consultant made two
suggestions, while ruling out the idea of a pilot project in a geographic area, which was
bound to provoke reservations: (a) the Secretariat would launch an activity involving the
selection of a strategic goal such as pollution reduction, on which MED POL and the RACs
had accumulated a substantial body of knowledge and data, with a view to devising
ecological and operational objectives, with indicators and target levels, as a model exercise
in which the staff of all relevant MAP components would constitute a think tank, with external
experts, to draw up a desk study; (b) the Secretariat, with the assistance of experts, would
collect all available material and compile a bibliography on assessment methodologies within
and outside MAP with a view to establishing a common methodology and qualitative
ecosystem descriptors for examination by the third Meeting of experts.
39.
The Meeting warmly welcomed the two proposals, noting that they would certainly
facilitate progress. However, numerous questions were raised about the organizational
arrangements for the groups that would carry out the studies, and about their timetable,
mandates and possible links with other bodies and initiatives such as the EEA and "Horizon
2020" and with the assessment groups for the four areas. These questions would be
addressed by the Secretariat in the overall planning document (see Annex III para 7c).
40.
The MED POL Coordinator, whose programme would be primarily concerned by the
desk study, announced that the idea of integrating pollution reduction and biodiversity had
been aired during informal exchanges of views. These were two MAP areas of activity that
were well advanced and corresponded to two basic ecosystem components; moreover, each
had a Strategic Action Programme – SAP-MED and SAP-BIO – and they maintained close
links. Given the solid basis that was thus available for file work, it should be possible to
establish ecological and operational objectives within a reasonable time frame, in other
words to undertake what might be termed a "model exercise" which would then facilitate the
implementation of steps 4 and 5 of the road map throughout the region.
41.
One representative noted a tendency to misuse the term “integration of the
ecosystem approach” when referring to activities that were still implemented in accordance
with a highly traditional approach. This was particularly true of the RACs which could, at best,
be described as applying the ecosystem approach to a very partial extent. The Centres’
biennial programmes of activities should therefore include, in each case, one basic activity
devoted exclusively to integration of the approach.
42.
The Coordinator noted that a decision in that regard had been taken in Almeria in
January 2008 and that, while the previous speaker’s comment was well-founded, there were
now plans to review the entire MAP programme in order to integrate the approach. This work
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would be undertaken progressively, which meant that there would be no sudden break with
the past. However, the process was under way, as attested by the current Meeting.
43.
Replying to questions about his proposal, the Consultant said that the proposed
model exercise – or desk study – would not interfere with the work of the four area groups. It
would be undertaken by a group comprising relevant MAP components and external experts,
unrelated to the present group of government-designated experts who had been assigned
the task of ensuring and monitoring implementation of the road map. The study group in
question would operate on the basis of currently available data, using them to develop first
ecological and then operational objectives, with indicators and target levels. This would
provide a preliminary indication of the methodologies to be applied when proceeding to the
practical implementation of steps 4 and 5. It was difficult to envisage any timetable for the
time being; the working groups would have to present their findings within six months of
September 2008; it was even more difficult to set a date for submission of the desk study,
although June 2009 seemed to be a plausible deadline. With regard to the Secretariat group
tasked with compiling methodologies, it should start work as soon as possible in order to
assist the area groups and transmit its findings to the third Meeting of Governmentdesignated Experts in spring 2009.
44.
The Director of SAP/RAC expressed unreserved support for the proposal to work
jointly with MED POL on the pollution-biodiversity combination. He admitted that the work
programme of the individual Centres, determined on a biennial basis by the programmebudget adopted by the Parties, made only partial provision for the integration of the
ecosystem approach. If the work of the RACs was considered globally, however, it would be
found that such integration was more advanced. Hence, any improvement in the situation
would call for closer cooperation among the MAP components, and commendable steps in
that direction had been taken for some time, as attested by the meetings of MEDU and the
Directors of the RACs in the Executive Coordination Panel, which were now held four times a
year instead of only once.
45.
The Chair reviewed the decisions taken by the Meeting, as set out under the
preceding agenda items. He took note of the request by CIESM to participate in the desk
study. He furthermore invited the Secretariat, in addition to undertaking the socio-economic
study, for which responsibility would probably be assigned to the Blue Plan, to prepare a
document for the implementation of the steps of the road map which should set out clearly:
(1) the time schedule for the steps; (2) the actors, their functions and their tasks; (3) the
expected outcomes; (4) links with other regional activities and initiatives.

Agenda item 9:
46.

Other business

No matters were raised under this agenda item.

Agenda item 10:

Conclusions and recommendations

47.
The Meeting had before it the draft table of contents prepared by the Secretariat,
reflecting the amendments and additions made by the participants under agenda item 7. It
examined the draft and made further additions. The Meeting also had before it the draft
conclusions and recommendations. A number of comments and requests for corrections
were made and it was agreed that the participants would receive the new versions of the two
texts shortly but that the final versions would be prepared within 30 days by the Secretariat.
During the intervening period, the participants would be free to send further proposals for
amendments in writing before giving their approval. The final version of the conclusions and
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recommendations, as approved by the participants, is attached as Annex III to the present
report, together with the final version of the table of contents. Lastly, the detailed Meeting
report would be sent to the participants by the end of the month for consideration and
adoption.

Agenda item 11:

Closure of the Meeting

48.
The MAP Coordinator introduced Mr. Ibrahim Thiaw, Director of the UNEP Division of
Environmental Policy Implementation (DEPI) in Nairobi, who had attended the last working
session of the Meeting and who wished to address the participants.
49.
Mr. Thiaw first congratulated the Chair of the Meeting on his skilful stewardship of the
proceedings and his dynamic contribution to the resulting conclusions. The delegates had
also impressed him during the discussion by their businesslike approach and their thorough
understanding of the subject. The issue before the Meeting was one of the most crucial on
the international agenda, as demonstrated by the decisions of the ninth Conference of the
Parties of the Convention on Biological Diversity, held in Bonn in May 2008, and the
conclusions of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment report, which constituted a milestone
in global awareness-raising. The establishment of an Intergovernmental Mechanism of
Scientific Expertise on Biodiversity (IMoSEB), combined with the follow-up to the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment, would result in an Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services, which was to be adopted at a conference that would probably be held
in Malaysia in November 2008. In conclusion, Mr. Thiaw emphasized the rich ecological
heritage of the Mediterranean as well as its fragility, which made recommendations such as
those just adopted by the Meeting all the more imperative.
50.
After the customary exchange of courtesies, the Chair declared the Meeting closed at
6.50 p.m. on Thursday, 10 July 2008.

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 1
ANNEX I
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
ALBANIA
ALBANIE

Ms Etleva Canaj
Director
Agency of Environment and Forestry
Ministry of Environment, Forests and Water Administration
23 Halil Bega Str.
Tirana
Albania
Tel: +355-4-371242
Mob.: +355-0682072317
Fax: +355-4-371243
E-mail: etlevamoe@abissnet.al
Mr Bajram Mejdiaj
Head of Legal Sector
Ministry of Environment, Forests and Water Administration
Rruga e Durresit, No. 27
Tirana
Albania
Tel: +355 4225082
E-mail: b.mejdiaj@yahoo.com

BOSNIA & HERZEGOVINA

Ms Sanda Midzic Kurtagic
MAP Office for B&H
Stjepana Tomica 1
71000 Sarajevo
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Tel/fax: +387 33 207949
E-mail: sanda.midzic@heis.com.ba, map.office@heis.com.ba
Mr Senad Oprasic
Head of Environment Department
Ministry of Foreign Trade and Economic Relations of Bosnia and
Herzegovina
Musala 9
71000 Sarajevo
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Tel/Fax: +387 33 552 365
E-mail: senadoprasic@yahoo.com,
senad.oprasic@mvteo.gov.ba

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 2

CROATIA
CROATIE

Ms Sandra Troselj Stanisic
Expert
Department for Sea and Soil protection
Ministry of Environmental Protection, Physical Planning and
Construction
Uzarska 2/I
51000 Rijeka
Croatia
Tel: +385 51 213 499
Fax: + 385 51 214 324
E-mail: sandra.troselj-stanisic@mzopu.hr
Mr Nenad Smodlaka
Head
Centre for Marine Research
Giordano Paliaga, 5
52210 Rovinj
Croatia
Tel: +385 52 830401
Fax: + 385 52 813496
E-mail: smodlaka@cim.irb.hr

CYPRUS
CHYPRE

Ms Joanna Constantinidou
Environment Officer
Environment Service
Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment
20-22 October 28th Avenue
2414 Engomi, Nicosia
Cyprus
Tel.: + 357 22408920
Fax: + 357 22774945
E-mail: jconstantinidou@environment.moa.gov.cy
Ms Marina Argyrou
Marine Environment Division
Department of Fisheries and Marine Research (DFMR)
Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment
101 Bethleem Street
1416 Nicosia
Cyprus
Tel: +357 22807852
Fax: +35722775955
E-mail: margyrou@dfmr.moa.gov.cy

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 3
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY
COMMUNAUTÉ EUROPÉENNE

Ms Anne Burrill
Deputy Head of Unit, DG Environment
Enlargement and Neighbouring Countries
(DG Env-E-3)
European Commission BU9 5/151
1049 Brussels
Belgium
Tel.: +322 2954388
Fax: +322 2994123
E-mail: anne.burrill@ec.europa.eu
Mr Gert Verreet
Water Unit
(DG ENV-d-2)
European Commission BU9 3/174
1049 Brussels
Belgium
Tel.: +322 2968583
Fax: +322 2994123
E-mail: gert.verreet@ec.europa.eu

EGYPT
ÉGYPTE

Ms Mawaheb Abu Elazm
Chief Executive Officer
Cabinet of Ministers
Ministry of State for Environnemental Affairs
Egyptian Environnemental Affairs Agency (EEAA)
30 Misr-Helwan El-Zyrae Road
P.O. Box 11728 Maadi
Cairo
Egypt
Tel.: +202 5256450
Fax: +202 5256454
E-mail: mawaheb@eeaa.gov.eg
Mr Moustafa Fouda
Director
Nature Conservation Sector
Egyptian Environmental Affairs Agency
30 Misr Helwan El-Zerae Road
P.O.Box 11728 Maadi
Cairo
Egypt
Tel: + 20 2 527 1391
Fax: + 20 2 5248792
E-mail: foudamos@link.net

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 4
FRANCE
FRANCE

M. Bernard Brillet
Inspecteur Général
Ministère de l’Écologie, de l'énergie, du Développement durable
et de l’Aménagement du territoire
CGEDD Tour Pascal B
92055 La Défense Cedex
France
Tel : +33 1 40816861
E-mail: Bernard.BRILLET@developpement-durable.gouv.fr

GREECE
GRÈCE

Ms Demetra Spala
Ministry of the Environment, Physical Planning and Public Works
Environmental Planning Division
36 Trikalon str.
11526 Athens
Tel: + 30 210 6983467
Fax: +30 210 6918487
E-mail: d.spala@dpers.minenv.gr

ISRAEL
ISRAEL

Ms Leron Dean
Open Spaces and Biodiversity Coordinator
Open Spaces Division
Ministry of Environmental Protection
P.O.Box 34033
Jerusalem 95464
Israel
Tel.: + 972 2 6495858
Fax: +972 2 6495893
Mobile: 972 50 6233118
E-mail: LeronD@sviva.gov.il
Mr Rani Amir
Director
Marine and Coastal Environment Division
Ministry of the Environmental Protection
Pal Yam str. 15a
P.O. Box 811
31007 Haifa
Israel
Tel.: + 972 4 863 3500
Fax: +972 4 863 3520
E-mail: rani@sviva.gov.il, raniamir@013.net

ITALY
ITALIE

Mr Angelo Ciasca
Technical Officer
Italian Ministry for the Environment Land and Sea
Via C. Bavastro, 174
Rome 00154
Italy
Tel: +39 06 5722 8003
Fax: +39 06 5722 8390
E-mail: ciasca.angelo@minambiente.it, Dpndiv6@minambiente.it

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 5
Mr Damiano Luchetti
Expert
Italian Ministry for the Environment Land and Sea
Via C. Bavastro, 174
Rome 00154
Italy
Tel: +39 06 5722 5375
Fax: +39 06 5722 8390
E-mail: Luchetti.Damiano@minambiente.it
LIBYAN ARAB JAMAHIRIYA
JAMAHIRIYA ARABE LIBYENNE

Ms Samia Grimida
Head, Technical Cooperation Office
Environment General Authority (EGA)
Tripoli – Libya
P.O Box 83618
Tripoli
Libya
Tel/Fax: 218 21 4872188
E-mail: fitori@hotmail.com
Mr Ali Alkekli
Head, Nature resources Dept.
Environment General Authority (EGA)
Tripoli – Libya
P.O Box 83618
Tripoli
Libya
Tel.: +218 21 4872188
Fax: +218 21 487 0266
E-mail: alkikli@hotmail.com

MALTA
MALTE

Ms Carmen Grech (Mifsud)
Senior Environment Protection Officer
Marine Ecosystems Team
Ecosystems Management Unit
Environment Protection Directorate
Malta Environment and Planning Authority
Floriana, St Francis, Ravelin
CMR 02
Malta
Tel. (+356) 22.90.60.08
Fax (+356) 22.90.15.85
E-mail: carmen.mifsud@mepa.org.mt

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 6

MONTENEGRO

Ms Jelena Knezevic
Head of Division for Strategic and Integration Processes
Ministry of Tourism and Environment
Rimski TRG 46
81000 Prodgorica
Montenegro
Tel. :+ 382 81 228516
Mob. + 382 67 255604
Fax: +382 81 234 168
E-mail :jelena.knezevic@gov.me, jelenaknezevic@cg.yu

SLOVENIA
SLOVÉNIE

Mr Robert Kojc
Under Secretary
Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning
Dunajska Cesta 48
Ljubljana 1000
Slovenia
Tel: + 386 1 4787337
Fax: + 386 1 4787425
E-mail: Robert.Kojc@gov.si

SPAIN
ESPAGNE

Ms Ana Ruiz
Environmental Technician
Marine Environment Protection Division
Coast and Sea Sustainability Directorate
Ministry of Environment, Rural and Marine Affairs
Plaza de San Juan de la Cruz s/n
28047 Madrid
Spain
Tel: + 34-91-5976323
Fax: + 34-91-5976902
E-mail: arsierra@mma.es

SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC
RÉPUBLIQUE ARABE SYRIENNE

Ms Reem Abed-Rabboh
Director of Water Safety
General Commission for Environmental Affairs
Ministry of Local Administration and Environment
Mazraa – Al-Iman Mosque Sq.
P.O.Box 3773, Damascus, Syrian Arab Republic
Tel.: +963 11 4461076
Mob.:+963 93 3304803
Fax: +963 11 4461079
E-mail: env-water@mail.sy

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 7

TUNISIA
TUNISIE

M. Mohamed Zmerli
Chef Service
Ministère de l’Environnement et du Développement Durable
Centre Urbain Nord, Boulevard de la Terre
1080,Tunis
Tunisie
Tel : 216 98939485
Fax : 216 70728655
e-mail: zmerli2004@yahoo.fr
M. Habib Ben Moussa
Directeur
Agence de Protection et d’Aménagement du Littoral (APAL)
2, Rue Mohamed Rachid Ridha
1002 Tunis, le Belvédère
Tunisia
Tel : 216 718 40177
Fax : 216 718 48660
e-mail: h.bmoussa@apal.nat.tn

TURKEY
TURQUIE

Mr Baris Kalkavan
First Secretary
Turkish Embassy
V. Georgiou B8
Athens
Tel: +30 210 7263000
Fax: +30 210 7229597
E-mail: baris.kalkavan@mfa.gov.tr
Mr Baran Gormez
Deputy Expert
Foreign Affairs and EU Department
Ministry of Environment and Forestry
Sogutozu Caddesi No. 14/E
Bestepe/Ankara
Turkey
Tel: 90 312 2075384
Fax: 90 312 2075454
Mobile : 90 532 5789583
E-mail: barangormez@gmail.com
Mr Aybars Altiparmak
Expert
Directorate of Nature Conservation
Ministry of Environment and Forestry
Sogutozu Caddesi No. 14/E
Bestepe/Ankara
Turkey
Tel: 90 312 2075920
Fax: 90 312 2075981
E-mail: altiparmakaybars@gmail.com

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 8

UNITED NATIONS BODIES AND SECRETARIAT UNITS
SECRETARIAT DES NATIONS UNIES

UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT
PROGRAMME
COORDINATING UNIT FOR THE
MEDITERRANEAN ACTION PLAN
PROGRAMME DES NATIONS UNIES
POUR L'ENVIRONNEMENT
UNITE DE COORDINATION DU PLAN
D'ACTION POUR LA MEDITERRANEE

Mr Ibrahim Thiaw
Director
Division of Environmental Policy Implementation
United Nations Environment Programme
P.O. Box 30552 - 00100
Nairobi, Kenya
Tel: +254 20 7624782, Fax: +254 20 7624249
From Europe and N. America call via Italy: +39 0831 24
3000 wait for voice then dial 124 4782
Email: ibrahim.thiaw@unep.org
Mr Paul Mifsud
MAP Coordinator
Tel.: +30.210.7273101
E-mail: paul.mifsud@unepmap.gr
Mr Francesco Saverio Civili
MED POL Coordinator
Tel.: +30. 210. 7273106
E-mail: fscivili@unepmap.gr
Mr Michael Angelidis
MED POL Programme Officer
Tel.: +30.210.7273132
E-mail: angelidis@unepmap.gr
Mr Philippe Alirol
Sustainable Development Consultant
Tel.: +30 210 7273 149
E-mail: p.alirol@unepmap.gr
Coordinating Unit for the Mediterranean Action Plan
P. O. Box 18019
48, Vassileos Konstantinou Avenue
116 35 Athens, Greece
Fax: +30.210.7253196-7
http://www.unepmap.org

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 9

REGIONAL ACTIVITY CENTRES OF THE MEDITERRANEAN ACTION PLAN
CENTRES D'ACTIVITES REGIONALES DU PLAN D'ACTION POUR LA
MEDITERRANEE
REGIONAL ACTIVITY CENTRE FOR THE
PRIORITY ACTIONS PROGRAMME
(PAP/RAC)
CENTRE D’ACTIVITÉS RÉGIONALES DU
PROGRAMME D’ACTIONS
PRIORITAIRES (CAR/PAP)

Mr Marko Prem
Deputy Director
Tel.: +385 21 340475
Fax: +385 21 340490
E-mail: marko.prem@ppa.t-com.hr
Priority Actions Programme, Regional Activity Center
11 Kraj Sv. Ivana
21000 Split
Croatia

REGIONAL ACTIVITY CENTRE FOR
SPECIALLY PROTECTED AREAS
(SPA/RAC)
CENTRE D’ACTIVITÉS RÉGIONALES
POUR LES AIRES SPECIALEMENT
PROTÉGÉES (CAR/ASP)

Mr Abderrahmen Gannoun
Directeur
RAC/SPA
Regional Activity Center for Specially Protected Areas
Boulevard du Leader Yasser Arafat
B.P. 337
1080 Tunis Cedex
Tunisia
Tel: + 216-71-206649 or 216-71-206 851
Fax: + 216-71-206490
E-mail: gannoun.abderrahmen@rac-spa.org
Mr Daniel Cebrian Menchero
Marine Biology Expert
SAP/BIO Programme Officer
RAC/SPA
Regional Activity Center for Specially Protected Areas
Boulevard du Leader Yasser Arafat
B.P. 337
1080 Tunis Cedex
Tunisia
Tel: + 216-71-206649 or 216-71-206 851
Fax: + 216-71-206490
E-mail: daniel.cebrian@rac-spa.org

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 10

REPRESENTATIVES OF UNITED NATIONS SPECIALIZED AGENCIES AND OTHER
INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION
REPRESENTANTS DES INSTITUTIONS SPECIALISEE DES NATIONS UNIES ET
AUTRES ORGANISATIONS INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES
CIESM

Mme Michèle Barbier-Dechraoui
Scientific Officer
Marine Biotechnology and Extreme Environments
16, Boulevard de Suisse
98000 Monaco ville
Monaco
Tel: +377 93303879
Fax: +377 92161195
E-mail: mbarbier@ciesm.org

ICES

Mr Claus Hagebro
Advisory Programme Professional Officer
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea
H.C. Andersens Boulevard 44-46
1553 Copenhagen V. Denmark
Tel: +45 3338 6754
Fax: +45 3393 4215
Email: Claus@ices.dk

HELCOM

Ms Maria Laamanen
Professional Secretary
Helsinki Commission
Katajanokanlaituri 6 B
FI-00160 Helsinki
Finland
Phone/Fax/SMS +358 (0)207 412 627
maria.laamanen@helcom.fi
www.helcom.fi

WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION
(WHO)
ORGANISATION MONDIALE DE
LA SANTE (OMS)

Mr George Kamizoulis
WHO/MEDPOL Senior Scientist
Coordinating Unit for the Mediterranean Action Plan
48 Vass. Konstantinou Ave
P.O. Box 18019
116 35 Athens
Greece
Tel.: +30 210 7273105
Fax: +30 210 7253196
E-mail: whomed@hol.gr

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex I
Page 11

NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
ORGANISATIONS NON-GOUVERNEMENTALES

GREENPEACE

Ms Sofia Tsenikli
Marine Policy Advisor Mediterranean
Klissovis 9
Athens
Greece
Tel.: +30210 3840774-5
Fax: +302103804008
E-mail: sofia.tsenikli@diala.greenpeace.org

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex II
Page 1

ANNEX II
AGENDA

Agenda item 1.

Opening of the Meeting

Agenda item 2.

Election of Officers

Agenda item 3.

Adoption of the Agenda and Organization of Work

Agenda item 4.

Scope and Purpose of the Meeting

Agenda item 5.

Spatial and Temporal Scale of the Application of the Approach

Agenda item 6.

Initiation of Pilot Project(s)

Agenda item 7.

Identification of Important Ecosystem Properties and Assessment of
Ecological Status and Pressures

Agenda item 8.

Planning for the Future

Agenda item 9.

Other Business

Agenda item 10.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Agenda item 11.

Closure of the Meeting

UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.326/4
Annex III
Page 1
ANNEX III
Conclusions and recommendations of the Second Meeting of Governmentdesignated Experts on the application of the ecosystem approach
(Athens, 9-10 July 2008)
1. The Meeting agrees that, for the purpose of implementing step 3 of the road map for
the application of the ecosystem approach relevant to the assessment of the ecological
status, four areas are identified in the Mediterranean as shown in Fig. 4 of document
UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG 326/3 as follows: Area 1: Western Mediterranean Sea, Area 2:
Adriatic Sea, Area 3: Ionian Sea and Central Mediterranean, Area 4: Aegean-Levantine
sea. The identification is based on bio-geographic and oceanographic considerations
and it is provisional, liable to modification on the basis of the results of the assessment
studies and further consideration.
2. The Meeting agrees that activities related to the implementation of the ecosystem
approach road map should be carried out in all four areas and that there is no need at
this stage to have a pilot project on a geographical basis. However, the Meeting
considers that pilot projects could be identified on specific issues to prepare the ground
for the implementation of some steps of the road map, taking into account all relevant
information.
3. Following an exchange of views, the Meeting agreed that the Secretariat, assisted by
experts, initiates, as soon as possible, an activity to apply the approved road map on a
selected number of ecological objectives, common, to the extent possible, to all four
areas, and falling under the competence of MED POL and SPA/RAC. It will be a brain
storming exercise and desk study based on existing available information with an aim
to test and develop methodologies. Not only operational objectives with indicators and
target levels will be developed but an attempt will also be made to adapt ongoing MAP
activities and processes to the requirements of the ecosystem approach.
4. The Meeting agrees that for the fulfillment of step 3 of the road map an assessment
document should be prepared for each one of the four areas. The preparation of the
assessment document for each area will be undertaken by a group of experts
consisting of at least one expert from each bordering state and with the support of the
MAP components. The groups will be open to all Contracting Parties. Overall
coordination of the groups will be assumed by the Secretariat; however, if considered
necessary, each group may designate a coordinator. The table of contents of the
document should be the same for each area but slight flexibility is allowed if properly
justified. The Meeting agreed on a provisional Table of Contents (attached) but the final
version will be prepared by the Secretariat after 30 days during which Contracting
Parties can send in writing their specific suggestions for modifications.
5. The first task of the groups is to collect and collate existing information (including grey
literature within the countries) and identify information gaps. If there are no gaps or the
gaps are not serious to prohibit an assessment, the group will continue with the
assessment of the situation. If the gaps do not allow an assessment to take place,
these shall be referred (if possible, with suggestions) to the Secretariat which will
decide how to solve the problem e.g. initiation of activities to generate the missing
information. It is expected that the first task of the groups will be completed within six
months from the day the kick off meetings take place. A synthesis of the results of the
groups will be undertaken reflecting the situation in the entire Mediterranean basin.
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6. For the purpose of assisting the groups on assessment methodologies to be used, the
Meeting requested the Secretariat with the help of experts, to compile and examine
already available assessment methodologies.
They will also examine possible
qualitative descriptors of the ecosystem. The results of this work as well as the results
of the first task of the Area groups will be forwarded to the Third Meeting of
Government-designated Experts on the Application of the Ecosystem Approach by
MAP, which is expected to take place in late spring 2009.
7. The Meeting also discussed other relevant issues and requested the Secretariat (a) to
undertake a socio-economic analysis of the goods and services provided by the
ecosystem and the cost of degradation of the marine and coastal environment, (b) to
prepare a plan for stakeholder involvement and public awareness and participation and
(c) to prepare a more comprehensive planning document for the implementation of the
road map, including: (i) time schedule, (ii) actors with their responsibilities, including
terms of reference of the groups in paragraph 4, (iii) deliverables and (iv) links with
other ongoing activities such as Horizon 2020 and EEA activities.
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