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Introduction 
 
1. The adoption of a reporting format for the legal component of the Mediterranean 
Action Plan (MAP) and decision to launch a pilot reporting exercise date back to the 12th 
Meeting of the Contracting Parties held in Monaco in 2001.  Since then, the reporting format 
has been refined in response to decisions of successive Meetings of the Contracting Parties, 
discussions at meetings on reporting and experience gained.  The sixth Meeting on 
Reporting, preceded by two preparatory meetings of all MAP components held in June and 
September 2006, was held at the Club Hotel Loutraki, Loutraki (Greece) on 7 and 8 
December 2007. 

Participation

2. Representatives of the following Contracting Parties to the Barcelona Convention 
attended the meeting: Albania, Algeria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Cyprus, European 
Community, Egypt, France, Greece, Israel, Italy, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malta, Monaco, 
Morocco, Slovenia, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia and Turkey. Montenegro 
participated as observer. 

3. The MAP Coordinating Unit was represented by Mr Paul Mifsud, MAP Coordinator, 
Ms Tatjana Hema, MEDU Programme Officer, Mr Fouad Abousamra, MED POL Programme 
Officer, and Ms Vicky Karagiorgou, Mr, Mohammed Kayyal and Mr Chadley Rais, MAP 
Consultants.  Mr Enrique Villamore, representing CP/RAC, and Mr Atef Ouerghi, 
representing SPA/RAC, also attended the meeting.  

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

Agenda item 1: Opening of the meeting 

5. The MAP Coordinator declared the meeting open and welcomed participants. He 
recalled that the task before the meeting was consideration of a new reporting format which 
would be submitted for the possible approval of the next Meeting of the Contracting Parties, 
in 2007. It was no coincidence that the present meeting was being held back to back with a 
meeting on a draft compliance mechanism for the Barcelona Convention. The two issues 
were very closely related and compliance would be assessed on the basis of the reporting 
provided by Parties. 

6. An important aspect of the task ahead was harmonization of the new reporting format 
with the reporting requirements of other multilateral environmental agreements. Parties had 
highlighted that issue, explaining that they might not have at their disposal sufficient time or 
human resources to cope with radically different reporting requirements under a variety of 
instruments. The Coordinator stressed that the reporting process had to be simple, easy to 
follow and not time-consuming in order to encourage Parties to produce good-quality 
reporting, or indeed any reporting at all. 

Agenda item 2: Election of officers, adoption of the provisional agenda and 
organization of work  

7. In accordance with Rule 20 of the Rules of Procedure of the Barcelona Convention, 
the meeting elected Mr Hédi Amamou (Tunisia) as Chair, Mr Louis Vella (Malta), Mr Bruno 
Blanchy (Monaco) and Ms Reem Abedrabboh (Syrian Arab Republic) as Vice-Chairs and Ms 
Martina Sorsa (Croatia) as Rapporteur. 

8. The meeting adopted the agenda proposed in document UNEP(DEPI)/MED 
WG.301/1, which is attached as Annex II to the present report. 
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Agenda item 3:  New reporting format on the Barcelona Convention and its 

Protocols – approach paper 

9. Introducing the approach paper contained in document UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.301/3, 
the Secretariat recalled the decision taken by the 14th Meeting of the Contracting Parties in 
Portoroz to develop a new reporting format. According to Article 26, Parties had an obligation 
to report on measures taken in implementing both the Barcelona Convention and its 
Protocols and the decisions of the Meetings of the Contracting Parties difficulties 
encountered during their implementation and their effectiveness. Parties were in fact 
expected to report on implementation of all decisions of the Meetings of the Contracting 
Parties that had been taken after entry into force of the Convention and those decisions that 
had been taken before that date providing that reporting on their implementation was 
mandatory for each one of them. At the preparatory meetings prior to the present meeting, 
the MAP components had concluded that progress in implementing regional strategies, such 
as SAP MED, other strategies, should be measured by means of indicators. Given the 
importance of harmonizing the reporting format with the requirements of reporting under 
other instruments, the MAP components had looked closely at other multilateral 
environmental agreements and relevant European Union directives and found that there 
were some disparities between the approaches. Three possible means of data submission of 
information on measures taken and their effectiveness were being proposed to the meeting, 
including an electronic system, which related to the information database being developed by  
MED POL and the MAP Coordinating Unit with INFO/RAC.  

10. The status of implementation of the Convention was very hard to assess and 
guidance was sought as to how it might be assessed and whether certain Parties had 
already developed indicators or monitoring mechanisms that might assist the process of 
assessing the effectiveness. 

11. On the basis of the discussions to date, the Secretariat had prepared draft reporting 
forms for the Barcelona Convention and the Protocols on Specially Protected Areas and 
Biological Diversity, Dumping, Land-based Sources and Hazardous Waste, for consideration 
and possible amendment under a later agenda item. The questions asked on the forms did 
not go beyond the legally binding provisions of the instruments and contained no reference to 
optional provisions. Guidance was sought from the meeting on the frequency of reporting 
and whether it was necessary to provide all types of information on a biennial basis. 
Technical data might be provided annually, via the relevant MAP component, whereas legal, 
administrative, policy, and practical implementation reporting might be submitted less 
frequently. 

12. The MAP Consultant presented the design of the proposed reporting format for the 
implementation of Convention for SPA and Biodiversity Protocol and the Dumping, LBS and 
Hazardous Waste Protocols, as detailed in the approach paper (UNEP(DEPI)/MED 
WG.301/3).  He outlined the objectives of the format and the type of questions asked and of 
answers expected, noting that each question was associated with any challenges faced in 
implementation.  Finally, the implementation measures were classified in five groups to 
facilitate assessment. 

13. In the ensuing discussion, most speakers stressed the need for a reporting format to 
be user-friendly, and commended the revised format for its simplicity and readability.  It was 
recalled that the principle objective of reporting, in addition to complying with reporting 
obligations under the Convention and its Protocols, was as a tool to monitor effective 
compliance, facilitate implementation and build capacity, hence the need for carefully 
targeted questions to facilitate such processes.  One speaker considered that the sheer 
number of questions, many of which would not provide a gauge of effective implementation 
and of improvement or otherwise to the state of the environment, called into question the 
methodology used, which should be re-visited.  That view was shared by another speaker, 
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while a third said that it merited consideration on account of the heavy reporting burden 
entailed.  It was widely felt, however, that the new format, which had been gradually built up 
and refined over the years in response to wide-ranging discussions in meetings on reporting 
and experience gained from successive reporting exercises, should be tried and tested, 
albeit cautiously, before any final judgment on its feasibility should be passed.  Reducing the 
number of questions might hamper full and accurate assessment. Participants were 
reassured that the request for “yes” and “no” answers in the questionnaire did not preclude 
the provision of additional comments. 

14. The close link between the reporting system and the compliance mechanism was 
stressed, and it was suggested that the Compliance Committee, within its competence, 
would be in a good position to assess the effectiveness of implementation under the 
proposed format.  Another suggestion was that the experts in national administrations who 
had experience of reporting under previous formats would be ideally placed to assess the 
effectiveness of the new format and its applicability by reporting Parties. 

15. There were several specific suggestions for improvement to the format, including the 
addition of facts and figures on such parameters as population size and land area, quantities 
of pollutants, location of pollution incidents, names of submitting authorities, deadlines and 
frequency of submission and the tools to be used for reporting.  It was pointed out in 
response that some of those issues would be covered by reporting under the Protocols. The 
use of indicators was considered crucial, with one speaker noting the lack of quality 
indicators. 

16. The question of the burden of reporting, “reporting fatigue” and the frequency of 
reporting and updating prompted a number of comments on three main issues: on-line 
reporting, harmonization and challenges faced by developing countries. 

17. On the first of the issues, several speakers noted that the future no doubt lay in on-
line updating of reports, with access to a user-linked database.  A continuous internet-based 
system with, for example, a digital pointer to relevant information available in individual 
countries might be envisaged in the long term.  Attention was drawn to an ongoing European 
Union initiative to develop a shared environmental information system, comprising individual 
country databases but in comparable formats, with which MAP and other environmental 
organizations might possibly be associated in the future. Several speakers urged caution, 
however, in moving over-hastily into “top gear” before assessing the feasibility of the current 
system. Moreover, continual updating might hinder the process of assessment.  The 
Secretariat informed the meeting that a database was under development.  

18. Harmonizing the MAP reporting system with the systems of other environmental 
agencies was likewise considered crucial in easing the reporting burden on States, bearing in 
mind the often different requirements of the various conventions.  That again raised the 
question of focusing the MAP reporting format on specific requirements under the Barcelona 
Convention, in order to avoid overlap.  It was noted that the RACs possessed a mine of 
technical data, and that better integration, harmonization and accessibility of that information 
might meet the concerns of those requesting additions to the reporting format as such.  
Harmonization and further research to identify synergies with other UN organizations, 
especially with those UN organizations and the EEA already working on various tools to 
measure effectiveness of implementation of legal measures, as a needed pre-requisite to 
effective reporting, were also mentioned. 

19. Several speakers observed that reporting was a very demanding exercise, particularly 
for developing countries, and appealed for solidarity and support for those countries in 
meeting their reporting obligations.  Simplification of the reporting format and an extension in 
the frequency of reporting would be ways of easing the burden on reporting Parties, 
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developing and developed alike.  Another possibility was to identify questions that needed 
answering more frequently than others. 

20. In response to the question about changing the methodology and the focus to be 
placed on effectiveness, the Secretariat quoted the section of the UNEP Guidelines on the 
interpretation of “implementation”. One of the phases of which was taking measures to meet 
the obligations under the Convention and its Protocols such as inter alia enacting legislation, 
formulating policies, allocating resources, etc.  Interpreting implementation as reporting on 
the state of the environment was a new concept and not fully justified in terms of Article 26 of 
the Barcelona Convention.  The MAP Consultant added that effectiveness was certainly a 
goal, but that the reporting format was strictly based on the requirements of the Convention 
and the Protocols and compliance with those requirements would ultimately lead to effective 
implementation and improvement in environmental protection. It was argued in response that 
there was nothing in the Convention to preclude a change of methodology in order to ease 
the reporting burden and focus on essential benchmarks for assessment. 

21. The question of different periodicity of reporting on technical matters and on legal, 
administrative and other matters was raised, with one speaker noting that reporting on 
technical aspects was not specifically provided for in the Convention.  It was generally 
agreed that reporting should cover all aspects, but that the periodicity might vary according to 
the issue.  The Secretariat suggested more frequent – for example, annual – reporting on 
technical aspects and a longer period for other aspects, to be identified among the questions 
listed. 

22. The Coordinator said that it should be borne in mind that, compared with other 
conventions, the reporting system under the Barcelona Convention was a somewhat late 
development.  The format now before the meeting was the product of many years of debate 
and work to harmonize the system with other reporting systems, and provided a sound basis 
for future reporting.  The number of questions was dictated by the provisions of the legal 
instruments themselves.  At the same time, Article 26 of the Convention allowed for some 
flexibility.  Further adjustments and improvements could of course be made, depending on 
the depth of information deemed necessary by the Parties. 

23. The MED POL Programme Officer explained that MED POL had already developed a 
reporting system that was much more than a purely legal and administrative reporting 
framework. He outlined some of the rounds and types of data collection that MED POL had 
carried out over the years, relating to, for example, sources of pollution, dumping permits, 
and information reported in the framework of the Basel Convention. MED POL was aware 
that it needed to develop systems for reporting on authorizations under the LBS Protocol, 
and on the dumping of certain types of materials in accordance with existing guidelines. 
When giving examples of MED POL’s work, he drew attention to the assessment of the 
quality of the marine environment that had been conducted during MED POL Phase II, for 
which some 60 per cent of Parties had reported monitoring data. 

24. MED POL was concerned that 40 per cent of Parties were not participating in the 
Monitoring Programme. In order to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the situation in 
the Mediterranean, data were required from all Parties. At the next Meeting of the 
Contracting Parties, MED POL would be presenting a new monitoring approach based on 
past experiences and the lessons learned. He called upon Parties to increase their efforts. 
The Secretariat highlighted the possibility that under the new reporting format Parties might 
be asked why they were not reporting data to the MED POL. With on-line data submission to 
MED POL possible as of 2007, the Programme looked forward to being in a position to 
provide baseline information to help identify trends in pollution. It already periodically worked 
with the European Environment Agency to produce reports on the status of the marine 
environment and the main pressures in the region. 
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25. In response to a question, the MED POL Programme Officer clarified that the current 
reporting system did not include specific requirements for a Contracting Party to report on its 
national legislation on Dumping. Nevertheless, every three to five years MED POL held a 
review meeting at which it considered national reports. At the last meeting, in 2002, the 
information that had been submitted had given MED POL a good overview of national 
legislation. MED POL intended holding another review meeting in the near future, which 
would bring to light any developments in that regard. Although he agreed that information on 
legislation in individual countries was useful, he said that it was the combined effect of that 
legislation on the whole Mediterranean that was of concern to MED POL. It was clear that 
legal and administrative data reporting, on the one hand, and technical data reporting, on the 
other, were taking place in parallel. It was therefore necessary to forge strong links between 
the two in order to facilitate assessment of implementation of the Convention and its 
Protocols. One participant questioned whether the reporting of technical data was an 
obligation for Parties as it was not referred to explicitly in Article 26 of the Convention. 

26. The representative of CP/RAC outlined the work of the Centre that complemented the 
efforts of MED POL. CP/RAC carried out a biennial review of steps being taken, not to 
control pollution, but in fact to prevent it. Those measures, which might be related to 
legislation or planning, included non-compulsory action, such as economic agreements and 
environmental awareness-raising.  Following the comments made by the CP/RAC 
representative, the Secretariat highlighted the involvement of CP/RAC in the process of 
development of the new reporting formats.  In this respect, the Secretariat clarified that 
CP/RAC’s name was not mentioned by mistake in the Approach Paper that had been 
previously introduced to the meeting. 

27. The representative of SPA/RAC recalled that there were no technical-data reporting 
requirements under the SPA Protocol. Nevertheless, articles 3, 5 and 15 of the instrument 
dealt with inventories. A system had therefore been developed for the submission of 
information on sites and biodiversity on a voluntary basis. Data was also collected on the 
efficacy of SPA/RAC’s assistance to Parties, to enable it to improve its services. 

28. One speaker said that the comments made by the representatives of the various 
MAP components showed that a great deal of information was being collected, but the way 
forward was to collate it and put it to optimum use. 

Agenda item 4: Review of the proposed new reporting format  

29. The MAP Consultant introduced document UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.301/4, which 
contained the proposed new reporting format on the Barcelona Convention. She outlined the 
differences between the proposed new format and the existing version, the main difference 
being that the questions were more specific. The aim was to make answering the questions 
easier for Parties and to obtain information that would better reflect their situations. Parties 
were not being asked to report on any provisions additional to those in the existing format, 
with the exception of Article 4, paragraph (d), which related to EIA. 

30. The questions had been categorized according to type: legal measures, policy 
measures, institutional structures, practical implementation measures and the development 
of indicators to assess the effectiveness of the implementation of different articles of the 
Convention. The questions in the existing format relating to the latter two issues had been 
optional. 

31. Finally, she stressed that significant efforts had been made to harmonize the 
questions in the new format with the reporting requirements of other relevant Conventions 
and relevant European Union directives. 
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32. The Chair also invited the meeting to review the reporting formats for the Dumping, 
LBS, and Hazardous Waste Protocols (UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.301/6) and the SPA and 
Biological diversity Protocol and related Action Plans (UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.301/5), which 
were introduced by the MAP Consultants. 

General comments on the reporting format for the Barcelona Convention and its 
Protocols 

33. By way of general comment on the reporting format for the Convention and the 
Protocols, one participant, noting the necessary link between the reporting system and the 
compliance mechanism, expressed the view that the reporting format as it stood did not 
serve the propose for which it was intended, namely monitoring compliance in terms of 
determining the effectiveness of the measures taken by the Contracting Parties and the 
status of implementation.  A different approach should be adopted, with three options 
proposed: (a) the questionnaires should be replaced by a limited set of indicators, drawn up 
by the Secretariat and selected by the Focal Points and the Contracting Parties at their next 
meetings, with additional information collected from official sources provided by the Parties; 
(b) those indicators should be used in conjunction with a reporting questionnaire, but reduced 
to a more compact form; and (c) the reporting format could be retained as it stood.  The latter 
option would be unacceptable to him. 

34. Those views were endorsed by another participant, who reiterated her view that there 
was no legal obligation under Article 26 of the Convention to report on every article of the 
Convention.  She recalled furthermore the decision of the 14th Meeting of the Contracting 
Parties concerning reporting, which referred inter alia to an indicator-based approach, 
expressing concern that the approach currently being followed was not in compliance with 
that decision. 

35. The Secretariat recalled the provisions of Article 26 of the Convention and the 
obligation for Parties to report on legal administrative and other measure to implement the 
Convention and its Protocols and their effectiveness.  The reporting format, as refined in the 
course of the discussions, would go a long way towards meeting that requirement.  It was 
true, however, that, it fell somewhat short in terms of monitoring the effectiveness of 
implementation, and for that reason the Secretariat, if the meeting so wished, was prepared 
to draw up a proposed limited list of implementation indicators for submission to the next 
meeting on reporting, to be considered in conjunction with the reporting format.  As stated in 
the approach paper (UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.301/3), work on such indicators was already in 
progress among the MAP components.  The meeting agreed to that approach, with one 
speaker concurring that Article 26 was the prime reference and should be implemented in 
full. 

36. Another general suggestion was that, for reasons of clarity, questions relating to the 
implementation of decisions of the Meetings of the Contracting Parties be separated from 
questions relating to implementation of the provisions of the Convention and its Protocols.  
That way, decisions adopted by the Meeting of the Contracting Parties in the future 
bienniums could be easily incorporated into the format. 

37. In the course of the discussions, a number of drafting changes were proposed, in 
particular to clarify ambiguous, imprecise or subjective wording that apparently had no legal 
basis or might be open to different interpretations.  Some questions should be re-phrased in 
order to elicit replies expressed in terms of figures, rather than merely in the affirmative or 
negative.  Clarifications were given, and it was further explained that, in certain instances, 
the wording was that of the article of the Convention or Protocol.  In all cases the terms 
would be checked for accuracy, including legal accuracy, clarity and consistency and would 
reflect the letter and the spirit of the legal instrument concerned. 
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38. There were suggestions for certain questions to be merged for reasons of 
simplification, in particular with regard to national legislative and regulatory provisions.  The 
Secretariat agreed to adjust the format accordingly, where appropriate, observing however 
that in some instances more detailed questions elicited specific replies that proved more 
useful for assessment purposes. Some questions might be grouped together according to 
the type of measures implemented, such as legal, institutional, administrative, technical, 
monitoring, practical implementation and supporting measures.  It was added that 
identification of specific instances of non-compliance also assisted the Secretariat in 
preparing work plans for the coming biennium, so that assistance could be provided in 
identified areas. The format inevitably offered room for improvement; that would emerge, on 
a trial and error basis, as reporting proceeded.  One speaker also suggested that some 
questions might be put to Parties under separate questionnaires and not be included in this 
format. 

39. Emphasis was placed on the need for further efforts to harmonize the reporting 
system to the extent possible with other reporting systems, such as the London Dumping 
Protocol, the Biological Diversity Convention, the Basel Convention and, where appropriate, 
with European Union directives. 

40. In response to a question, it was clarified that the Secretariat intended to integrate the 
information provided by a Party during the previous round of reporting into the new format to 
enable that Party simply to update the information as required. Furthermore, all questions 
referred only to the time period of the relevant biennium.  

41. One participant was concerned that the administrative challenges a Party might face 
could not be sufficiently evoked by the headings of the columns presented under the 
“Challenges” section. She suggested either adding another column or changing the heading 
“improved inter-sectoral coordination”, which she considered too narrow in scope, to 
“improved administrative framework”. She also requested that the Secretariat provide an 
annex to the questionnaire in which potential challenges were sorted into categories to assist 
Parties in deciding which column to tick. The Secretariat informed the meeting that it 
intended creating a glossary of terms for that purpose. 

42. It was suggested that the column headings should mirror the content of Article 26. 
Challenges, which could alternatively be termed “Difficulties”. A participant joined by other 
speakers suggested that Parties be given space in the format to explain their answers, 
whether they be in the affirmative or negative. In response, the Secretariat explained that the 
completed format would be integrated into the web-based system being developed and there 
might be some limitations as to the amount of information that could be added. Furthermore, 
the Secretariat’s concern was for Parties simply to tick a box to make the reporting process 
as easy as possible for them. However, the Secretariat will amend it in order to make it 
possible to Parties to provide their comments. 

43. The Secretariat clarified that the Meeting of the Contracting Parties would decide 
whether the information provided in the questionnaire would be made public once the format 
and content had been adopted. In the view of the Secretariat and some of the participants, 
however, it was desirable for the process to be as transparent as possible. 

Specific comments on the reporting format for the Barcelona Convention and its 
Protocols 

44. In response to queries about how useful the questions relating to Article 3 of the 
Convention were for assessing implementation, the Secretariat pointed out that, although 
entering into bilateral or multilateral agreements was optional for a Contracting Party, as 
denoted by use of the term “may”, if it chose to do so it was under an obligation to provide 
copies of the agreements to the Secretariat, as denoted by the term “shall”. 



UNEP(DEPI)/MED WG.301/7 
page 8 
 
45. It was pointed out that, although a Party might not have ratified any new instruments 
or concluded any new agreements during the biennium in question, that did not automatically 
mean that it had encountered any challenges to so doing. Although some participants said 
they would be happy to give reasons for ratification or lack thereof, several others felt that 
Parties should not have to explain their actions. It was therefore agreed that the “Challenges” 
section of the questionnaire would be deleted for the questions relating to Article 3. 
Furthermore, the Secretariat would prepare for each Party a list of the international 
instruments and agreements that it had ratified so that, if it had ticked the “yes” box on the 
form, indicating a new ratification, the Party could simply update the list to reflect the change. 

46. During discussion of the reporting format on the LBS Protocol, one speaker said that 
Articles 6 and 13 were key to the Protocol and that instead of simple “yes” or “no” answers 
Parties should be required to give statistics to back up their responses. She suggested that a 
table might be attached to the questionnaire for Parties to fill in, or even that the questions 
regarding Article 13 might be deleted and included in the questionnaire that dealt with 
implementation of the Barcelona Convention. In response, the MED POL Programme Officer 
pointed out that MED POL had a parallel reporting system on authorizations, and duplication 
of reporting that information was unnecessary – all that was required in the questionnaire 
was an indicative “yes” or “no” answer.  

47. It was clarified that, although the periodicity of reporting mentioned in Article 13 of the 
LBS Protocol, and therefore in the questions relating that article, was every two years, the 
same Article provided for the Meeting of the Contracting Parties to decide on another 
frequency. One speaker requested that a question relating to Article 13 sub-paragraph 2(d) 
be added to allow for reporting on the implementation of Articles 5, 7 and 15 of the Protocol.  
Another speaker suggested adding a question on the monitoring of any new toxic substances 
that were not listed in Annex I of the Protocol. 

48. It was also suggested that the questions relating to Article 5 paragraph 4 of the LBS 
Protocol, referred to measures for the application of BAT and BEP and the use of CP/RAC 
guidelines in the implementation of those measures be reworked to make them more logical, 
in order to facilitate the task of the user responding them. 

49. During discussion of the reporting format on the Hazardous Wastes Protocol, the 
Secretariat suggested contacting the Secretariat of the Basel Convention to discuss the 
possibility of sharing a reporting system on hazardous wastes so that Parties would have to 
submit information only once for use by both secretariats. 

50. It was pointed out that there were very few questions relating to measures to reduce 
the generation of hazardous wastes and over-emphasis on measures for dealing the waste 
once it had been generated.  Therefore, more emphasis should be made in questions 
referred to preventing generation.  In that respect, the CP/RAC representative recalled that a 
Regional Plan for reducing hazardous waste had been adopted by a decision of the Meeting 
of the Contracting Parties.  Hence, questions referred to the application of measures listed in 
that Plan should be included in the reporting format on the Hazardous Wastes Protocol.  
Other participants argued that, for the same reason, SAP fell within the requirements for 
reporting too.  However, doubt was cast on whether it was worth incorporating the current 
SAP measures (including the hazardous waste plan) into the questionnaire given that a new 
SAP with reviewed targets and timetables was in the pipeline.  CP/RAC representative 
clarified that he did not refer to incorporate questions on the application of the reduction 
targets and timetables of the hazardous waste plan but questions on the actions and 
measures stated in the document that would improve and make more clear the reporting on 
measures on hazardous waste reduction by the countries. 
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51. One participant proposed that statistics be given by Parties as an objective indication 
of their progress in implementing the provisions of the Hazardous Wastes Protocol, 
suggesting that such data might be found in the NAPs. 

52. In the discussion on the Action Plans under the SPA and Biodiversity Protocol, 
particular emphasis was placed on the need for the format to be so worded as to elicit 
precise facts and figures about action taken for the conservation of the monk seal and 
marine turtles, species nearing extinction. 

Agenda item 5: Briefing on the ongoing 2004-2005 reporting exercise 

53. The Secretariat recalled that Parties were under an obligation to prepare and submit 
to the Secretariat, by the end of January 2007, their reports on the 2004-2005 biennium. 
Parties should be in the process of finalizing those reports, if indeed they had not already 
been submitted. The Secretariat offered its help to any Party that might be facing difficulties. 

Agenda item 6: Discussion and next steps 

54. The Secretariat introduced the item, explaining that the proposed new reporting 
formats would be amended on the basis of the discussions that had taken place during the 
meeting and the revised version would be sent to all participants for their comments and 
feedback. It was generally agreed that it was desirable to obtain as much input as possible 
regarding the new format, and that all MAP and RAC Focal Points might be involved. 

55. After a discussion on whether that revised version be submitted to the MAP Focal 
Points, either as an institutional courtesy or for their expert opinion on the subject, it was 
agreed that the participants in the present meeting should be responsible for liaising with and 
incorporating the views of MAP Focal Points into the feedback that they would submit to the 
Secretariat on the revised format. 

Agenda item 7: Adoption of the recommendations 

56. At the conclusion of its deliberations, the meeting considered a set of 
recommendations and conclusions which was approved, as amended, and is attached as 
Annex III to this report. 

Agenda item 8: Any other business  

57. No matter was brought up under this agenda item. 

Agenda item 9: Closure of the meeting 

58. After an exchange of courtesies, the Chair declared the meeting closed at 7 p.m. on 
Friday, 8 December 2006. 
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ANNEX I 

 
PROVISIONAL LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

LISTE PROVISOIRE DES PARTICIPANTS 
 
ALBANIA 
ALBANIE 

Mr Etleva Canaj 
Director 
Environment Institute 
Ministry of Environment, Forests and Water Administration 
Blioku Vasil Shanto 
Tirana 
Albania 
 
Tel: + 355-4-223466 
Tel (mobile): + 355-682072317 
Fax: + 355-4-223466 
E-mail: etlevamoe@abissnet.com.al
 

ALGERIA 
ALGÉRIE 
 

Mr Abdellah Oussedik 
Ministère de l’Environnement  et de l’Aménagement du Territoire 
Direction de la biodiversité 
Sous direction de la protection du littoral 
Rue des quatre canons 
Alger 
Algérie 
 
Tel:  021 686525 
Fax: 
E-mail: oussedikabdellah@yahoo.com
 

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 
BOSNIE ET HERZÉGOVINE 

Ms Andja Kalem-Peric 
Legal Expert 
MAP Office for B&H 
Stjepana Tomica 1 
71000 Sarajevo 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 
 
Tel/Fax: 387 33 207949, 212466 
E-mail: andja.kalem@heis.com.ba
 

CROATIA 
CROATIE 

Ms Martina Sorsa  
Junior Legal Advisor 
International Relations Department 
Ministry of Environmental Protection, Physical Planning and 
Construction 
Ulica Republike Austrije 20 
10000 Zagreb 
Croatia 
 
Tel: 385-1 3782186 
Fax: 385-1 3717149 
E-mail: martina.sorsa@mzopu.hr 
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CYPRUS 
CHYPRE 

Mr Demetris Koutroukides 
Environment Officer 
Environment Service 
Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment 
1411 Nicosia 
Cyprus 
 
Tel: 357 22 303888 
Fax: 357 22 774945 
E-mail: dkoutroukides@environment.moa.gov.cy 

 
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY 
COMMUNAUTÉ EUROPÉENNE 

 
Ms Anne Burrill 
Deputy Head of Unit, European Commission 
DG Environment/E/3 
BU- 9 05/151 
1049 Brussels 
Belgium 
 
Tel: 322-2954388 
Fax: 322-2994123 
E-mail: anne.burrill@ec.europa.eu
 

EGYPT 
ÉGYPTE 

Mr Joseph Edward Zaki 
Legal Advisor 
International Affairs Department 
Egyptian Environmental Affairs Agency (EEAA) 
30 Misr-Helwan El-Zyrae Road 
P.O.Boxz 955 Maadi 
Cairo 
Egypt 
 
Tel: 202 1407774 
Fax: 
e-mail: sb_Joseph@hotmail 
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FRANCE 
FRANCE 

M. Didier Guiffault  
Direction Générale de l’administration des finances et des 
Affaires internationales 
Sous-Direction des Affaires juridiques 
Ministère de l’Ecologie et du Développement durable 
20 Avenue de Ségur 
75007 Paris 
France 
 
Tel: 33-1-42192088 
Fax: 33-1-42191844 
E-mail: didier.guiffault@environnement.gouv.fr
 

GREECE 
GRECE 
 

Ms Maria Hatziyianni 
Central Water Agency 
Ministry for the Environment, Physical Planning and  
Public Works 
147 Patission  
GR-112 51 Athens 
Greece 
 
Tel: 210 8645762 
Fax: 210 8653150 
E-mail: mhadjigianni@edpp.gr 
 

ISRAEL 
ISRAEL 

Ms Rachelle Adam  
Deputy Legal Advisor 
Ministry of the Environment 
P.O. Box 34033 
5 Kanfei Nesharim Street 
95464 Jerusalem 
Israel 
 
Tel: 972-2-6553735 
Fax: 972-2-6553744 
E-mail:rachela@sviva.gov.il 
 

ITALY 
ITALIE 

Ms Federica Sprovieri 
Expert 
Italian Ministry for the Environment and Land and Sea 
Department for Environmental Research and Development 
Via C. Bavastro, 174 
Rome 00147 
Italy 
 
Tel: 39 06 5722 8183 
Fax: 39 06 5722 8177 
E-mail: sprovieri.Federica@minambiente.it
www. minambiente.it 
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 Mr Angelo Ciarca 

Officer 
Italian Ministry for the Environment Land and Sea 
Via C. Bavastro, 174 
Rome 00147 
Italy 
 
Tel: 39 06 57228003 
Fax:39 06 5722 8390 
E-mail: ciasca.angelo@minambiente.it
 Dpn-div6@minambiente.it
www.minambiente.it 

LIBYAN ARAB JAMAHIRIYA 
JAMAHIRIYA ARABE LIBYENNE 

Ms Samia Grimida 
Research assistant 
Environment General Authority (EGA) 
Tel: 218 21 4870266 
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 4873673 
Fax: +218 21 487 0266 
alkikli@hotmail.com 
www.environment.org.ly

MALTA 
MALTE 

Mr Louis Vella 
Assistant Director 
Pollution Prevention and Control Unit 
Malta Environment & Planning Authority 
Floriana 
Malta 
 
Tel: + 356-2290-3519 
Fax: + 356-2166-0108 
E-mail: Louis.Vella@mepa.org.mt 
http://www.mepa.org.mt 
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MONACO 
MONACO 

Mr Bruno Blanchy 
Chef Division à la Direction Environnement Urbanisme et 
Construction 
23 Avenue Albert II 
Monaco MC 98000 
Monaco 
 
Tel : 377 93154655 
Fax : 
E-mail : bblanchy@gouv.mc, bblanchy@libello.com 
 

MONTENEGRO Mr Goran Jurisic 
Safety Inspector, Navigation 
Ministry of Maritime Affairs and Transport 
Obala 13 Jula bb 
Bar 85000 
Republic of Montenegro 
 
Tel: 381 85 302060/69035423 
Fax: 381 85 302060 
e-mail: mingo@cg.yu 
 

MOROCCO 
MAROC 

Mr Larbi Sbai 
 Expert 
21, Lot. Laâyoune 
Harhoura TEMARA 
Maroc 
 
Tel: +212-37688260 
GSM: +212 61 895656 
Fax: +212-37688299 
E-mail: sbai@mpm.gov.ma
 

SLOVENIA 
SLOVÉNIE 

Mr Albert Kolar 
Environmental Agency of the Republic of Slovenia 
Vojkova 1b 
Ljubljana  SI-2000 
Slovenia 
 
Tel: + 386 1 4784964 
Fax: + 386 1 478 4052 
E-mail: Albert.Kolar@gov.si
 

SPAIN 
ESPAGNE 

Ms Guadalupe Pina Margallo 
Division of Protection of the Marine Environment 
Directorate General of Coasts 
Ministry of Environment 
Plaza de San Juan de la Cruz s/n 
28071 Madrid 
Spain 
 
Tel: + 34-91-5976386 
Fax: + 34-91-5976902 
E-mail: at_gpina@mma.es 
 

mailto:bblanchy@gouv.mc
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SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC 
RÉPUBLIQUE ARABE SYRIENNE 

Ms Reem Abed-Rabboh 
Director 
Water Safety Directorate 
Ministry of Local Administration and Environment 
Mazraa – Al-Iman Mosque Sq. 
Damascus 
Syrian Arab Republic 
 
Tel: + 963-11-4461076 
Tel (mobile) : + 963-93-304803 
Fax: + 963-11-4461079 
E-mail: env-water@mail.sy
 

TUNISIA 
TUNISIE 
 
 

Mr Hédi Amamou 
Conseiller juridique 
Directeur Général des Affaires Juridiques 
Ministère de l’Environnement et du Développement 
Durable 
Centre Urbain Nord, Boulevard de la Terre 
1080,Tunis 
Tunisie 
 
 
Tel : 216 70728650 
Fax : 216 70728655 
e-mail:  
 

TURKEY 
TURQUIE 

Mr Ahmet Rifat Ilhan 
Expert of Environment and Forestry 
Ministry of Environment and Forestry 
Department of Marine and Coast Management 
Sogutozu Caddesi No. 14/E 
Bestepe/Ankara 
Turkey 
 
 
Tel: 90 312 207 6628 
Fax: 90 312 207 6695 
E-mail: armidoarmido@yahoo.com 
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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 Paul Mifsud 
Coordinator 
Tel:  30-210-72 73 101 
E-mail: paul.mifsud@unepmap.gr 
 
Ms Tatjana Hema 
MEDU Programme Officer 
Tel: 30-210-7273115 
E-mail: thema@unepmap.gr 
 
Mr Fouad Abousamra 
MED POL Programme Officer 
Tel: 30-210-7273116 
E-mail: fouad@unepmap.gr 
 
Coordinating Unit for the Mediterranean Action Plan 
48, Vassileos Konstantinou Avenue 
116 10 Athens 
Greece 
Fax: 30-210-7253196-7 
http://www.unepmap.gr 
 
Ms Vasiliki Karagiorgou 
MAP Consultant 
Legal Advisor 
Dardanelion 86 
Athens 12243 
Greece 
 
Tel: 210 5312271 
E-mail: vkaragiorgou@yahoo.gr
 
 
Mr Mohammed Kayyal 
MAP Consultant 
P.O.Box 3510 
Damascus 
Syria 
 
Tel: 963 11 3121180 
E-mail: kayyal@scs-net.org 
 
Mr Chadley Rais 
MAP Consultant 
P.O.Box 405 
Menzah 8  
2037 Tunisia 
 
Tel:  216 98 444629 
Fax: 216 71 708621 
E-mail: rais.c@planet.tn 
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REGIONAL ACTIVITY CENTRES OF THE MEDITERRANEAN ACTION PLAN 

 CENTRES D'ACTIVITES REGIONALES DU PLAN D'ACTION POUR LA 
 MEDITERRANEE 

 
REGIONAL ACTIVITY CENTRE FOR 
CLEANER PRODUCTION 
CENTRE D'ACTIVITÉS RÉGIONALES 
POUR UNE PRODUCTION PROPRE 
 
 

Mr Enrique Villamore 
International Environmental Affairs 
Paris 184, 3rd floor 
08036 Barcelona 
Spain 
 
Tel : 34 934151112 
Fax : 34 932370286 
E-mail :evillamore@cema-sa.org 
Website : www.cprac.org
 

REGIONAL ACTIVITY 
CENTRE/SPECIAL PROTECTED 
AREAS 
CENTRE D'ACTIVITÉS 
RÉGIONALES/AIRES SPÉCIALEMENT 
PROTÉGÉES 
 
 

Mr Atef Ouerghi 
Expert Marine Biologist 
Boulevard du Leader Yasser Arafat 
BP 337-1080 Tunis Cedex 
Tunisia 
Tel : 216 71 206649/206485 
Fax : 216 71 206490 
Mobile: 216 98510728 
E-mail: atef.ouerghi@rac-spa.org
www.rac-spa.org 
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ANNEX II 

 
PROVISIONAL AGENDA 

 
 
 
 
1. Opening of the meeting 

 
2. Election of Officers, Adoption of the Provisional Agenda and Organization of Work 
 
3. Approach of the proposed new on-line reporting system of MAP 
 
4. Proposal for a new on line reporting format of MAP 
 
5. Briefing on the ongoing 2004-2005 reporting exercise  
 
6. Discussions and next steps 
 
7. Adoption of the recommendations 
 
8. Any other business 
 
9. Closure of the meeting 
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ANNEX III 

 
Main Conclusions/ Recommendations 

 
The Meeting agrees that Article 26 of the Convention and the specific reporting requirements of 
the Protocols shall be the main basis for the formulation of the reporting format. 
 
I.  General Conclusions 
 
1. Reporting should be a tool for: 
 

a) Assessing, in the framework of the compliance mechanism, the level of compliance of 
each Contracting Party(CPs) with the obligations of the Convention and the Protocols; 

b) assessing the status of implementation of the Convention and its Protocols at the 
national and regional level through clear indicators (DPSIR indicators); 

c) creating information that can be used for the benefit of all CPs to enable them to learn 
from each other’s experience. 

2. The periodicity of reporting should be re-assessed and might be different for different 
types of questions or measures. 
 
3. Where possible, further efforts should be made to ensure harmonization, with other 
global and regional sea conventions, when appropriate, with the EU Directives. 
 
4. With respect to the description of the measures taken, it will be up to the Party to choose 
at least one of the three following options: 
 

a) summarizing the measures taken; 

b) informing the Secretariat that the answer has been already incorporated into the 
database; 

[c)∗T indicating where this information can be found by the Secretariat in order to complete 
the database and use it for assessment  purposes (national SoE reports, other official 
reports submitted to the secretariats of other conventions, website, etc.)] 

 
II. Content of the reporting format 
 
1.  The format should include questions on the legal, administrative and other measures 
taken to implement the following: 
 

a) The main provisions of the Convention and the Protocols. 

b) Guidelines specifically mentioned in the text of the Protocols and adopted by the 
Meetings of the Contracting Parties. 

 
∗ to be decided at a later stage 
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c) Decisions that have been adopted by the Contracting Parties after the entry into force of 
the amended Convention.  Implementation of the decisions should constitute a separate 
chapter of the reporting format. The decisions, guidelines and action plans to be adopted 
in the future by the Meetings of the Contracting Parties should be formulated in such a 
way as to facilitate reporting on their implementation. All decisions, guidelines and action 
plans that contain reporting obligations on their implementation should have a 
corresponding reporting format. 

d) Action plans regarding conservation and management of endangered species adopted 
by the Meeting of the Contracting Parties. 

e) Regional and national action plans on the reduction of generation of hazardous wastes. 

f) Technical data as per requirements of specific articles of all Protocols. 

2)  Effectiveness indicators should be developed and adopted in order to assess the 
effectiveness of measures taken at the national level, taking in due account the indicators 
already finalized or being developed by RACs and MED POL in order to avoid any duplication of 
work.  
 
3)  A glossary including definitions of the terms used in the reporting format will be prepared. 
 
4)  The reporting format should also cover the difficulties encountered during 
implementation, presented in the form of tables, as the proposed draft reporting format. 
 
III. Design of the reporting format 

 
1. The design should allow for: 

 
a) a variety of answers such as yes, no, in process, not applicable, and not relevant, in 

order to accommodate the specific situations of Parties; 

b) inserting comments; 

c) inserting headings for questions dealing with the same subject at Article level; 

d) grouping questions, where appropriate, according to the type of measures implemented, 
such as legal, institutional, administrative, technical, monitoring and practical 
implementation measures; 

e) Parties that are not party to specific Protocols to give answers on implementation of 
similar provisions in the Convention and the Protocols. 

2. In designing the reporting format, the possibility of connecting it into an electronic on-line 
system should be explored and implemented, giving in mind the prospect of creating an 
environmental information-sharing in the future. 
 
3. Greater efforts must be made to avoid duplication and overlapping of the content of 
questions in order to reduce their number to the extent possible. 
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