Minutes of the CERI General Assembly 

23-25 November 2005

Djerdap, Serbia

Objective:

· To define the future work strategy of CERI

Participants: 32 people.  Chair: JS; Minutes: HM; Coordinator: SL; Facilitator: DR; Logistics: NR; Mirko Gravrilovic, Marija Cadic, Svetlana Misic.

Please note JS = Jan Seffer; SL = Suzanne Lieberman; MB = Mike Baltzer; DR = David Reeder; NR = Nenad Robajac; IA = Ioan Abrudan; HM = Hildegard Meyer, List of Acronyms = Annex 17; 

Andras Krolopp, Tomas Ruzicka, Yaroslav Dovhanych and Rafal Serafin of the board were unable to attend.  

For contact information on the participants, please see Annex 16.

Main outputs:
Adoption of decisions including the following:

· Approval of new members

· Agreement on workplan and budget for 2006

· Exploring ideas for communication strategy

· New CERI Secretariat structure January 2006 ff

· Establishment of priority workgroups & scientific advisory group based on current/likely successful projects

DAY 1 – November 24

Introduction

Jovan Angelus (Ecolibri Bionet) opened the meeting by introducing the audience to the region of Djerdap National Park. Borislav Petrovic, who is the President of Assembly of Kladovo Municipality, also welcomed the audience to Kladovo and emphasised the importance of international partnership. JS thanked the host and started a round of introductions, where all GA participants briefly introduced themselves. 

JS

JASHJSJS presented the agenda of the GA (Annex 2, Final Agenda) and it was unanimously approved (Annex 1, Decisions).

Introduction and approval of new members

The proposed new member organizations were introduced and the members voted on membership immediately thereafter (Annex 1, Decisions).

Csaba Domokos introduced the Ecological Institute for Sustainable Development situated in Miskolc, Hungary. The institute, which representative (Ivan Gyulai) did not attend the meeting, deals with sustainable rural development and works together with CEEWEB, Hungary.

Peter Straka presented The Foundation for the Eastern Carpathian Biodiversity Conservation (ECBC), Representative Office in Poland, which representative (Zbigniew Niewadomski) could not attend the meeting.

Tamara Malkova introduced Enterprising Group Green Carpathians, Ecopsychology Society as a NGO with the goal to change people’s psychological attitudes towards nature, especially in the Carpathians. Tamara Malkova said that Ecopsychology Society and Green Dossier would work closely together on certain topics.

Gorcin Cvijanovic presented Birds of Prey Protection Fund, Serbia. The organization works especially in Djerdap National Park.

Suzanne Lieberman introduced the Slovak Wildlife Society, which main focus is the long-term conservation of large carnivores, especially wolves and bears.

Vladislav Mirutenko presented Carpathian Ecological Club “Ruthenia”, which is located in Uzhgorod, Ukraine. The organization deals with biodiversity in the broader sense.

Galyna Prystinska introduced EcoPravo-Kyiv Environmental Law NGO, Ukraine. The organization provides legal advice and advocacy on environmental rights and capacity building to citizens and NGOs located in the Carpathian Region.

SL added that EcoPravo-Lviv were observers to the meeting. They will discuss the relationship they want to have with CERI after the meeting (e.g. as members or associate partners).

Introduction to status of projects

SL introduced the three different types of projects, namely ‘CERI Secretariat’, ‘CERI brokered’ and ‘CERI certified’ projects. Detailed information on the different project types can be found in Presentation 1 (‘Status of the projects SL’). 

SL informed the members about the ‘CERI Secretariat’ projects and announced that none of the submitted projects (BBI-Matra, EU Core funding, GEF PDF-A, CADSES) had been accepted yet, but that the decisions would be done soon. For example, BBI-Matra would be decided the following Monday. 

BBI-Matra alone would be the minimum needed to run the Secretariat. This project was submitted in cooperation with other organizations in the Netherlands to set up a clearinghouse for GIS and other data. BBI-Matra supports predominantly countries outside of the EU (Ukraine, Romania, and Serbia). Thus arose the question, how the EU countries could/should be included.

SL explained that EU Core funding would be co-financed with BBI-Matra for the year 2006, if both projects would be accepted (December 2005). The overall objectives of the project are to establish a longer-term strategy for CERI in terms of its acting as a clearinghouse mechanism, a single focal point for communications and coordination, and a as a “conservation broker”. The budget of 2006 was adapted to the workplan supplemented to the EU Core proposal. If the EU proposal is successful, CERI could hire an administrator and a communications person to support the coordinator.

JS said that CERI was still in a fragile situation, because none of the projects had been approved so far - BBI-Matra and EU Core funding are dependent on each other. If CERI would get the EU Core grant only, no co-financing of BBI-Matra would be possible.

SL continued to explain ‘CERI Secretariat brokered’ projects, namely the Carpathians GEF proposal. After the meeting in Brasov this spring, UNDP New York recommended revisions to the concept for the PDF-A proposal. Before the end of the year the final endorsement letter will be included in the project application. Then the decision on PDF-B would be made, which means that a more detailed programme would need to be developed for the full-sized project. The full-sized programme would start in January 2007 at the earliest. Additional to the preparation of the full-sized model project, a donor workshop to co-finance the objectives and outputs has to be organized.

JS explained that GEF (Global Environmental Facility) is the most important fund worldwide and is supported by UNEP, UNDP and the World Bank. There is high competition for this grant (6-7 Mio $ per each country plus EU co-financing). Within the GEF, the PDF-A is the preparatory phase of the project, PDF-B for program preparation in more detail leading up to approval by the Council. JS thought that there was a good chance to get money for at least the first component of the proposal.

Tamara Malkova said that there were similar projects in Ukraine dealing with sustainable development and biodiversity. The implementation would be difficult. She mentioned that some of the projects would overlap in the Carpathians, but SL said that overlap and integration with other proposals would be investigated in the PDF-A phase.  

SL went on with the status of ratification of the Carpathian Convention (Annex 3) and informed that Hungary was expected to ratify the Convention before the end of 2005. This meant that the Romanian government would have 90 days to hold the first Conference of the Parties, where in spring, the financial arrangements of the signatory countries and the approval of the workplan under the Carpathian Convention including the formation of a Biodiversity Workgroup, would be discussed. 

The next category of projects was the ‘CERI-brokered’ projects. SL asked Tamas Papp to give his presentation entitled ‘Lesser Spotted Eagle – flagship species for the Carpathians’ (Presentation 2). 

Csaba Domokos gave a presentation on behalf of CEEWEB entitled ‘Sustainable regional development model project in the Carpathian Region’ (Presentation 3). He said that the project he had presented was financed by the Dutch DOEN Foundation and that they require concrete ground results within the next two years.

Colin Shaw reported on the AER project ‘Ecotourism Certification System’ (Annex 4). The certification system was derived from the Australian Ecotourism System and adapted to conditions in Romania. The aim of the project was to work out a trade mark related to local products, including products of tourism agencies, tour-operators or guides, eco-tourism destinations (a potential eco-destination can be a locality or a set of localities adjacent to natural protected areas), and accommodation providers, generally small pensions with a limited number of rooms (max. 25). Colin Shaw said that they had a Canadian consultant for trainings of local people involved in ecotourism. They would start by next September. Until this time 10 different ecosystem products had been developed. He also mentioned that he would lead the workgroup ‘Sustainable Finance/Ecotourism’.

Nenad Robajac gave a presentation entitled ‘Support and Capacity Building for Implementation of Ramsar and Carpathian Convention in Serbia’ (Presentation 4), which he also gave at the GA in Romania, May 2005. He said that the project was in its final phase and that they would finish it within the next 3 weeks. At the next meeting he would present results and conclusions.
COFFEE BREAK

Terms of Reference for the new Secretariat

MB introduced the audience to the future development of the Secretariat in terms of TOR of the staff, recruitment of the staff, and funding. The institutional role of the Secretariat was to support CERI including its functions in communications, as a conservation broker (fundraising), and as a clearinghouse. The Secretariat would be answerable to the Board and would report to the Board and the GA. The Secretariat would subcontract activities to member organizations; e.g. the clearinghouse component of the BBI-Matra to Daphne, which was a CERI Secretariat project. The project itself would be managed by member organizations and the Secretariat. The Secretariat would oversee and facilitate projects to be implemented by member organizations.  

MB explained that the size of the Secretariat should be as small as possible. It would consist of a coordinator, an assistant, a communications assistant, and a finance/administration assistant. He suggested that the communications assistant could be split around within the organization and the finance/administration assistant should be close to Daphne. 

The positions of the Secretariat should be contracted out by the NFPs. A MoU would be defined between CERI and the host organization. The NFPs would not be responsible for fundraising. From January on the Secretariat would move out from the WWF-DCP and would be funded by BBI-Matra/EU Core Funding if successful. Somebody new would have to take the place of SL. Over the next 6 months, WWF-DCP would hand over the Secretariat to the new coordinator and his/her team. 

The key tasks of the Secretariat were fundraising, supporting the members, coordinating, but not managing the working groups, and internal/external communications. Further, internal meetings/trainings would be organized by the Secretariat. MB projected the TOR for the Secretariat onto the wall (Annex 5) and went through the document reviewing the TOR for the Secretariat positions and their required qualifications. He introduced the recruitment timetable for the next 2 months. 

If CERI would not obtain funds from any of the foundations it applied to, CERI would move the Secretariat to the University of Brasov, Romania supported by WWF-DCP. The Secretariat would be based in Bratislava or Brasov until it would be clear, where the Secretariat of the Carpathian Convention would be established.

JS explained that there were both, advantages and disadvantages hosting the Secretariat in Bratislava. On the one hand, Daphne had experience in running a similar organization (DEF) and CERI was registered in Slovakia. Daphne has an established administrative and finance team. For communications Riki Watzka, based in Prague, was responsible. On the other hand, there are no financial reserves for running the Secretariat. In case of unsuccessful proposals, CERI would have to quickly find new resources. JS mentioned that Bratislava was more expensive than Romania or somewhere else.

IA said that the best solution would be Bratislava and Brasov would be ‘Plan B’. DR asked whether there were any option to split the Secretariat based in Bratislava and somewhere else. MB said that the Secretariat was prepared to move to Bratislava. The partners of the Secretariat would be the NFPs, who would be the real drivers of CERI. JS confirmed that each country (NFP) should take over responsibility and activities.

Colin Shaw asked if part time meant 20 hours and whether the part-time jobs could be taken over by one person. MB answered that the positions would be linked to Daphne and that there were a lot of things left to decide. Daphne would take on the role until it would be clear where the Carpathian Convention would move to, unless no funding would come through (‘Plan B’). 

Tamara Malkova asked why the CERI Secretariat had to be connected to the Secretariat of the Carpathian Convention. She imagined that it would be more useful to have CERI in another country of the Carpathians for strategical reasons, especially in this region. SL explained that she maintained weekly contact with the Carpathian Convention Secretariat and that there were key links between CERI, Carpathian Convention and the governments.  Tamara Malkova worried about a common establishment of the Secretariats of both CERI and Carpathian Convention, because of a loss of democracy. Ivan Jaric asked if then the Secretariat had to move every second year based on the statutes. He asked if it would be a problem, when the board hosting would change. JS answered that then the statutes had to be changed again. He considered that in fact it might be better to circulate the Secretariat. MB said that it would be an advantage for CERI to be situated near the Carpathian Convention. NR agreed with him and suggested that in a second phase it might be better to distribute the secretariats to have two active spots throughout the Carpathians. JS interjected that a successful work would also depend on the relationship between CERI and the Carpathian Convention. He said that he also had a good relationship to Harald Egerer, who worked for the Interim Secretariat for the Carpathian Convention. He mentioned that it would not be clear if the same persons would work together the next years. Harald Egerer might not move to Brasov and in Bratislava, a new person had to be recruited. SL said that the last decision would be up to UNEP, which would co-host the Carpathian Convention together with Ukraine or Romania. Tamas Papp mentioned that it was also important to consider the positive influence of CERI on the Carpathian Convention and that therefore, it would be good for both organizations to be based very close to each other. SL said that the next GA would have to decide on the location of the Secretariat and that the decision for the Secretariat of the Carpathian Convention would be made at the First COP in 
Spring 2006. IA asked if the GA had to decide now. He suggested agreeing on the seat of CERI Secretariat in Slovakia now and on the transition of the Secretariat to Brasov at the next GA. SL reminded all that voting on Bratislava or Brasov depended on the funding situation. 

JS summarized that the Secretariat would be centralized with a minimum capacity of 1½ positions, because splitting the coordinator and the assistant would be difficult. The workgroups could be located in other CERI member organizations. A voting on the relocation of the Secretariat was carried out (Annex 1, Decisions, ExGA/10/2005).

MB said that the Secretariat would contract out the new positions for the new Secretariat. The role and functions had to be worked out and had to be decided at the next Board Meeting or General Assembly. He asked for further ideas or temporary solutions. The goal of CERI should be to become established as a running organization in terms of administration, business and logistics. The decision on ‘Business and organizational structure of the Secretariat’ was made (Annex 1, Decisions, ExGA/11/2005).

SL asked for the TOR for qualifications and said that the Board would decide on the positions. It was agreed that the advertisement had to be sent out by the NFPs to the members. The applications had to be sent to WWF-DCP. The review of the applicants would be done by the middle of January. Jörg Lohmann suggested distributing the job advertisements within the network of IUCN.

Work program I: Conservation planning in the Carpathians
Jörg Lohmann, who works for the IUCN Programme Office for South-Eastern Europe, gave a presentation on the ‘IUCN European Programme and Conservation without frontiers in South Eastern Europe’ (Presentation 5). 

JS asked whether IUCN covered activities for the Balkan Important Plant Area projects. Jörg Lohmann said no, but said that they would like to run a case study entitled ‘Towards the sustainable use of medicinal and aromatic plants (MAP) in the Balkans: Establishment of a trans-boundary stakeholder network and development of local projects’ in the near future. The project would be submitted in January. He offered the contact to Alan Hamilton (Alan.Hamilton@plantlife.org.uk) and Seona Anderson (Seona.Anderson@plantlife.org.uk) as well as Petra Crofton (Petra.Crofton@ssc-uk.org) as scientists and organizers of the project. JS said that CERI could use the information forms on plants. MB asked whether there existed a map of threats in terms of the Green Belt. Jörg Lohmann answered that the Federal Office for Nature Protection, Germany, would draw up the map from Finland to Greece.

JS introduced the audience to the geographical problem of defining the exact borders of the Carpathian ecoregion. The issue was linked to the Carpathian Convention and the EURAC in Italy. To agree on the borders was very important and would help to implement the Carpathian Convention. By initiative of UNEP, the KEO process was launched. A small group of experts got together to discuss and prepare KEO. The improvement of the Status of the Carpathians was intended in order to be able to define the ecoregion boundaries more precisely. This issue would now be in the hands of the NFPs of the different governments in the Carpathians. There were several opinions about how to define the borders – administrative or extended including environmental information. The latter one required more exact analysis of the territory in terms of different scopes. An ecoregion could be marked off by natural boarders, orographical characteristics, administrative units, etc. For example, it was still not clear, how many people lived in the region. Other alternatives were a socio-economical approach, which was important for water management, and a scientific approach based on criteria experts would agree on. Further, existing data could be linked to other criteria like regional characteristics, e.g. the influence of tourism. 

It was reported that there had been no agreement on the borders of the Carpathians yet. In Slovakia the natural and administrative units match. In Romania, only the mountain area was considered to be the Carpathians, which was a controversial subject during the discussions. JS’s personal opinion was that the countries should follow orographical units.

SL referred to the importance of the ecoregion definition for CERI, especially for Transylvania. Tamara Malkova pointed out that the main conflict was Transylvania, Romania. Tamara Malkova asked about the natural border in Romania. Tamas Papp responded that the government only considered mountains to count as the “Carpathians.” This was a problem, because e.g. the examined flagship species LSE were also present in some plateaus within the mountainous area. JS said that this was a good example to demonstrate the problem CERI would face. He said that Iurie Maxim, a governmental representative of Romania, was very difficult to convince. IA explained that he learnedthe government definition of mountains (>500 m) in school, but he also understood that this discussion would delay the implementation of the Carpathian Convention. He asked what it would matter to CERI working also in the Transylvanian plateau. MB said that the smaller the area the less CERI could influence the regional development. It would hinder CERI’s vote to lobbying. JS liked the idea of a flexible border. IA interjected that in the case of a flexible border funding by the government could be a problem. SL insisted again that CERI should come up with its own definition of the boundaries. JS said that the ecoregion approach should be CERI’s focal area and that CERI had to change the maps according to the ecoregion foundations. No final decision on this issue was made.

Robin Rigg, who arrived late due to a train delay, introduced himself and the Slovak Wildlife Society.

LUNCH

BBI-Matra

JS found out during the break and announced that the BBI-Matra proposal was approved. SL shortly introduced the audience to the budget and explained which workgroup would be supported by the BI-Matra project. She drew the following table with a draft outline of the funding onto the blackboard.

	Priority/Start-up Workgroups
	EU Core funding
	BBI-Matra

	Biodiversity
	5.000 €
	Some

	Sustainable finance incl. ecotourism
	5.000 €
	No

	Communications
	5.000 €
	Some

	Database
	5.000 €
	Yes

	Environmental policy, sustainable rural development
	5.000 €
	No



	Environmental education
	
	


SL said that the members had to discuss and agree on the TORs for the workgroups for BBI-Matra. The members had to reassess now, who were interested in which workgroups. She mentioned that the project would start before the next GA and asked how to organize work with members before June. A copy of the BBI-Matra proposal would be provided on the CERI website. The first meeting for this project would be held in February 2006. 

A list of the different workgroups was circulated to collect all interested organizations and persons. 

It was explained that the CADSES project would not involve CERI because it was became overloaded with too many partners with conflicting interests, and because it was difficult to include non-EU countries in the proposal. 

Work Program II: Workgroups

Vasyl Pokynchereda introduced the members to the Biodiversity Workgroup (Annex 6, ‘Proposal for a Biodiversity Workgroup’). He said that there were enough issues to work on and emphasized the importance of a Trans-Carpathian network. The workgroup would strongly support the implementation of the Carpathian Convention. He pointed out the need of a joint monitoring and data clearinghouse. 

Yuriy Wasidlow said that the Biodiversity Workgroup should be closely connected with socio-economical issues, e.g. information for local people on the subjects of protection and their nature (wolves, bears, boars…). MB said that the workgroups needed to prepare individual workplans. JS said that the workgroups would consist of people and experts not of organizations and that it would be most important to choose experts to help.  Tamara Malkova said that the workgroups should decide on their focus internally. JS asked if it made sense to have common rules for the functioning of the groups.

Colin Shaw shortly outlined the workgroup ‘Ecotourism and Sustainable Finance Workgroup’ (Annex 7). There was a common consensus of the workgroup to respect nature wildlife, to teach tourists about nature and its threats, to help ecotourism to develop across boundaries, and in terms of sustainable financing, to give money back the people living in the region by e.g. charging entrance fees. 

JS said that the workgroup mechanism depended on the people. It would not possible to split into workgroups now, because not all persons who would like to join the different workgroups were present and the others shouldn’t speak on their behalf.  

Tamara Malkova presented her suggestion for the working group ‘CERI institutional development and communications’ (Annex 8). She pointed out that CERI would need strong internal/external communications. She would discuss the topic in more depth the next day. SL added that the website would be of great importance for this workgroup.  

Marina Ilic presented the workgroup ‘Environmental and Sustainable Development Education’ (Annex 9). She suggested establishing an office for the coordination within the organization ‘Ecological Society Endemit’ to conduct all activities. The aim of the workgroup would be to better educate not only NGOs but also governmental units.  JS asked who would pay for all these ambitious initiatives. Marina Ilic replied that perhaps one coordinator would be sufficient to run the office. Tamara Malkova said that there were a lot of organizations that dealt with education in the Carpathians and that it would be good to cooperate with them. JS said that this workgroup would exist within CERI without being included in a bigger network, because CERI would work for the Carpathians only.

The next step after the GA would be to clarify who would do what. The discussions would be managed by email conferences.

SL presented the workplan for 2006 (Annex 1, Decisions/Annex 1, ‘Milestones in the Proposed CERI workplan, 2006’). The members approved the workplan for 2006 (ExGA/12/2005, Annex 1, Decisions).

COFFEE BREAK

CERI budget 2006

MB asked the leaders of the workgroups to send their proposals to the Secretariat. Within BBI-Matra money would be available for the biodiversity, database and communications workgroups. SL said that for the BBI-Matra project, 10.000 € per year were dedicated to the Secretariat, 45.000 € to project management. JS had a more detailed budget for the database.

SL presented the ‘Proposed CERI budget’ (Annex 1, Decisions/Annex 2, ‘Proposed CERI budget 2006’). Dragana Randjelovic wanted to know what national networking was. JS replied that per country 5.000 € would secure the coverage of the NFP communications expenses. IA suggested splitting this money for all organizations in case they would need it. JS added that e.g. Daphne would maintain and up-date the website. Mirek Kutal asked about the Small Grants Program. IA responded that CERI would provide co-finance of 1.000 € per organization instead to support members. JS added that it would not be necessary to prepare a special proposal. The members had to send only a proposal of an ongoing project asking for co-finance. IA asked why CERI needed criteria at all. He suggested that the money would be given to the organizations without any criteria.  

SL went on with the budget. The office running costs were based on Daphne’s needs. The communications costs for the members were 15.000 €. That made 500 € per each organization. This money was connected to the membership fee for the following year. Tamara Malkova asked why no TV film was included in the budget. IA replied that at first CERI would need simpler media, like newsletters or the website. JS said that the voting on this should be postponed to the next day. By then we would know more in terms of communications.

SL asked when and where the next GA would be held. Ukraine offered to organize the meeting in Rakhiv in October 2006. JS also offered Slovakia as a host, but he deferred to Ukraine. The decision on this would be made the following day.

CERI as ‘Carpathian Clearinghouse’: Data-sharing discussion

JS introduced the audience to the conceptual model of the ‘Carpathian Biodiversity Information System’ (Annex 10). He gave a brief overview of the history of the database. The first software for the database was developed in Poland. The software was not available and not at all user-friendly. All efforts collapsed in that time. Then plan B was originated and Daphne took over responsibility on gathering data and creating a new database. The new independent database is the most complete database on the different habitats in the Carpathians. The different classification methods, like Braun-Blanquet and a Ukrainian system, had to be equalized within half a year. The database is accessible only to persons having the license for ArcView (GIS computer program). After preparing a CD containing all data, the project ran out of money. Daphne organized workshops dealing with focal species in Slovakia to reveal overlaps.

Now there were new rules. He explained that it had become very difficult to get high-resolution land cover data, especially in Ukraine and Serbia, where the resolution was only 1x1 km2. He suggested that CERI should try to obtain this data.  

The status quo of the database was that there were a lot of layers, which had not been well organized yet. The layers including habitats and endemic species were useful within the database. He said that they would keep the database as simple as possible. They would devise tools to transfer all the data into a standardized dataset.

JS explained that the activities of BBI-Matra were primarily focused on three countries, namely Ukraine, Serbia and Romania. Additional funds for the EU countries had to be independently organized.  SL asked JS to prepare the TOR for the database workgroup.  

IA summarized the first day of the GA. SL reminded all members to fill in the Questionnaire and the suggestions of experts for the SAG.

DAY 2 – November 25

Introduction and Brainstorming on Communication strategy, Part 1

DR introduced himself and presented the topics, which should be discussed, within this section. He invited the members to think about the role and profile of CERI, how the organization would like to present itself (scientific, lobbying…) and how the organization would communicate itself to the public.  After Tamara Malkova’s and Olga Melen’s presentation the audience split into 2 groups to discuss the issues and later to report back to the other group.

Tamara Malkova presented Green Dossier as an organization of journalists, who deal with nature conservation issues. The aim of the organization was to improve information and communication in terms of environmental issues within the Carpathians. Every year Green Dossier organizes an international festival of ethno-music and land-art. The aims of the festival are to assist conservation and promotion of the cultural heritage, traditional arts and hand crafts in a close link with nature conservation, to involve more people of Ukraine in activities connected with ethnic music and land art developing and promoting, to support sustainable tourism, to present positive experience of environmentally responsible business, and to assist creation of positive international image of Ukraine (Presentation 6). The festival included a workshop on the implementation strategy of the Carpathian Convention. 

Tamara Malkova said that there was a lack of information exchange with local people, who do not have Internet access. Therefore, another system of information should be established like information and education centres, especially for young people. She gave recommendations for better practice in communicating about conservation issues (Presentation 6).

Olga Melen introduced herself and EcoPravo-Lviv (Presentation 7). EcoPravo-Lviv is run by lawyers, who take over advocacy on environmental cases at a local scale. They also deal with education, awareness raising, law drafting, information dissemination, and publications. She explained her vision of how EcoPravo-Lviv and CERI could support each other. She considered CERI to be a resource centre for different issues (science, law, and finance) for all member organizations. Other roles of CERI would be communications, lobbying and support of implementing the Carpathian Convention.

The audience was split into two groups led by David Reeder and Olga Melen, respectively. 

Olga Melen’s group

In the beginning Olga Melen wanted to know why people joined the CERI. 

Miroslav Dravecky (RPS) said that for him it was important to create a network of organizations with the same topic. In his case it was the raptors in the Carpathians. They already had a project on the flagship species LSE together with Milvus Group. He also expected financial support through CERI.

Victoria Stolpnik (CBR) expected a transboundary infrastructure, where they could get information on donors and on issues, where they lack of experience (database). Additional, CERI should be a broker between the members and should have experience to support the members.

Tamara Malkova (Green Dossier) that CERI should be a platform to share/swap skills and experience.

Yuriy Wasidlow (Our Home) expected financial and scientific support for his organization. He mentioned that they all were part of a general concept.  

Olga Melen said that one goal of CERI should be to support grassroots organizations.

Tamas Papp (Milvus Group) said that CERI could strongly influence the Carpathian Convention. It would help having CERI as an international NGO in the background, when he had negotiated with the local government. He expected a strong influence on the policy and finally, financial support for travelling.

Vasyl Pokychereda (Ecoclub ‘Carpathians’) said that CERI would integrate a broad variety of interests. He thought that scientific results could be better integrated in a collective publication within CERI and he emphasized the importance of a scientific database integrated and provided by CERI.

Csaba Domokos (representative of CEEWEB) said the advantage of being a member in CERI was better communication amongst the member organizations. Yuriy Wasidlow said that within CERI it was good to have not only experts on scientific issues but also on law, economics and communications. Tamas Papp liked the role of a watchdog. Through CERI tackling threats and disseminating information would be possible.  

Galyna Prystinska (EcoPravo-Kyiv) emphasized the role of CERI to influence policy at an international level.

Then the group had to vote on the different points listed in Annex 11.

Results of DR’s group – The role of CERI and where it would go

The group discussed a higher profile for CERI. CERI would be in its strongest phase, a phase of a new beginning.

CERI would need legal expertise. Because of different legal context in the different Carpathian countries, an advisor was needed in each country. This would be a big advantage, because hiring a lawyer would be too expensive. Therefore, it was necessary to find and subcontract legal NGOs, which could help in this regard. It was also discussed that the environmental policy working group could cover this.

It made sense to work closely together with the Carpathian Convention on protocols and lobbying. WWF would support CERI’s arguments. CERI would be anxious to build up a strong international network, including WWF, the Carpathian Convention and the countries within and outside of the Carpathians in terms of project development and lobbying.  It was pointed out that there should be a strategy for crisis response. CERI would take DEF as a model.

CERI as a ‘Single focal point for Communications’; Communication strategy, Part II
Tamara Malkova presented different possibilities of internal/external communication as a basis for discussion. She listed the following items onto the blackboard:

1. Communication mechanisms – define a methodology

2. Website development

3. Carpathian magazine

4. Rules for logo use

5. Rules for email communications: Should it be connected to the website or should it be internal only? Which kind of email structure would CERI use?

6. Distribution of information

7. Feed back, evaluation, assessment of effectiveness

8. External communication and links

JS asked to prioritize a topic. He considered the website and the magazine to be most important. 

Use of logo

SL asked what the added value of having CERI was and how the use of the logo should be regulated e.g. in terms of project proposals. DR said that the use of the logo should be restricted to members’ activities linked to CERI. He listed all three categories of CERI projects (CERI brokered, CERI certified and CERI Secretariat) and said that it would be up to the members to decide whether they would use the logo for the CERI certified projects or not. He suggested not copyrighting the logo. He required rules for the use of the logo. They should include purposes for using the logo such as for CERI related business, issues of CERI Secretariat, activities endorsed by the Secretariat or Board, press releases. JS added that the members could put the logo onto their website to demonstrate their membership in CERI. The logo would include the text ‘Member of CERI’, which had to be prepared additionally. JS asked for typing up the rules and sending them to all collecting comments.

Tamara Malkova continued discussing the communication strategies. She asked what CERI would need for a better communication. Ivan Jaric suggested strengthening the NFPs. This would be a good cheap way of communication. Victoria Stolpnik wanted to know what kind of communication should be established for exchanging/sharing information and experience within the members.

Tamara Malkova asked what CERI would need in terms of lobbying and how each member could contribute or help in this concern.

Gorcin Cvejanovic suggested providing information from all members through the website, which should display information about and profiles of the persons, who are working for CERI. Ivan Jaric suggested establishing a CERI group at yahoo.com. Then it would be easily possible to disseminate information via the general mailing list. For working groups extra mailing lists should be created. JS reported on DEF, where they had a closed mailing list and said that the Board would need an open mailing list. He mentioned the problem of getting too many mails.

Tamara Malkova asked how open the website should be for other organizations. Tamas Papp suggested that scientific information included in the clearinghouse should be accessible only with a password. SL suggested putting the clearinghouse onto the Member zone. JS said that the Member zone should also contain the development of proposals to download for members. SL mentioned the project database and wanted to know how much information and what kind of information should be in the Member zone. Tamara Malkova asked whether CERI needed rules on this.

The arguments on the communication strategy were summarized in the following list:

1. Strengthen the role of national groups – in countries meetings were cost effective

2. Better communication required between the NFPs

3. Sharing experience and information among the members

4. ‘Human touch’ profiles for the website

5. CERI domain on the website

6. Closed email list for the Board for internal and external communication

7. News feedback from members

8. Project information

COFFEE BREAK

Printed material
There was the question whether printing a Carpathian magazine or a colour printing newsletter only. MB asked why CERI would like to edit a Carpathian magazine. JS said that in former times leaflets were printed in all countries, but there was no money to distribute them. Only a limited number was printed and it was very expensive. MB asked whether CERI would like to create a publication by a publishing company with Carpathian issues in different national languages. JS said it he would publish in English with the option to add local topics in the national language of each country. For an international publication he would prefer English. He also mentioned the annual report, which CERI would publish anyway. DR wanted to discuss the print of posters or newsletters according to the DEF model, where publications were printed in the local language. He preferred a magazine to posters.

Tamara Malkova would spread the news by email and attach a link to the website. It would be enough to write only a few words about something and link to the website for more information. Somebody would have to promote the newsletter and be responsible for that. JS regarded the feed back of the members as a problem.

Tamara Malkova again posed the question of what CERI would need for its development. She suggested thematic newsletters, about e.g. projects or problems in the Carpathian Convention. JS agreed that an electronic version would be good, but the printed material would be something else.

Tamara Malkova asked which kind of communication working groups would like to establish. DR mentioned that a printed version of a newsletter would be good. SL added that the printed version should be bilingual. Tamara Malkova said that CERI would need to choose a target group and to create a concept. JS said that CERI would need an editor and an editorial board. He would like to name somebody. SL said that the Secretariat and the communications work group would take over the task. JS suggested on person in each country and the Secretariat. Tamara Malkova suggested weaving the Board into the editorial board. She asked how often they should meet. JS replied that they should meet once a year. MB asked if then the annual report and the newsletter would be the same. JS explained that the annual report would be more technical. SL set the next GA as final deadline for the publication.

Tamara Malkova summarized the needs for internal (email lists for the Board, all members, and working groups; database of all members, annual report) and external communications (website; publications such as magazine, newsletter; communication group coordinator).

JS asked who would outline a concept of the publication. Tamara Malkova promised to do that. Colin Shaw suggested circulating a prototype among the members to collect feed back comments.

LUNCH

Formalizing and Making Decisions (Annex 1, Decisions)
Decisions ExGA/12/2005 - ExGA/18/2005 concerning the communication strategy were made. DR emphasized the stronger, more dynamic and productive role CERI would take over from now. JS considered the email lists for NFPs and members extra, as important items for better internal communication. Tamara Malkova wanted to postpone the decision on the working group, because the financial support (EU Core Funding) was not secure by then.

The Small Grants Program had to be elaborated by the end of January. Tamara Malkova suggested a grant commission. JS denied, because CERI would need an additional person. He defined a timetable, where a draft of rules for the Small Grants Program should be prepared by January 2006. The topic would be discussed at the Board Meeting in February 2006. The draft should be ready for application in March 2006. The winter Board Meeting was postponed to March in the Milestones (Annex 1, Decisions/Annex 1; Milestones in the Proposed CERI workplan 2006). 

JS raised the question of which kind of teleconferences CERI would use. He said that SKYPE was restricted to 4 persons and asked if there were any possibility having teleconferences at yahoo. Further, he wanted to know which rules CERI could establish in request with communication costs for members.

SL announced that Tamara Malkova would draft the next publication, an annual newsletter. He would like to raise the finances for working group workshops. Victoria Stolpnik interfered that the amount of money dedicated to the next GA could be too small. SL said that if there were no EU funding, Plan B would be adopted. The date of the next General Assembly in Rakhiv, Ukraine was appointed (October 11-15, 2006).

SL reminded finalizing the ROP for fundraising and the definition of a ‘CERI project’.

Short introduction to BBI-Matra

The proposal would be available on the homepage after the GA.

JS that CERI needed to reorganize the project activities until the end of February, when a meeting was appointed with the project manager. By then the components including the information about the current network had to be clarified. He explained that Emerald was the equivalent to Natura 2000 in the non-EU countries.  

JS introduced the BBI-Matra work packages (WP). Alterra, a Dutch organization, was responsible for WP I, which would be a hot topic in Romania and interesting for Ukraine and Serbia. Content of WP II was elaborating a database system including data gathering. The database would focus on species. MB was the leader of WP III elaborating the design of bio-corridors supported by Dutch experts. WP I and III would overlap. WP IV was institutional development for CERI. All members are asked to give their feedback, especially on WP IV of the proposal, which would be incorporated before the kick-off meeting.   SL asked who would be involved in the inception phase and MB said that the very initial meeting only needed to be attended by JS and himself but further meetings would involve other NFPs and relevant workgroup leaders. Tamas Papp asked whether the designation of Natura 2000 sites were included in the project and whether monitoring of the sites would run later on. JS replied that they would refer to Natura 2000. First, biodiversity in important areas would be examined. Then they would explore more. In the end an assessment would be carried out. 

Finally, SL asked if the ROP could be revised to reflect the fact that a CERI project (“brokered” or “certified”) could also involve just one country and members agreed  (Annex 1, Decisions, ExGA/24/2005 - Amendment to ROP-“Fundraising”). It was also agreed that the Secretariat would not assess a management fee for any members’ projects it raised funds for.  

The Second GA ended with a farewell party for SL, who would leave CERI by the end of the year.

Additional documents, which were distributed during the GA: ‘CERI Working groups’ (Annex 12); ‘Decisions of the Board Meeting & General Assembly, Brasov, May 2005’ (Annex 13); ‘List of CERI members’ (Annex 14), ‘Scientific Advisory Group – Suggestion form’ (Annex 15).

N.B.: All presentations referred to in these minutes will be posted to the CERI website: www.carpathians.org.
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