AMAP Report 2002:1
This report can aso be found on the AMAP website: http:/Aww.amap.no/

Minutes from the Sixteenth Meeting of

Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme Working Group

Torshavn, Faroe ldands, 30 April —3 May, 2002



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Table of Content
Opening.
Approva of the Agenda.

Progress report from the Chair and Secretaridt,
including the specid projects such as the PCB and PTS projects.

Statements from Observers.
Production and funding of the AMAP 2002 reports.

Approva of the 2002 Arctic Pollution Issues, A State of the Arctic
Environment Report, including recommendationsin the Executive

Summary.

The SAO mesting in May: Progress report from AMAP, reorganization
of AC and its potentid effectsfor AMAP, coordination of work with
other AC Working Groups, €tc.

Arctic Council Capacity Building Strategy — arequest for information
from Canada.

The Minigterid meeting in October; Progress report from AMAP,
AMAP Strategic Plan for 2003 — 2008: Priorities for monitoring and
assessments to be performed, work on sources, new issues of concern,
national plans etc.

The 2" Internationa AMAP Symposium, October 2002;
Program and financia Stugtion.

Communication of the AMARP results to awider audience, people of
the North, Rio + 10, etc., use of internationa press, TV-films, ec.

ACIA progress and issues to be solved.

Internationa cooperation: EU & EEA, UNEP Chemicals,
OSPARCOM, WMO etc. Progress and issues to be solved.

The financid dtuation for the AMAP Secretariat and the specid
projects.

AMAP Workplan for 2002 - 2004.
The next AMAP Working Group mesting.
Any other business.

End of the meeting.

10

11

11

13

13

14

15

16

17

18

18

18



Annex 1.

Annex 2.

Annex 3.

Annex 4.

Annex 5.

Annex 6.

Annex 7.

List of Annexes
Opening address by Jacob Pauli Joensen
List of Participants at the 16" Working Group Mesting of the Arctic
Monitoring and Assessment Programme, Toérshavn, Faroe Idands, 30 April —

3 May, 2002

Updated draft agenda for the 16th AMAP WG mesting, April 30 —May 3,
2002. Torshavn, Faroe Idand.

List of Documents: AMAP Working Group 16, Torshavn, Faroe Idands,
30 April —3 May, 2002

List of Actions Arising from the 16" AMAP Working Group mesting,
Térshavn, Faroe Idands, 30 April — 3 May, 2002

Strategy for the preparation of the ACIA Policy Document (AMAP
WG16/12/1: Revised)

Draft AMAP Workplan for 2003 and 2004



Minutes of the 16" AMAP WG meeting, T6rshavn, Faroe | slands,
April 30— May 3, 2002.

1. Opening.
The AMAP WG Chair, Helgi Jensson (Iceland), opened the meeting.

Jacob Pauli Joensen (Faroe Idands) welcomed participants to Térshavn, Annex 1. He
informed that the work of AMAP had consderable relevance to the Faeroes people, in
particular in relation to the thregts to human health from mercury in the traditiona diet.
Whereas the Faroe Idands had only played asmall rolein AMAP Phase 1, the participation
of the Faroe Idandsin AMAP Phase 2 had been greatly strengthened. He thanked the
Danish government for their financid support that had increased this participation in AMAP
and wished the meeting success.

A ligt of participants at the WG mesting is attached as Annex 2.

2. Approval of the Agenda.

Helgi Jensson introduced the draft agenda for the meeting and invited comments. The draft
agenda (Annex 3, WG16/2/1) was adopted without changes.

A ligt of documents to the mesting is attached as Annex 4.
A list of Actions arisng from the meeting is attached as Annex 5.

The Danish delegation stated its view that the meeting had two clear priorities: extracting
clear recommendations from the AMAP Phase 2 assessment for Ministersto consider at the
Arctic Council meeting in October, and planning the AMAP Strategy for the period after
2002. Helgi Jensson agreed that these were the main goals for the meeting, however in
relaion to the planning of the future AMAP Strategy he reminded the WG that this would
aso depend on the outcome of the October Minigterial meeting and any requests that might
be made on AMAP following that meeting.

It was agreed that a degree of flexibility would be necessary in handling the various agenda
itemsin relation to the running of paralel working sessons to complete tasks necessary to
alow the AMAP 2002 State of the Arctic Environment Report to be adopted by the end of
the mesting.

Maria Dam (Faroe Idands) provided practica information concerning the meeting
arrangements.



3. Progressreport from the Chair and Secretariat, including the special projects
such asthe PCB and PTS projects.

Lars-Otto Reiersen (AMAP Executive Secretary) reported on progress since the last AMAP
WG medting. Reviewing the list of Actions from the WG15 meeting, he informed that dl
actions had essentidly been fulfilled.

PCB Project: Vitdy Kimsach informed the meeting participants about progressin
implementation of Phase 2 of the PCB project. Phase 2 is planned to be findized in October.
A report will be produced and its Executive Summary will be provided to the Arctic Council
Minigterid Meeting. The Project Steering Group has devel oped a Discussion Paper on
preparations for Phase 3 of the project, including its organizationd, managerid and financid
aspects. He emphasized that the perspectives for execution of Phase 3 would depend, to a
great extent, on the position of the Russian Federation in relation to POPs policy initiatives,
in particular, sgnature of the Stockholm POPs Convention.

Lars-Otto Relersen noted that the Steering Group for the PCB project had met the previous
week in Copenhagen, and informed about their decisons.

PTSProject: Vitdy Kimgach informed on the progress in implementation of the
RAIPON/AMAP/GEF project “PTS, Food Security and Indigenous Peoples of the Russian
North”. The PTS project activities are being implemented according to the work plan, and
data obtained within the framework of the project provide asignificant part of Russian
contribution to the AMAP Assessment. He noted that an information flyer on this project
has been published in English and in Russan, and the flyer was didtributed to the meeting
participants. He noted that this project provides a good example of close and fruitful
collaboration between AMAP and IPOs.

Lars-Otto Reiersen provided an overview of the financia Stuation for the PTS project. He
informed that the project was till not completely financed. In this connection he welcomed
the fact that Finland was considering contributing additiona funds to the project. This
development was highly appreciated. Other Arctic Council members wereinvited to follow
thisexample.

The Russan head of ddegation and AMAP Vice-Chair, Yuri Tsaturov, informed the
mesting that the sgning of the Stockholm Convention by Russian was currently blocked due

to financid considerations, however preparatory work was underway in connection with the
Johannesburg Summit that would hopefully clear these obstacles'.

4. Statementsfrom Observers.

None of the observers present at the meeting wished to present a statement.

! Supplementary note: Russia signed Stockholm Convention on May 22" 2002.



5. Production and funding of the AMAP 2002 reports.

Lars-Otto Relersen informed the WG that the tota estimated production costs for the 2002
SOAER and five scientific assessment reports amounted to some 450 000 USD (of which
ca. 100 000 USD would be covered by work by the Secretariat). Currently, 440 000 USD
had been secured to finance the report production work, and thus the required funding need
is essentialy covered.

However, Lars-Otto also noted that there were a number of discrepancies between the
funding provisions by the different countries and their nationd orders for copies of the
reports. Due in part to grants provided specifically to produce copies of the reports for
externd digtribution, there exists some scope in the budget for increasing production above
the minimum numbers of copies of the reports ordered by the countries. It is now necessary
to make find decisons on exactly how many copies of each of the reports should be
produced. It was therefore agreed that, over the course of the meeting, Lars-Otto Relersen
would consult with individua Heeds of Delegations to resolve outstanding questions
regarding nationd report requirements and provision of funding for this.

Simon Wilson, AMAP Deputy Executive Secretary, then provided updated information
regarding the timetables for production of the various reports. He informed that, with the
exception of the SOAER journdists and the group responsible for the human hedlth
assessment, al other drafting groups had incurred major delays with respect to meeting the
challenging timetables that had been agreed a the WG15 meseting in Stockholm. The status
of the various reports was summarised as follows:

2002 SOAER: assuming that the main report could be approved by the WG during the
meeting, as planned, the report was on schedule to be completed and delivered by the time
of the October AMAP Symposium and Arctic Coundl Minigerid meting.

Human health assessment report: the second draft of most of the human health assessment
was circulated for review just before Christmas, and the third draft in mid-March; peer

review comments had aso been recelved. Thus, dthough delayed by afew weeks relative to
the timetable, the final manuscript of the report was expected to be ready by 1 May.
Graphica production work was complete gpart from one chapter. Canada and Denmark had
jointly agreed to fund atechnica editor to work on the report through May, with the

prospect of ddivery of the fina manuscript to the published by 1 June — for fina production
and printing in time for the ministeria meeting in October.

POPs assessment report: The second draft of the POPs assessment was circulated for
generd review end- December/early-January, and parts of the third draft during the second
half of March. The accumulated delay of some 6 weeks relative to the timetable was partly
connected with attempts to incorporate late data, including PTS project data. Although peer
review of the available sections of the third draft had been completed, work was il
ongoing to complete the remaining parts of the third draft. Grgphical production work on the
part of the publisher had dso barely begun. Current plans were to finalise outstanding parts
of the third draft by mid-May, for review by end-May. During June, find re-drafting would
be completed and technica editing initiated with the idea of delivering afind manuscript to
the publisher by mid/late July. These plans should dlow the report to be published by the
end of the year, but not in time for the October Ministerial meeting.



Heavy metals assessment report: The second draft of the heavy metals assessment was
circulated end- December for generd review, with an updated second draft circulated in mid-
January. Thethird draft of the assessment was circulated end-March. The drafting group
currently plans to produce an updated third draft by the end of May for find editing during
June with ddlivery of the manuscript to the publisher by early-July. However, full peer
review on the third draft (or updated third draft) has till to be completed. Under these
circumstances, it is expected that the report will be published by the end of the year, but not
in time for the October Ministerid meeting.

Radioactivity assessment report: The second draft of the radioactivity assessment was
circulated for genera review in early-January. However, due to a number of issues, no third
draft had been produced. At amesting of the radioactivity expert group, held immediately
prior to the WG meeting, a number of principle matters that had been holding up the
assessment production were resolved, such that the finalisation and approva of the SOAER
during the WG meeting would not be affected by the delays to the scientific report. It was
anticipated that production of the third draft of the scientific assessment report, and its peer
review, would now not be completed before end-July at the earliest. Taking thisinto
account, together with the need for find editorid work, the summer vacation period, and the
fina report publication work the report production is now significantly delayed. If no further
delays occur, it is still hoped that the printed report can be delivered before the end of the
year.

Pathways and Climate Change assessment report: following discussons during the
AMAP Conference in Tromsgz in January, Heads of Delegation had received written
notification of, and accepted, a proposa regarding production of a separae (fifth) scientific
assessment report on Pathways and Climate Change. Drafting of this report was well
advanced and severd peer reviewers had provided comments. Present plans were to produce
afind draft manuscript if possble by mid-June, to complete technicd editing of this

(relatively short) report by the end of June (possibly through involvement of the AMAP
Secretariat). Again, theintention is, if at al possible, to produce the report in time for the
October Minigterid meeting.

Concluding Simon Wilson informed the WG that the Secretariat, therefore, currently
anticipated that the 2002 SOAER, the Human health assessment report, and possibly the
Pathways and Climate Change assessment report would be available by the time of the
Ministerid meeting. The find versons of the other three reports should aso be available a
that time, but only in the form of advanced or fina proofs of the reports.

Helgi Jensson reiterated for the WG that, asfar as the scientific reports were concerned, it
was the scientists responsible for drafting the reports rather than the WG that were
responsible for approving the final content of the reports. The WG were responsible only for
approving the 2002 SOAER.

He further noted that the 2002 SOAER would be finalised and approved during the meeting,
but that ddays in drafting of the scientific reports meant that these were il being revised,
and in some cases new information was till being added. The basis of the AMAP
assessmentsis that the scientific assessments provide the foundation for the content of the
SOAER, and in particular for its conclusions and recommendations. Under these
circumstances, further revisions to the scientific reports, after gpprova of the SOAER, could
only be made such that:



- further changes are amed at improving the readability or accuracy of the reports,

- the changes do not introduce any discrepancies or mgor inconsistencies with respect
to the materia presented in the SOAER,;

- the changes do not dter the conclusions and recommendations with respect to those
that had been taken over into the SOAER

- new dataand information could be added to further support existing conclusions or
further eaborate the scientific bas's, etc.,

- intheunlikely event thet any new information radically changed or directly
contradi cted messages conveyed in the SOAER, this should not be incorporated in
the scientific reports, but instead should become the subject of a briefing note that
would be communicated as supplementary information when SAOs and Minigters
were taking the SOAER into consideration.

Suzanne Marcy (USA, heavy metals lead) asked for clarification on the procedures for peer
review of the scientific reports, i.e. review by individuas externd to the process of
producing/authoring the assessments. She had understood that each of the countries would
be responsible for identifying peer reviewersto review the third draft of the report that had
been circulated in March, and that national Heads of Delegations would make the necessary
arrangements for thiswork. However, so far only externa reviewers from Canada and the
USA had provided comments to the third draft.

The Secretariat noted that most of the other assessment groups had identified afew (3-5)
individuals and arranged with these individuas to conduct a peer review of the assessments,
any other comments received from nationd experts (either internd or externd to the
process) were additiond to these reviews.

The WG accepted that it was desirable for additiona externa reviewers, from countries
other than Canada and the USA, to comment on the heavy metal's assessment, and agreed to
try to involve further nationa expertsin this process. At the same time, it was dso noted that
those Canadian and US experts who had ddlivered comments to date should be highly
commended for their very thorough reviews and useful input. It was not anticipated that
additional peer review comments would raise any mgjor new issues. Under these
circumstances the existing heavy metals assessment was considered to provide a sound basis
for the discusson of heavy metdsthat had been drafted for inclusion in the SOAER, and for
its associated conclusions and recommendations with respect to heavy metals. The same was
considered to apply in the case of the radioactivity assessment.

With respect to the delays in producing the scientific assessments due to the continuing
efforts to include important new data, such asthat coming out of the PTS project, the WG
accepted that this had been arecognized risk. A mgjor new contribution of PTS data had
been ddlivered to the WG meeting (ahead of the contractua deadlines, thanks to a specid
effort on the part of the contractors). The WG agreed that every effort should be made to
take into account data made available by the time of the meeting. A preiminary examination
of the new PTS data by relevant experts present at the meeting would alow any necessary
adjustments to be made in the SOAER as part of itsfina acceptance process. However, the
WG agreed that, after the end of the meeting, no new data would be accepted for
introduction into the assessments.



Y uri Tsaturov informed the WG that, as an in-kind contribution, ROSHY DROMET would
undertake the work of trandating the 2002 SOAER into Russian. Norway will aso support
publication of the Russan verson of SOAER.

Lars-Otto Relersen further informed that Denmark had undertaken to produce Danish and
Greenlandic versons of the 2002 SOAER. No information had yet been received regarding
possible production of a Seami language version.

The Finnish and Norwegian delegations, together with the representative from the Saami
Council agreed to consult on this matter during the course of the mesting.

6. Approval of the 2002 Arctic Pollution Issues; A State of the Arctic Environment
Report, including recommendationsin the Executive Summary.

The AMAP WG Chair introduced this agenda item, noting that the approva of the AMAP
2002 SOAER report and its Executive Summary was the main item of businessto be
completed during the meeting. Before going into further detail, he asked Heads of
Delegations whether they would like to make any genera comments or observations
concerning the SOAER or procedures for its approval.

Cindy de Wit (Sweden) noted that the most recent version of the radioactivity chapter had
only been made available just prior to the meeting, and that some delegations had only
received it on arriva at the meeting. Consequently they had had little or no chance to
properly review it or compare it with the previous verson. Lars-Otto Reiersen informed that
anew copy of the chapter clearly identifying revisons relative to the previous verson would
be provided to the meseting shortly. Since this chapter would not be discussed before later in
the meeting, when the radioactivity assessment lead was present, he asked dl delegationsto
review the latest changes as a matter of highest priority, and if necessary consult with their
experts a home in advance of any discussions on this chapter.

AnnikaNilsson (SOAER author) stated that she would like to check that dl comments to the
draft of the SOAER that had been circulated 15 April had been taken into account. If any
participants consdered that comments from their nationd experts had not been properly
addressed she requested that they take contact with her or Henry Huntington (SOAER co-
author) as soon as possible during the mesting.

Helgi Jensson asked that any corrections of an editorid or factua nature be passed directly
to Annika Nilsson and Henry Huntington. Any other proposed changes, including any
potentialy contentious issues should be raised and discussed by the WG in plenary.

Simon Wilson asked whether it was il the intention for the * Setting the Stage’ chapter to
be included in al the scientific assessmernt reports, as aform of introductory preamble. The
WG confirmed that this was the case, but that the last two sections dedling with ‘ Data
interpretation issues and ‘ The Structure of the volume would need to gppropriatdy atered
or omitted depending on existing introductory materia that had been drafted for the
scientific reports. Also, other parts of the text might need to be adapted to emphasise the
introduction with respect to the pollution issues being discussed in each of the respective
scientific reports.



Gunnar Futsader (Norway) considered the * Setting the Stage’ chapter in its current form to
be too generd and repetitive of materid contained in the 1997 SOAER. The Secretariat
responded that this was intentional, since the readers of the 2002 SOAER could not
necessarily be expected to be familiar with the 1997. Severd of the more introductory
chaptersin the 1997 report (e.g. those presenting the Geography of the Arctic, its
Ecosystems and Peoples, and main characteristics of contaminant pathways) would not be
repeated in the 2002 report. Sweden supported the view that the 2002 SOAER should be
able to be read in its own right, without the need for access to the 1997 SOAER, and that the
smal amount of repetition of 1997 materid currently present in the ‘ Setting the Stage’ was
therefore judtified.

Helgi Jensson noted that one purpose of the * Setting the Stage’ chapter had been to put an
appropriate perspective on the relationship between the contaminant issues and indigenous
populations in the Arctic. Annika Nilsson agreed, but supported the view of Norway that
this should not take on the gppearance of a‘ saf-congratulatory’ note from AMAP.

The Secretariat reminded the WG that the origind idea had been that representatives of the
indigenous peoples should draft this materid, and that to some extent the indigenous
perspective was still missing in the current draft.

Following these discussions, the WG the following working procedures for the meeting:

The meseting participants would divide between groups that would work independently
on Human Hedth, Pathways, Metas, Radioactivity and POPs.

The SOAER authors would consult with each of these groups to resolve any outstanding
questions or issues relating to comments to the find drafts of the SOAER. The groups
could at the same time continue with other work tasks such as work on the scientific
assessment reports, discussion of graphica production issues, and incorporation of new
data and information (e.g. the newly received PTS project data. Work within the groups
would concentrate on addressing matters relevant to the SOAER; in particular resolving
any outstanding issues concerning Conclusions and Recommendations.

Indigenous peopl es representatives would consult with Henry to revise the ‘ Setting the
Stage’ chapter, including introducing the indigenous peoples perspectivesin an
appropriate manner.

These groups worked in pardld during the afternoon of the first day of the meeting and
during the second day of the meeting, reporting to plenary sessions on their progress.

A smdl group comprisng David Stone, Henry Huntington and Simon Wilson was convened
on the third day of the meeting to work on the Executive Summary.

Over the course of the third day of the meeting, the WG met in plenary to review the
complete 2002 SOAER draft, including the Executive Summary. All amendments proposed
following work in the various sub-groups any other points raised by delegations were
discussed. These discussions resulted in consensus agreement on the content of the SOAER
and its Executive Summary. The 2002 SOAER was therefore formaly approved by the WG
at the mesting.



The AMAP WG Chair concluded that, in principle, no further changes to the 2002 SOAER
report would now be accepted. If further comments regarding corrections of, for example an
editorid or factua nature were received, he as the Chair of the WG would review each of
these to ensure that they did not have any implications with respect to the agreed content of
the SOAER. In the event that any proposed ‘final editorial changes were consdered
potentialy contentious, these would be circulated to al Heads of Delegation for their views,
and only introduced if no objections were received.

The SOAER authors, Annika Nilsson and Henry Huntington, undertook to provide the
agreed texts to the publisher of the report by 1 June so that the 2002 SOAER report could be
produced in time for the Ministeria meeting in October. The Indigenous Peoples
representatives undertook to present their * Indigenous Peoples Perspective Preface’ drafted
during the mesting to the Presidents of the IPOsfor their consderation/sgning.

Both the SOAER and AARs will include Annexes with lists of acronyms, places, species,
€tc.

7. The SAO meetingin May: Progressreport from AMAP, reorganization of AC
and its potential effectsfor AMAP, coordination of work with other AC
Working Groups, €tc.

The AMAP Chair reported on several matters relating to SAO consderation of AMAP
activities and the coordination of AMAP work with that under other Arctic Council groups.

The AMAP Executive Secretary then outlined the plans for the preparation of the AMAP
progress report to the SAOs meeting in Ouluin May.

The origina ideawas to deliver only avery short progress report referring to reports that
would be delivered in October. However, the AC Secretariat had requested a detailed report
according to a prescribed format — with adeadline of 1 May. Given thelack of available
time, adraft list of headings had been prepared by the Secretariat and thiswas circulated at
the mesting. It was agreed that, following the WG meeting, the AMAP Board would draft
the progress report and circulae it for information to HoDs. Since there was no time
avallable for countries to formaly comment and agree this report, it would be submitted to
AC Secretariat as a progress report from AMAP Board, together with 2002 SOAER
Executive Summary and the updated paper on the ACIA policy document — as input to SAO
mesting in Oulu May 15-16.

Y uri Tsaturov presented a progress report prepared by Roshydromet on the implementation
of the Russian Nationd AMAP plan. The WG requested the Secretariat to prepare asmple
reporting format that could be circulated to the member countries and observing countries to
alow them to deliver updated information on progress made on Arctic monitoring and
research during the last year and describe plans for 2002/2003.



8. Arctic Council Capacity Building Strategy —arequest for information from
Canada.

David Stone informed WG about the Canadian initiative to develop the Arctic Council
Capacity Building Strategy and Action Plan, as akey theme for the Sustainable

Development Working Group. He pointed out that Sustainable Development Framework
Document encourages Arctic Council Programmes to increase capacity at dl levels of

society. In this context, AMAP, as well as the other AC WGs, had been requested to provide
information and contributions needed for further development of thisinitiative.

The WG consdered that the term * cgpacity building’ is presently employed too generdly,
and means different things to different people. Thisresult in a degree of confuson thet is
currently an obstacle to achieving progress on ‘ capacity building’ issues. A more specific
definition of the term capacity building should be developed and adopted by the Arctic
Coundil.

In relation to the discussion on the proposa to include a* communications strategy project’
under the capacity building heading, it was Smilarly not clear whether thiswasamed a a
communication strategy for the Arctic Council asawhole, for the WGs (and if so which
WGs), for a specific project (e.g. ACIA), or for the countries. Discussions within the AMAP
WG clearly indicated the need to have this basic question answered. Both AMAP and the
countries have developed various aspects of a strategy for communicating results of AMAP
assessments. Severd countries have put consderable effort into devel opment of
communication strategies that suit the particular circumstances and needs of their
communities, etc., and a new initiative that might interfere with thiswould not be

welcomed.

Commenting on the concrete proposas of the WGSD regarding usng AMAP, CAFF or
ACIA aspossble ‘test cases for looking into communication strategies, the WG concluded
that, if AMAP is selected, areview of the AMAP experiences and communication Strategy
developed under AMAP phase 1 would provide amore useful and informative exercise than
studying the ongoing phase 2 activities. Information on the practises adopted (report
production and distribution, trandations of reports, fact sheets, web dissemination of
information, national communication activities, etc.) is readily available, and the
effectiveness of this could be evaluated. The associated work could largely be dedt with by
the AMAP Secretariat, but preferably after October when the other priority tasks have been
completed.

However, Norway and severd other countries noted that they would require further
documentation detailing any specific requeststo AMAP before they would be able to
support such an activity.

9. TheMinigterial meeting in October; Progressreport from AMAP; AMAP
Strategic Plan for 2003 — 2008: Priorities for monitoring and assessmentsto be
performed, work on sour ces, new issues of concern, national plans etc.

Outi M&honen informed the WG about preparations for the SAO and Ministeria mestings.
In particular, she drew the attention of the WG to the availability on the Internet of an initia
draft Ministerial Declaration and draft of the SAO report to Ministers. She requested that the
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WG members consider these draft materials and provide further input for these documents,
bearing in mind that the basis for their preparation should be scientificaly based decision
meaking.

Helgi Jensson reviewed the outline content of the AMARP Progress Report that has to be
prepared prior to the ministerid meeting. He focused in particular on reporting of the basic
components from the AMAP 2002-2004 work plan and the strategic plan for the period
beyond 2004. In the ensuing discussion, Canada noted that a comprehensive review and
discussion of AMARP sfuture activities should be a priority item for the next WG mesting.
In this connection, it would be appropriate to reflect on the experiences gained during both
AMAP phases 1 and 2, and to discuss options for redirecting/reorganizing the activities
under AMAP in the coming years to be able to address new demands in amore flexible
manner within congraints imposed by practica and financia circumstances, etc. Norway
and Denmark supported this opinion. Lars Moseholm (Denmark) stated that, in hisview, it
was very important that activities proposed for incluson in the future strategic plan of
AMAP should be prioritised. Summarising the discusson, Helgi Jensson reiterated that the
main work of preparing the long-term strategic plan would be done in 2003, and that the
progress report to the October Ministerid meeting would mainly address those items that
had aready been agreed as priorities for the period until 2006 (ACIA, Petroleum
Hydrocarbons assessment, Acidification assessment, €etc.).

Denmark proposed that AMAP, in the future, may need to become more of afund-rasng
body. Lars-Otto Reiersen, commenting on this intervention, pointed out that fund-raisng is
already an important activity, not only from the point of supporting different activities, but
also to cover the norma operationa costs of the AMAP Secretariat, to support the basic
AMAP activities as directed by the WG. He illustrated the Situation by informing thet
Norway is currently covering only 2/3 of actua basic costs of the Secretariat, and the rest of
the necessary funds are currently coming from ad hoc contributions of other countries and
from overheads on other project work co-ordinated and maneged by the Secretariat.

New issues of concern:

Lars-Otto Reiersen reminded the WG of an ongoing requirement to keep under review
possible new issues of concern that might need to be drawn to the attention of the Minigters.
New issues of concern raised by the WG may become basic e ements of any future AMAP
srategic plan. In this connection, he reminded the WG that underwater noise had been an
issue of concern during the initid stage of development of the AEPS (1989-1991). However,
a the Minigterid meeting in 1991, other environmentd issues were given a higher priority.
Recently, underwater noise issues have been the subjects of increased attention in the
international media and the scientific literature, and as afocus of work under non-
governmenta environmenta organizations. He noted that during the AMAP Conferencein
Tromsa (January 2002) thisissue had been raised with scientists from NOAA, who had
informed about recent work under NOAA in relation to problems, associated with
underwater noise. During the discussion, John Cader, Head of the US Delegation, indicated
that thereis currently not enough information on environmenta impacts of noisein the
Arctic to conduct an assessment of thisissue. To date, no delegation had notified of a
present priority for noise monitoring. It was therefore decided that, in the event that this
gtuation changes, i.e. the issueis raised by one or more delegations, the topic could be
discussed when considering the AMARP gtrategic plan for the next period.
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The WG noted that, during the second phase of AMAP, a number of new initiatives had
been developed to try to improve the availability of information on sources of pollution
(both their identification and quantification). Examples included AMAP organized
workshops on source-related issues, and source related components of the PCB and PTS
projects, etc. Adequate information on sources had been identified in 1997 as amgjor
deficiency, and despite the continuing efforts, this Stuation was il far below the level that
was considered necessary for the conduct of the desired AMAP assessments. In part, the
problems relate to regtrictions on access to vitd information. It was further noted that source
related assessment work is likely to gain increased importance in the future, for examplein
relation to assessing the effectiveness of new agreementsin reducing emissons and
discharges of pollutants. In this connection, the WG agreed that source related work should
be given an increased focus, including the possible need to direct attention of Minigtersto
the continuing problems with access to data required for assessment purposes. The WG
agreed that these issues should be taken up when the future strategic plan for AMAP s
being discussed.

10. The 2"¥ I nter national AM AP Symposium, October 2002;
Program and financial Stuation.

John Derome presented the plans for the 2" Internationd AMAP Symposium. The Find
Announcement will be circulated by June 1 together with the provisond programme of
main ora presentation. Thisinformation will aso be made available on the AMAP website.

The stuation regarding financing of the Symposium appears to be satisfactory. To date,
sponsors have provided ca. 100.000 USD. An additiona income of 40.000 USD is expected
from the Symposium fee. Together, this funding should cover al the main anticipated codts.

Asamark of gppreciation to the independent external (peer) reviewers for the work they had
donein reviewing (for free) the various AMAP assessment reports, it was agreed that these
ca. 12-15 individuas would be invited to participate a the Symposium without having to
paying the conference fee. The Secretariat will contact these individuas concerning this

offer.

11. Communication of the AMAP resultsto a wider audience, peopleof the North,
Rio + 10, etc., use of international press, TV-films, etc.

The English language version of the 2002 SOAER will be published in October and released
during the AMAP SymposiunvArctic Council Minigterid mesting. Following this
publication, the 2002 SOAER will dso be produced in Danish, Greenlandic and Russian

language verdons.

Concerning the possible publication of a Saami language trandation (see aso agendaitem
5), Jan Idar Solbakken informed that WG that the president of the Saami Council had agreed
to send aletter to the SAO mesting to be held in Oulu in May regarding thisissue.

John Cdder informed the WG about plans for highlighting the ACIA assessment a the
Rio+10 WSSD meseting in Johannesburg.



Outi Mahonen (Finland) drew the attention of the WG to the Arctic Information Package to
the Johannesburg Summit on Sustainable Devel opment (WSSD) 2002, that had been
prepared by Finland as Chair of the Arctic Council in close collaboration with other member
gtates and permanent participants. The information package contains the Rovaniemi
Conclusions of the Chair (June 2001) and two fact sheets. The folder containing the fact

sheet was a0 distributed at the preparatory meetings of the WSSD. The Rovaniemi
Conclusons aswell asthe fact sheets are available on the Arctic Council website, in both
English and Russan.

The representative from UNEP/GRID-Arenda, Kathrine Johnsen, presented information on
GRID-Arendd’s plans regarding communication of information on Arctic issuesto the
Rio+10 summit. Amongst other things GRID-Arendd will, in cooperation with partners,
produce a map showing the Arctic exhibitions, booths and events in Johannesburg. Also,
they will prepare an Arctic newspaper based on the GEO- 3 report and contributions from
inditutions working on Arctic issues.

Lars-Otto Reiersen reported to the meeting about an activity that had been initiated by
Denmark earlier in the year to seeif there was any interest in jointly producing and funding
afilmivideo to communicate the AMAP phase 2 results. Two companies had responded
with letters expressing their interest in producing such afilm/video. The Secretariat hed
subsequently circulated information about this initiative to some SAOsto hear their
reactions to this proposal. The response in generd had been * positive with reservations . In
the meeting, both Denmark and USA indicated their interest in co-sponsoring a short
video/film production (10-15 min.). Denmark informed that they were currently considering
production of an updated version of the “The Arctic Dilemma’ video that had been prepared
in 1998 to communicate AMAP phase 1 results in Greenland. Any interest from other
countriesin ajoint production would be most welcome. The USA informed that they would
look into the possihility to involve Nationd Geographic in a possible film/video production.
Other countries were invited to join as co-sponsorsin this activity. The Secretariat was
requested by the WG to clarify in more detail the codts, time schedule, and practical
arrangements, etc. required for a production that hopefully could deliver some product by
the first week of October.

12. ACIA progressand issuesto be solved.

Lars-Otto Relersen informed that a draft paper on the strategy for producing the ACIA
Policy Paper had been distributed earlier, and reminded the WG of the genera approach, as
outlined in this paper. He informed that it had not yet been decided whether the policy paper
should be digtributed for public review. He again raised the question of how to involve the
other AC WGsin preparation of the ACIA Policy document, including the need for WGs to
nominate their experts to be involved in this process. An in-depth discussion with CAFF on
how the policy document will be produced is an urgent priority. The WG was informed that
some of these issueswould be discussed at an ACIA ASC mesting that would be held in
Odo a the beginning of June. It was the intention that initid drafts of dl chapters of the
ACIA assessment would be ready by the time of this meeting.

Lars-Otto Relersen dso provided information about US proposals regarding production of
the ACIA assessment reports, including graphica production work and the proposd to hirea
professond writer to redraft the scientific report on the basis of the contributions from the
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lead authors. Thisis asomewhat different approach than that adopted for the production of
the AMAP assessments (where the scientific report is subject to technical editing but not
substantialy rewritten, and only the * synopsisreport’ iswritten by a professiona journdist),
athough it had been discussed within the ACIA steering body (Board) it had not yet been
discussed by the ASC as awhole. He expressed his concern that the size of the cheptersis
expanding, and that if the scientific report is to be kept within the 400-page limitimplied in
the production proposdl, it will be necessary to apply drict limitations.

Harad Loeng pointed out that AMAP work is rather well structured, but that is currently not
the case in ACIA. He expressed his concern that, from his perspective as alead author for
parts of the ACIA assessment ‘the rules of game were changing every day’. He further
dated that, in the event that the scientific report isto be sgnificantly rewritten by others, his
expert group would probably not be able to stand behind the product. His expert group has
drafted a chapter of 75 pages, and that it would not be possible to reduce thisto 25 pages
whil4 retaining the essentid information.

Responding to this comment, John Cader noted that, in his view, any professond writer
engaged should assst in writing process, and in particular the writing of the synopsis report,
but not rewrite the scientists assessments. The find chapters should be sent to the scientists
for review. He aso expressed his agreement that a 25-page limit for the chapters was
inappropriate.

The USA and Norway raised issues relating to the strategy document for producing the
ACIA Policy Document, in particular the role of scientists involved in preparing the ACIA
scientific assessment was discussed. As aresult of these discussions, arevised version of the
strategy document for producing the ACIA Policy Document was agreed. Thiswas
subsequently discussed and agreed by CAFF and presented to the SAOs at their meeting in
Oulu (see Annex 6).

Concluding, Lars-Otto Reiersen said that the planning of the dissemination of ACIA results
should be conducted without delay. This was supported by Gunnar Futssger, Norway, who
suggested that SAOs be invited to discussthe ACIA communication strategy.

13. International cooperation: EU & EEA, UNEP Chemicals, OSPARCOM, WMO
etc. Progress and issuesto be solved.

UNEP-Chemicals. Lars-Otto Reiersen informed the WG about progress in the development
of cooperations with UNEP-Chemicals regarding POPs issues. He reported that UNEP-
Chemicals has decided to provide financia support to the PCB and PTS projects, and invited
AMAP to participate in development of the Globa POPs monitoring network. Strategic
issues relating to this network will be developed a an Advisory Board meseting in Geneva
13-14 May, in which AMAP has been invited to participate. The WG were invited to
express their opinions with respect to these developments.

In generd, the WG supported AMARP participation in the development of the Global POPs
monitoring network. However, any decisions on how the globa monitoring may be
implemented in the Arctic will be made by the Internationad Negotiating Committee (INC)
under the Stockholm Convention. As afirst step, it ismost important that the AMAP WG
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fully inform their (INC) nationa delegations on the potentia of AMAP for this purpose
when the INC next meetsin the week of 17th June, 2002.

WMO: Vitdy Kimgach informed the WG that, following an ACSY S request on
contributing to climate related hydrologica information for the Arctic region, the WMO
Department of Hydrology and Water Resources had taken an initiative to develop the
Arctic-HY COS (Arctic Hydrological Cycle Observing System), as an integrated part of the
World-HY COS. Taking into account that AMAP may be interested in improvement of
climate-related monitoring systems in the region, the AMAP Secretariat had played an
active role in the development of this project proposa. The WG were invited to support this
initiative.

While expressing its genera support, the WG emphasised that the development of this
monitoring system may have significant financid implications. It was recommended thet
more detailed consultations be concluded within the respective countries before and definite
support to thisinitiative could be e aborated.

World Water Forum and DWC: Vitdy Kimstach reminded the WG about the successful
“Polar Regions’ Session at the 2" \World Water Forum (The Netherlands, March 2000),
which had been co-ordinated by AMAP. He informed the WG that the Organising
Committee of the 3" World Water Forum (Japan, 2003) had invited AMAP to organize a
similar sesson at this Forum. The main objective of the previous forum had been the
development of a vison, whereas the forthcoming forum would mainly be directed at
condderation of possble actions. Vitay Kimstach aso noted that climate reated issues will
be one of the priorities on the Forum agenda. In this connection, the Globa Diaogue on
Water and Climate (DWC), with an International Secretariat and a targeted budget, has been
organized. Taking into account the fact that climate issues are a priority within the Arctic
Council, the Secretariat had taken the opportunity to propose a specia project “Didogue on
Climate Change Adaptation Strategy in Water Management and Flood Preparedness at the
LenaBasin”, which has been supported by rdevant Russan authorities. This project
proposa had subsequently been adopted by the DWC Steering Committee, with allocation
of 180,000 $ US from the DWC budget for financial support of this project.

Y uri Tsaturov commented that the Russian Federation is keenly interested in this project on
the Lena Basin, and intends to dlocate sgnificant resources for its implementation in the
form of in-kind contributions.

The WG agreed that the Secretariat should take part in the WWF3 and DCW initiatives
described above, on the understanding that they do not detract from the work of the
Secretariat and do not draw upon the core funding of the Secretariat.

14. Thefinancial situation for the AMAP Secretariat and the special projects.

Lars- Otto Relersen presented a short overview of the financid stuation for the AMAP
Secretariat. The AMAP Secretariat receives core funding from Norway that covers
approximately 67% of the operationa costs of the Secretariat. The remainder has been
covered by voluntarily contribution from Canada and Finland, and through administration of
projects such as the PTS and PCB project.
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The production of the AMAP 2002 Assessment Reports is funded partly through in-kind
contributions, whereby al lead countries support participation of their Nationd Key experts
in the assessment work. Report production work, including authoring of the SOAER,
graphica production work, report layout and printing, etc., is covered partly by grants from
some countries, including Canada, Denmark, Finland, Norway, and USA, and the Nordic
Council of Minigters. The remainder is covered at cost through national orders for copies of
the reports.

The production and trandation of the Fact Sheets for ACAP was funded by Denmark,
Finland and Norway.

Phase two of the PCB project has been funded by dl eight Arctic countries and UNEP-
Chemiczds Approximately 60.000 USD was Hill lacking to fully finance phase 2 of the PCB
project.

The AMAP/RAIPON/GEF PTS project has been funded by all eight Arctic countries, GEF,
the Sdlamander Foundation, WWF, the Nordic Council of Minigters, and UNEP-Chemicals.
The tota budget is 3.750.000 USD, of which anamount of approximately 230.000 USD is
till being sought. Finland announced that they might contribute a further 40.000 USD®.

A specid gpplication has been sent to GEF concerning an ACIA project in Russia. This
received PDF-A support. A MSP (medium sized project) proposal has been prepared and
sent to the GEF secretariat for evauation and hopefully support.

Lars-Otto Relersen informed the WG that, in order to secure funding for AMAP Phase 3
activities it would be necessary to use opportunities that exist, such as the research funding
opportunities under the European 6 Framework Programme and the equivalent North
American funding by NSF, etc. In this respect it was important to try to influence on
priorities for funding under these bodies, to ensure thet they reflected the research needs
identified in the AMAP phase 2 assessments, etc. The WG supported this view and agreed
that this should be followed up both nationaly and through AMAP.

15. AMAP Workplan for 2002 - 2004.

A draft workplan was circulated at the meeting. The WG decided to request the SAOsto
accept anew timetable for delivery of the petroleum hydrocarbons assessment. Under this
revised proposa, AMAP would like to invite the other AC WGs to work jointly prepare that
assessment. The draft workplan (Annex 7) will be further updated based on the discussion
and decisons made by SAOs and Minigters.

2 During the ACAP meeting, May 14, this was covered by new national contributions.

3 At the SAO meeting in Oulu, Sweden aso announced that they will increase their
contribution, and Nordic Council of Minigtersinformed that they would look positively ona
new application from the AMAP Secretariat.



16. The next AMAP Working Group meeting.
The WG Chair introduced the proposd to hold WG meetings in spring 2003 and spring
2004, in the United States and Russia, respectively. The 2003 meeting would focus on the
new AMAP drategic plan, and dso include ajoint meeting with CAFF to focus on
development of the ACIA policy documen.
Pending on the Situation there might also be a need to hold an AMAP mesting during
autumn 2003. lcdland would dlarify the possibility to host such amesting.

17. Any other business.

On behdf of dl of the WG, Helgi Jensson expressed thanks to Birte Rindom for her many
vauable contributions to work of AMAP over the past years.

18. End of the meeting.
Helgi Jensson thanked al participants for their endurance and efforts to complete the
agenda, and in particular complete the work necessary to alow WG approva of the 2002
SOAER during the meeting.

He aso thanked the hosts from the Faroe Idands for their excdllent arrangements and
support for the WG meeting.

Findly, he wished dl participants a good and safe return journey.

The meeting was closed a 00:30 on 3 May.

18



Annex 1. Opening address by Jacob Pauli Joensen

Good morning Ladies and Gentlemen!

It isagreat pleasure for me to welcome you to the Faroes. | know you have had along
journey to get here. Y ou can be grateful that the weather was calm for your landing at the
arport yesterday. But you may dready have experienced some other kinds of turbulence
since you got here. Hopefully the ferry strike didn’t make it too difficult for you to crossthe
fjord to Vestmanna. Y ou have probably also noticed al the posters around town. Today is
our nationa dection to eect the around 30 members of the Faroese parliament for the next 4
years. Our dections are not only about left - right palitics, but also about different views on
independence, ranging from autonomy under the Kingdom of Denmark to becoming afully

independent state.

The importance of AMAP swork has long been recognised in many countries, including the
Faroes. As you know we have been very concerned about the level of pollutantsin avery
important part of our traditiond food resource: the pilot whales. Thefirgt digtary
recommendation was issued in 1977 to limit the intake of whae meet and telling people to
abgtain completely from egting pilot whale liver, due to mercury levels. These
recommendations have been revised twice since, limiting consumption even more. The latest
recommendation from 1998 advises girls and childbearing women not to eat blubber at all.
Although these recommendations were strongly worded and gave very specific advice, it is
up to families themsdvesto adjust their egting habits. There are of course many people who
doubt the vaue of the recommendation referring to the postive hedth aspects of our
traditiona food. Small portions of blubber have traditionaly been esten on adaily basisin
the same way as people take a spoonful of cod-liver ail or dlive ail in other parts of Europe,
For many it isdso difficult to believe that it is less hedthy to eat wild animas compared

with indugtridly produced and farmed food, often with fewer natural compounds and higher
levels of medicine residues. We don't know whether Faroese people have adjusted their
eating habits on the basis of the dietary recommendations or because of a general awareness
of nutrition, but we do have reasons to believe that food habits are changing, as we have
seen asgnificant reduction in mercury levelsin pregnant women in recent years.

Knowledge of nature is the backbone of life, epecidly here in the middle of the North
Atlantic. But advancesin modern technology have made exploitation of living resources less
dependent on traditiona knowledge. Along with the global market the knowledge needed
today is more about the quaity of those resources which our life and welfare are based upon.
The firgt andyses at the laboratory of Food and Environmental Agency, back 30 years ago,
were on mercury in fish socks. During the years we have participated in AMAP, we have
expanded our monitoring to include alot of other species and other analyses, such ason
POPs. In thiswork it has been important to see the work carried out in other countries and |
will thank you al for having created a forum like AMARP to cooperate on monitoring and
assessment. Also, | would like to thank Denmark for their financia support for AMAP
related projectsin the Faroes.

Thismeeting of AMAP is of great importance. It may show the way forward aswell as
provide results with regard to those regulations, which have dready been adopted. There
have been great achievements in some areas. We now have a Stockholm-convention for
reduction and elimination of the most dangerous POPs and we dso have an IMO convention
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on TBTs. Concentrations of pollutants in wildlife Species may only represent asmal
proportion of the overdl intake of pollutantsin the diet, but aworld in which the only
acceptable foodstuff isthat produced in modern facilities is unacceptable — it would be a
much poorer world to livein. Knowledge about the danger of mercury needsto be
trandated into regtrictions on the use and emissions of Mercury. We hope that an
international convention can soon be achieved a'so on Mercury.

Although there are many important issues on our agenda for the next 3 days | hope you can
find the time to explore our capitd. There are plenty of good areas to walk, especidly here
around the hotel, which isthe old part of Térshavn. Should you have any questions during
your stay here, please don't hesitate to ask.

Findly I would like to inform you that we have arranged a tour with an old boat —a doop -
late this afternoon. Mariawill tell you more at the end of the meeting today. Tomorrow
night we aso have the pleasure of inviting you to adinner & Hotd Feroyar. Thisis ahotel
Situated up on the sde of the hill overlooking Torshavn. The bus from this hotel to Hotel
Faroyar is scheduled to leave at 7.15 p.m. tomorrow.

We won't disturb the meeting with these events, but hopefully they can help you to reach all
the agreements you are hoping for.

Thank you
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Annex 3. Updated draft agenda for the 16th AMAP WG meeting, April 30—May 3,
2002. Torshavn, Faroe Idand.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Opening.
Approva of the Agenda

Progress report from the Chair and Secretariat, including the specia projects such as
the PCB and PTS projects.

Statements from Observers.
Production and funding of the AMAP 2002 reports.

Approva of The 2002 Arctic Pollution Issues; A State of the Arctic Environment
Report, including recommendations in the Executive Summary.

The SAO mesting in May; Progress report from AMAP, reorganization of AC and its
potentia effects for AMAP, coordination of work with other AC Working Groups,
€tc.

Arctic Council Capacity Building Strategy — arequest for information from Canada.
The Minigteria mesting in October; Progress report from AMAP, AMAP Strategic
Plan for 2003 — 2008: Priorities for monitoring and assessments to be performed,
work on sources, new issues of concern, nationa plans etc.

The 2" International AMAP Symposium, October 2002;
Program and financid Studtion.

Communication of the AMAP results to awider audience, people of the North, Rio +
10, etc., use of internationd press, TV-films, etc.

ACIA progress and issues to be solved.

International cooperation: EU & EEA, UNEP Chemicds, OSPARCOM, WMO etc.
Progress and issues to be solved.

Thefinancid Stuation for the AMAP Secretariat and the specid projects.
AMAP Workplan for 2002 - 2003.

The next AMAP Working Group mesting.

Any other business.

End of the mesting.



Annex 4. List of Documents: AMAP Working Group 16, Toérshavn, Faroe Idands,

30 April —3 May, 2002

Document No.

AMAPWG 16/2/1

AMAP WG 16/2/2

AMAPWG 16/2/3

AMAPWG 16/3/1

AMAP WG 16/5/1

AMAP WG 16/7/1

AMAP WG 16/8/1

AMAP WG 16/8/2

AMAP WG 16/9/1 Info.

AMAP WG 16/9/1

AMAP WG 16/9/1-1

AMAP WG 16/9/1-2

AMAP WG 16/9/1-3

AMAP WG 16/9/2

AMAP WG 16/10/1

Document Title:

Updated Draft Agenda

Draft Ligt of Participants

Draft List of Documents

Discussion Paper on Preparation of Phase 3 of the Multilaterd
Cooperative Project on Phase-out of PCB Use, and
Management of PCB Contaminated Wastesin the Russan
Federation

Assessment Production Funding April 2002

Progress Report from AMAP to the SAO Meeting in Oulu, 15
—16 May, 2002

Arctic Council Capacity Building Strategy and Pilot Project —
Draft March 28, 2002

Arctic Council Capecity Building Strategy and Action Plan.
Draft for Discussion 28 March, 2002. CAFF Board Meeting, 9
—11 April 2002

Arctic Human Development Report (AHDR). A Project
Proposd for the Arctic Council — Summary

Draft Priorities for the AMAP Phase 3, 2003 - 2015
INARI Declaration

Report of Senior Arctic Officidsto Arctic Council Ministers—
Draft Dispostion

Arctic Council SAO & 3 Ministeria Mesting, Saariselka,
Inari, October, 7 — 10, 2002. Draft for the Schedule of the
Inari meetings and the Agenda for the Minigterid Mesting.

Proposa for a Changed Time Schedule for the Preparation of
Assessment of Petroleum Hydrocarbonsin the Arctic
Environment

Draft Programme: Second AMAP International Symposium,
Rovaniemi, 1 — 4 October, 2002



AMAP WG 16/12/1

AMAP WG 16/13/1

AMAP WG 16/13/2

AMAP WG 16/13/3

AMAP WG 16/13/4

AMAP WG 16/13/5

27

Strategy for the Preparation of the ACIA Policy Document.
Updated Draft April, 2002

The Globa Network for the Monitoring of Chemicasin the
Environment

Information Support for Climate Studies and Water
Management for the Arctic Region. Development of the Arctic
Hydrologica Cycle Observing System (ARCTIC-HY COS) —
Draft Project Profile (Version of September 12, 2001)

Didogue on Water and Climate. Project Document (April
2002)

Dialogue on Water and Climate Project Proposal

World Water Forum 2: Polar Regions Session Report
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Annex 5. List of Actions Arising from the 16" AMAP Working Group meeting,

Toérshavn, Faroe Idands, 30 April —3 May, 2002

Action (relevant agenda item) For Due by
Determine find nationd requirements for copies AMAP Secretariat and 30 June
of 2002 assessment reports and arrangements for Heads of Delegations

provison of funding for this (Agendaitem 5)

Identify additional externa peer reviewersto All countries (optiond for 7 une
comment on the heavy meta's assessment and Canadaand USA)

nominate names to Secretariat (Agendaitem 5)

Present the ‘ Indigenous Peoples Perspective Indigenous peoples 30 June
Preface drafted during the mesting to the representatives, |PS

Presidents of the IPOsfor their Secretariat

condderation/signing (Agenda item 6)

Provide the agreed SOAER textsto the Annika Nilsson and 1 June
publisher of the report (Agendaitem 6) Henry Huntington

Prepare annexes with lists of acronyms, places, Simon Wilson 30 June
species, etc. for inclusonin SOAER and AAR AAR lead authors

reports (Agendaitem 6) SOAER aLthors

Draft, and present as a 'report from the AMAP AMAP Board and 15 May
Board', the AMAP Progress Report to the SAOs | Secretariat

meseting in Oulu (Agendaitem 7)

Present to the SAOs meeting in Ouu the 2002 AMAP Chair and 15 May
SOAER Executive Summary and the updated Secretariat

paper on the ACIA policy document (Agenda

item 7)

Prepare a smple reporting format for use by AMAP Secretariat August 1
countries in reporting updated information on

NIPs and progress on Arctic monitoring and

research, and to describe plans for 2002/2003

(Agendaitem 7)

Request Arctic Council/ WWGSD to develop and AMAP Chair May 15
adopt a specific definition of the term capacity

building (Agendaitem 8)

Request appropriate documentation detailing AMAP Secretariat June 30
any specific requests addressed to AMAPIN Canadian Head of

pqqne_cti onwith WGSlD capecity building Ddegation

initiative (Agendaitem 8)

Consder draft Minigterid Declaration and SAO All countries 9 August

report prepared by AC Secretariat/Chair and
provide further input for these documents
(Agendaitem 9)




29

Condder possible new issues of concern that All countries Next AMAP

might be recommended to be taken up in future WG mesting

AMAP drategic plan (noise, sources, €tc.)

(Agendaitem 9)

Circulate Find Announcement and Preliminary John Derome 1 dune

Programme for the 2" Internationd AMAP AMAP Secretariat

Symposium, and put this information on the

AMAP website (Agendaitem 10)

Contact independert externd (peer) reviewers AMAP Secretariat 15 June

that have contributed significantly to the AMAP (assessment leads to

assessment review processto offer them natify names and contact

participation a the AMAP Symposum without information for relevant

having to pay the conference fee (Agendaitem individuds)

10)

Request President of the Saami Council to Jantldar Solbakken 30 June

prepare aletter to SAOs regarding possible

production and funding of a Seami language

trandation of the 2002 SOAER (Agendaitem

11, and 5)

Prepare more detailed documentation of the AMAP Secretariat 30 June

costs, time schedule, and practical arrangements,

etc. required for production of afilm/video

presenting the results of AMAP phase 2

(Agendaitem 11)

Invite SAOsto discussthe ACIA AMAP Charr 10 October

communication srategy (Agendaitem 12)

AMAP WG fully inform ther Internetiond All countries Before INC

Negotiating Committee (INC) nationa meeting the

delegations on the potential of AMAP for week of 17

providing the Arctic components of the Globa June

POPs monitoring network under the Stockholm

Convention (Agendaitem 13)

Attempt to influence on funding agenciesin All countries June 6

Europe and North Americato priorities research AMAP Secretariat (European

needs identified in AMAP assessments (Agenda FP6 input)

item 14) and as
appropriate

Contact CAFF regarding possible joint meeting AMAP Chair 30 June

in spring 2003 to develop ACIA Palicy
Document (Agendaitem 16)
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Annex 6. Strategy for the preparation of the ACIA Policy Document (AMAP
WG16/12/1: Revised)

Introduction

This document, outlining the proposed strategy for preparing the ACIA Policy Document, is
based on the ACIA Implementation Plan approved by the Second Arctic Council Ministeria
Mesting in Barrow, 2000, discussions at the joint AMAP/CAFF working group meeting

held in Stockholm, August 30, 2001, comments from the SAO meeting held in Espoo,
November 6-7, 2001, and the ACIA Assessment Steering Committee meeting held in
Ottawa, December 3- 5 2001. Thefina Srategy is expected to be endorsed at the Ministeria
meeting in October 2002. Note: a question to the SAOs in bold.

Purpose

The purpose of the ACIA Policy Document as stated in the ACIA Implementation Plan isto:
“relate the information from the synthesis and scientific documents [of ACIA] to the policy
needs of the Arctic Council and provide recommendations for follow-up measures. AMAP
and CAFF will address the question of what Strategies can be recommended to cope with
current environmenta stresses, and possibly lessen the impacts of these changesin the
climate and ultraviolet radiation. These recommendations will include advice rdevant to
national and internationa policy as well as advice to inhabitants of the Arctic’.

The product

The ACIA Policy Document will be prepared in laymen’s terms and as a stand-aone
document. The background for the scientific conclusions and dl references to scientific
literature will bein the ACIA Scientific Report, which will be presented a the sametime.
The ACIA Policy Document will convey information carefully in order not to darm or
confuse the reader. The sze of the document is expected to be between 20-30 pages plus
illugtretions.

Audience

The primary audience for the ACIA Policy Document are the Arctic Council Minigters and
Permanent Participants, but also Arctic residents, economic sectors and other stakeholders,
non-Arctic States and internationa fora dealing with climate and UV/ozone questions (e.g.
EU, UN/IPCC).

Approach

At Barrow (2000), the AC Ministers requested AMAP and CAFF, in cooperation with
IASC, to implement ACIA. Although stated in the ACIA Implementation Plan, that AMAP
and CAFF will be respongble for drafting the ACIA Policy Document, follow-up
discussons a the SAO leve (e.g. in Espoo, November 2001), have identified the need for
other AC working groups and indigenous organizations to be intimately involved in the
process. Therefore, representatives from al AC working groups and indigenous
organizations should be invited to participate in the drafting of ACIA policy
recommendations relevant to their work and expertise. In addition, draft chapters of the AC
Policy Document should be circulated to al AC working groups for comments prior to
submission to the SAOs.
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The SAOswill not be directly involved in the drafting process. However, key policy
questions will be brought up to the SAOs as eaxly in the process as possible. In early 2004,
the ACIA policy recommendations will be handed over to the SAOs for their consideration
and preparation of recommendations to Ministers for joint adoption at the Fourth AC
Minigeria meeting in thefdl of 2004.

The following describes the proposed process for the preparation of the ACIA Policy
Document:

1. Thedocument will be prepared by AMAP, CAFF,other AC working groups that
wish to participate, and indigenous people groups, with the assistance of a
professond writer. A core drafting team will be established to prepare the first
draft. The compogtion of the drafting team will be proposed to SAOs in October
2002 following discussion with SAOsin May 2002. It will be important to ensure
that members of the drafting group has the proper competence for this task.

2. A processto ensure a clear linkage to the scientific report is essertial. Asapart of
this process, the first draft will be reviewed by the ASC , including al lead authors,
to control the validity of the science interpretations and science related
recommendetions.

3. The 2" draft will be circulated to dl AC WGsinvolved and the indigenous
organizations with an invitation to comment the draft policy and science
recommendetions.

4. Joint meeting of AMAP and CAFF, with representatives from indigenous peoples
organizations and the other AC working groups, will be arranged to negotiate the
final conclusions and recommendations.

5. The 3" draft, including al recommendations, will be presented to the SAOs for their
consderationsin early 2004.

6. After find editing of the report it will be sent to a publisher for printing.
7. Thefind report will be presented to the Fourth AC Minigterid Meseting in fal 2004.

Note: Beforethe Third Ministerial (fall 2002), the SAOs need to decide on whether the
ACIA Policy Document, in addition to the national review process, shall be circulated
for apublic review.

Sructure

A rough outline of the ACIA Policy Document is presented below. This outline will be
regularly upgraded and developed based on information from the Scientific Report and
feedbacks from the AC WGs and SAOs. The first opportunity to provide and incorporate
any science-based prdiminary policy questions and issues into this outline (section 4.) will
be after the upcoming ASC meeting in Norway, June 2-4, 2002, where first rough drafts of
al chapters of ACIA Scientific Report are expected.



Proposed structure, as of April 2002:

0.

1.

6.

Preface.
Introduction.
The circumpolar Arctic context.

Summary and conclusions with respect to expected climate changes and their
impacts across regions, ecosystems, societies and sectors of the circumpolar Arctic,
as documented in the ACIA Scientific Report.

Policy recommendations addressing environmental, socid, sectoral economic, and
culturd issues. (Notel: due to the geographica sze of some of the Arctic countries
and specia conditions there might be Situation where some of the recommendetions
are country specific, but in genera country specific recommendations should be
avoided. Note2: decisgon on the grouping of the recommendations, by themes as
above, or chapters of the scientific assessment, will wait further discussions).

Each recommendation will be structured in the following way:

specific recommendation and target
rationde

discusson

benefits/costs

Unresolved issues. This chapter would highlight issues, for which thereis not
scientific or politica consensus.

Next steps.

Revised timetable for the preparation of the strategy and the ACIA Policy Document

1

August 2001. A smdl ad hoc group prepares afirst draft srategy outline for
presentation to the joint AMAP/CAFF working group meeting in August 2001.
November 2001. Based on recommendations from the working groups, the ad hoc
group prepares an updated proposal to be presented to the SAO mesting in
November 2001.

Early 2002. Based on comments from the SAO meeting and the December 2001
mesting of the ASC, the ad hoc group prepares and circulates an updated draft for
comments from the working groups and ASC.

April 2002. An updated proposal from AMAP and CAFF is presented to the SAOs
for their congderation at the May meeting in 2002.

September 2002. Thefind Strategy for preparing the ACIA Policy Document is
presented to SAOs for adoption at the Ministeria meeting in October 2002.
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11

12

13

14
15

October-November 2002. Appointment of a drafting team, including the professond
writer.

January 2003. The drafting team initiates its work. Note: 2" draft of the ACIA
scientific report and the 1% draft of the executive summary report, is expected in
early 2003.

June 2003. Circulation of the 1% draft of the ACIA Policy Document to ASC.
September 2003. Comments returned to drafters.

November 2003. Circulation of the 2" draft of the ACIA Policy Document to the
Working groups and indigenous organizetions.

January 2004. Comments returned to drafters.

March-April 2004. A joint AMAP/CAFF working group meeting, with
representatives from indigenous peoples organizations and the other AC working
groups, to approve the recommendations.

April-May 2004. The 3 draft of the ACIA Policy Document, including ll
recommendations, presented to the SAOs.

June — August 2004. Proof reading, editing, printing of the report.

September 2004. The ACIA Policy Document is ready for presentation to the
Minigerid mesting.
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Annex 7. Draft AMAP Workplan for 2003 and 2004

2003

2004

Continue the core ongoing and long-term monitoring activities under the AMAP
Trends and Effects Monitoring Programme (for tempora and spatid trends,
human hedth and biologica effect gudies, aso induding collection of
information on new contaminants, other emerging issues, €c.).

Continue to implement ACIA in aclose cooperation with CAFF and IASC.

Assessment priority 1: The ACIA assessment, prepare the policy document,
ensure that pollution aspects are covered where appropriate, etc.

Assessment priority 2: Initiate the acidification and petroleum hydrocarbons
assessment activities (assessments due in 2006).

Consolidate programmes and activities, taking into account any implications of
reorganization of the AC, requests from the AC, aso including cooperation with
internationa bodies such as UNEP and UN-ECE, e.g., follow-up of the
Stockholm Convention.

Develop anew drategic plan for AMAP, including planning a new strategy for
performing assessments and reporting these,

Continue efforts amed a communication of results, including production and
presentation of trandations of the 2002 assessment report.

Improve procedures for reporting datato AMAP TDCs, and improve
accessibility to AMAP data.

Upgrade the AMAP website.

Prepare and deliver find PTS project report, planning related to any follow-up
(e.0. possible international conference for presentation of the PTS project results)
ACAP: Continue cooperation and support to specific projects.

Ddiver the ACIA Assessment in cooperation with CAFF and IASC. Possible
International Symposium on Arctic Climate and UV.

Agree the AMAP monitoring programmes for the next period (long-term
tempord trends and biologica effects, including human hedlth, etc.) taking into
account requests from Minigters, and also possible requedts relating to follow-up
of UN ECE Protocols, Stockholm Convention, etc.

Continue to implement Nationa Implementation Programmes (NIPs) as
appropriate, including those relating to assessments due in 2006, and develop
NIPsin rdation to future planned activities.

Provison of datafor the acidification and petroleum hydrocarbons assessments.

Develop anew timetable for presentation of future assessments, based on
decisons made by the AC regarding assessment priorities and follow-up of
internationd bodies, and the new AMAP gtrategic plan, etc.

ACAP: Continue cooperation and support to specific projects.



AMAP Lig of Publications.

AMAP Report 93:2

AMAP Report 93:3

AMAP Report 93:4

AMAP Report 93:5

AMAP Report 93:6

AMAP Report 94:1

AMAP Report 94:2

AMAP Report 95:1

AMAP Report 95:2

NEFCO/AMAP Report 1995

AMAP Report 97:1

AMAP Report 97:2

AMAP Report 1997

AMAP Report 98:1

AMAP Report 98:2
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Minutes of the First Meeting of the Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Task Force (AMATF), Tromsg, 2-6 December 1991

Minutes of the Second Meeting of the Arctic Monitoring
Assessment Task Force (AMATF), Toronto, 30 November -
4 December 1992

Minutes from the Third Meeting of the Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Task Force (AMATF), Stockholm - Helsinki, 12 -
14 May 1993

The Monitoring Programme for the AMAP

Report to Ministers. Update on I ssues of Concern to the Arctic
Environment, including Recommendations for Actions

Audit Report: Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme

Minutes from the Fourth Meeting of the Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme Working Group (AMAPWG),
Reykjavik, 11 - 13 October 1993

Minutes from the Fifth Meeting of the Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme Working Group (AMAPWG),
Tromsg, 3 - 4 March 1994

Minutes form the Sixth Meeting of the Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme Working Group (AMAPWG),
Washington 26 - 28 October 1994

Guidelines for the AMAP Assessment

Minutes from the Seventh Meeting of Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme Working Group (AMAPWG),
Moscow, September 13-15 1995

Barents Region Environmental Programme: Proposals for
environmentally sound Investment Projects in the Russian Part
of the Barents Region:

Volume one: Non-radioactive Contamination

Volume two: Radioactive Contamination

Minutes from the Eighth Meeting of Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme Working Group (AMAPWG),
Groningen, January 27 - 31 1997

Minutes from the Ninth Meeting of Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme Working Group (AMAPWG),
Stockholm, 21 - 23 April, 1997

Arctic Pollution Issues: A State of the Arctic Environment Report

Minutes from the Tenth Meeting of Arctic Monitoring and
A ssessment Programme Working Group (AMAPWG),
Aarhus, 17 — 20 November, 1997

Minutes from the Eleventh Meeting of Arctic Monitoring and Assessment
Programme Working Group (AMAPWG), Girdwood, Alaska, USA
April 23-24, 1998



AMAP Report 98:3

AMAP Report 98:4

AMAP Report 1998

AMAP Report 99:1

AMAP Report 99:2

AMAP Report 99:3

AMAP Report 99:4

AMAP Report 99:5

AMAP Report 99:6
AMAP Report 99:7

AMAP Report 99:8

AMAP Report 2000:1

AMAP Report 2000:2

AMAP Report 2000:3

AMAP Report 2000:4

AMAP Report 2000:5

AMAP Report 2000:6

AMAP Report 2000:7
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AMAP/CAFF Workshop on Climate Change, Rovaniemi,
24— 25 March, 1998. Summary Report

Brief Synopsis of the State of the Arctic Marine Environment in the
Context of the Development of a Regional Plan of Action to Protect the
Marine Environment from Land-Based Activities (RPA). June, 1998.

AMAP Assessment Report: Arctic Pollution Issues

Report of the Workshop on Combined Effectsin the Marine Environment,
Copenhangen, 16 — 17 November, 1998

Minutes from the Twelfth Meeting of Arctic Monitoring and Assessment
Programme Working Group (AMAPWG), Helsinki, Finland
December 7 -9, 1998

Synopsisof the State of the Arctic Environment in the Context of the
Development of an Arctic Council Action Plan for the Elimination of
Pollution in the Arctic (ACAP). Prepared by AMAP.

Modelling and Sources: A Workshop on Techniques and Associated
Uncertainties in Quantifying the Origin and L ong-Range Transport of
Contaminantsto the Arctic, Bergen, Norway

Minutes from the Thirteenth Meeting of Arctic Monitoring and Assessment
Programme Working Group (AMAPWG), Toronto, Canada, November 10
—12,1999

The AMAP Strategic Plan: 1998 — 2003
The AMAP Trends and Effects Programme

"Heavy Metalsin the Arctic.” Anchorage, Alaska, September 7 — 10, 1999.
Proceedings.

International Workshop on Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) in the
Arctic: Human Health and Environmental Concerns, Rovaniemi, Finland,
18— 20 January, 2000. Proceedings.

CAFF/AMAP Workshop on a Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring
Program, Reykjavik, 7 — 9 February 2000. Summary Report

PCB in the Russian Federation: Inventory and proposals for priority
remedial actions (Executive Summary).

AMAP Report on Issues of Concern: Updated Information on Human
Health, Persistent Organic Pollutants, Radioactivity, and Mercury in the
Arctic.

AMAP Report to the Second Ministerial Meeting of the Arctic Council,
Barrow, Alaska, U.S.A., October 12 — 13, 2000.

Report of the Expert Meeting on Sampling and Analysis of Persistent Toxic
Substances (PTS), St. Petersburg, Russia, 28 May - 1 June, 2000.

Minutes from the 14th AMAP Working Group Meeting, Trondheim,
Norway, 5— 6 September, 2000.



AMAP Report 2001:1

AMAP Report 2001:2

AMAP Report 2002:1

Guidelines for the AMAP Phase 2 Assessments.

Minutes of the 15" AMAP WG Meeting, Stockholm,
Sweden, 30 August 2001.

Minutes of the 16" AMAP WG Meeting, Thorshavn, Faroe Islands,
30 April — 3 May, 2002
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