This project is
funded by the EU

E a P \ ' ? Partnership for Environment and Growth

@00 @) &) (e

UNECE UNEP

Training workshop on SEA scoping in Georgia for theMinistry of
Environment and Natural Resources Protection and th Ministry
of Labour, Health and Social Affairs

Meeting Report

19 April 2016
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Introduction

Training workshop on SEA scoping in Georgia wasihmt 19 April 2016 at hotel Betsy’s
Thilisi Georgia. The workshop was organized by khi@istry of Environment and Natural
Resources Protection of Georgia in cooperation whle United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe (UNECE) and ‘Georgia’s Environmé Outlook’ (GEO) in the
framework of the EU funded Programme ‘Greening theoriBmies in the Eastern
Neighbourhood’ (EaP GREEN).

The aim of the training workshop was to present @disduss practical aspects of conducting
SEA scoping with special emphasis on the role @frenmental and health authorities in this
stage, as well as on the formulation of a scopingiop, as stipulated by the draft
Environmental Assessment Code of Georgia (EAC). Reptatives from the Ministry of
Environment and Natural Resources Protection (MENRT) Ministry of Labour Health and
Social Affairs of Georgia (MLHSA), as well as thational and international experts
participated at the meeting (in total 25 particigartll list is attached in Annex Il to this
Report).
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Overview of sessions
Opening session

The Meeting was opened by Ms. Maia Bitadze, Depdtgister, MENRP, followed by
opening remarks by Mr. Martin Smutny, UNECE Secrataifhe participants were asked to
formulate 2-4 questions in relation to SEA scopingcpdure after opening. The most of the
guestions concerned procedural aspects of SEA rsgopicluding: SEA scoping criteria,
major aspects to be covered by scoping report, tmegli and public involvement,
coordination between the Ministries of Environmend eHealth etc. Presentation of the
guestions was followed by a lively discussion, Bigant part of which concerned
coordination between the MENRP and MLHSA in SEAgexss. During the discussion, it was
underlined that SEA procedure would require closaboration and coordination between
the two Ministries. It was suggested to take intcoant that legally, the Ministries are
responsible for implementing their specific compegsnwithin their respective areas, and
thus they can be accountable only for decisionsdhanot fall beyond their focus area. This
fact was seen a legal constraint for establishimgt ]SEA commissions (as proposed in the
discussion). It was agreed that this issue would flmther addressed in the ‘SEA
Recommendations’ to identify practical ways for abbration.

INTAL ASSESSWENT

I ntroduction to scoping procedure

The next session started with the presentdfampose and expected outcomes, general role
of environmental and health authorities in scopiagamples of scoping procedure from the
selected EU countries”delivered by Mr. Michal Musil, UNECE Secretaridilr. Musil
briefly outlined the main stages of SEA, focusimgte scoping stage. Namely, he explained
purpose of scoping as identifying development irgetions and relevant environmental and
health issues, which should be further considerighimthe SEA, emphasizing that ‘scoping
out’ is as important as ‘scoping in’, while it issalimportant to keep the scope of SEA
flexible to allow its adjustments as the understagdof environmental and health
implications of the proposed plan or programme wsolFurther, Mr. Musil discussed
possible roles of environmental and health autlesitind provided examples of scoping
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procedure from the selected EU countries. The ptasen was followed by questions and
discussion about the scoping opinion as terms areaete for SEA. One of the questions
raised the issue of a specific guidance documenttrasupport decision-making in scoping.
It was explained that there is no blueprint appnoeegarding level of detail, and the key
approach in scoping is to identify reasonable aspecbe covered. An example of a plan or
programme related to the transport was providedyevtie air quality should be covered at a
greater extent than for a programme related to watamagement. It was also agreed that
additional details could be identified and includasl a result of consultations, while in
overall, the scoping report should cover 1) infoioratabout a plan or programme, 2)
information about likely affected area — key envirmmtal and health issues, 3) problems that
exist in the affected area and 4) potential impeaitted to a plan or a programme.

The next presentation of the given sessidhegal requirements regarding scopinghas
delivered by Ms. Tamar Sharashidze, Head of Environahdmpacts Permit Department.
The presentation, at a great extent, covered tklegquirements of the new draft EAC,
providing details of the scoping stage, scopindieafion, requirements to the scoping report,
public hearing/consultations and roles of the pilagrand SEA authorities. The presentation
was followed by a discussion about the level ofnplaand programmes (e.g. national,
municipal) that should be subject to SEA. It wasarhided that while municipalities can be
planning agencies themselves, at the same time, ateekey stakeholders with regards to
many national plans and programmes. Another imporiastie discussed concerned
enforceability of SEA decision, taking into accoutstrecommendatory character. Mr. Martin
Smutny, UNECE Secretariat, responded on this tharéctice, in most of the cases, SEA
recommendations are followed, while Government stiight not consider some of the
recommended changes in the plan, but adequatégattn has to be provided why certain
recommendations have not been accepted. Mr. Mddieé that ideally, SEA should lead to
improvement of a plan or programme during the SEA gssc before it is submitted for
approval to the Government. Providing that in maayrtries, the ‘political weight; of the
planning agencies e.g. Transport Ministry is higtieat of the Ministry of Environment,
therefore the SEA process should not rely only amctusion of SEA, but try to optimize the
plan or programme during the process with aim to aehaéebetter (from likely environmental
and health effects point of view) strategy and plainich is submitted for approval.

Following presentatiorfintroduction to the scoping stage of the SEA pitot the Waste
Management Strategy and Action Plam@Xplaining practical aspects of scoping underiake
within the SEA pilot, was delivered by Mr. Michal udil. Mr. Musil outlined steps
implemented during SEA pilot and their timelines; Hssof the scoping, such as baseline
analysis related to relevant topics, brief deswipbf the situation, an overview of sensitive
areas or hotspots relevant for a given topic anddwme/ironmental and public health issues;
review of relevant policy and strategic documemtd mlentification of the number of health
and environmental objectives; main gaps in existiniprmation and data; and initial
recommendations and review of stakeholders. In tiaagi Mr. Musil went through the
scoping report content checklist to demonstratdeisl of compliance with the new draft
EAC requirements (see Annex lll of this report). .Mvlusil listed lack of data and
information, limited time to conduct baseline anayand abstract nature of the Waste
Management Strategy as major challenges for elabgratie scoping report. He also
discussed main challenges related to SEA pilot sgoptage, such as unavailability of the
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draft Waste Management Action plan at early stadgsaject implementation, limited time
frame and ongoing changes to the draft Action Péenwell as lack of experience of the
national team in conducting SEA.

After the break, next session followed with the gergation, Outline of possible scoping
procedure” by Mr. Martin Smutny. Mr. Smutny outlined main stejys scoping stage
according to the draft EAC, including detailed msgibilities of planning authorities and
SEA authorities — MENRP and MLHSA. The presentatiso covered issues for discussion,
such as: purpose of scoping: not to ‘approve’ suppieport, but to determine scope of
assessment; role of expert commissions: primarisugggest the scope of assessment; role of
SEA authorities: to determine the scope of assessmrdtsome technical aspects, such as:
format of the application by planning authority; wayf communication/cooperation between
MENRP and MLHSA; composition of the expert commissimmformation about time and
venue of the scoping public hearing; publishingegeg opinion; and timing of entire scoping
procedure. Mr. Smutny also provided some practicgigsstions such as to agree on and
clearly define unified way of informing public. Hésa explained that scope of assessment
can be determined directly by the SEA authoritidthaut involvement of expert commission
in less complicated cases; and in some cases pléddng can be replaced by targeted
consultations with the key stakeholders.

The presentation followed by discussion. One of ithportant issues discussed concerned
possibility of participation of MLHSA representags in the expert commission formed by
the MENRP. As also discussed in the previous sessidhe workshop, it was concluded,
that legally, the MENRP cannot take responsibibty the issues related to human health,
which means that a separate commission should beedraader the MLHSA. In addition, it
was announced that enactment of health relatedgwog of the EAC had been postponed
until proper regulations on health assessment go&age, providing that currently regulations
on considering health aspects in planning doegxist or is insufficient.

Another issue discussed concerned public hearikigs.Michal Musil provided examples

from different countries and explained that in sarases, it is more relevant and efficient to
organize focused small meetings with small focus ggorather than having large public
meetings. Mr. Martin Smutny added that there are @mod cons of mandatory public
hearings. If law does not require mandatory comsiols, planning agencies might be
‘encouraged’ not to organize public hearings. Gmdther hand, more efficient would be to
identify together with the planning agency what Wooe a right way of consultations.

Scoping report

In the next presentationrformation needed to determine the scope of SEA” Michal
Musil covered the key components of the scopingntegoed went through the structure of the
SEA Pilot Scoping Report to draw parallels with teéevant requirements from draft EAC.
In the final part, Mr. Musil provided some practicuggestions related to the draft EAC,
namely, he stated that required content of scopampgprt is potentially very demanding in
terms of analytical work, so that it includes infation related to the magnitude of possible
environmental impact on the environment and publialtheand information of measures,
which should be considered for mitigation, prevemtimd compensation of negative impact
in case of implementing plan or programme. He expliithat normally, these are parts to be
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covered in the main SEA phase. Mr. Musil also adtieat, there are no explicit requirements
for environmental baseline analysis in the scopamprt in the current draft EAC.

Scoping opinion

In the last presentation of the workshdpo$sible structure and content of scoping opinion,
examples from the selected EU countriég” Mr. Michal Musil explained key purposes of
scoping opinion as to formally define scope of fartlanalyses, i.e. terms of reference for
SEA team; to identify key stakeholders who mustbesulted and to specify requirements
for the further consultation process. Once again,NMusil underlined that scoping opinion is
not a review or approval of the scoping report, ibshould be entirely oriented towards the
future phase of the SEA process. Afterwards, MrsiMdiscussed a case example — SEA for
transport sectorial strategy 2 and outlined keyudss addressed in scoping, such as
biodiversity, air quality and human health as wasl some minor issues — water, cultural
heritage, forests, soil and issues that were scopedy the SEA team — waste, soil and
forests. Full text of the proposed scoping opini@s distributed among the participants.

During the discussion the question was raised, lndrescoping opinions should be issued
separately by the two Ministries. Representativemfthe MENRP confirmed that according
to the current draft EAC, MENRP and MLHSA issue@og opinion separately, providing
that each Ministry acts in the frames of their aampetences. The participants agreed to the
suggestion by Mr. Martin Smutny that the two Minis$r meet before issuing the scoping
opinion, so that to avoid any conflicting decisi@ml to synchronize their efforts.

Conclusions

In the end of the meeting, Mr. Smutny outlined fgrecess of the preparation of the ‘SEA
Recommendations’ and invited the Working Group mesasrwell as other participants to
provide their comments in the process. It was abrémt issues discussed during the
workshop shall be reflected and addressed in tBA“Becommendations” as far as possible.
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The participants were invited to take part in thextntraining workshop on SEA quality
control in September 2016. It was also reminded ttaffirst WG meeting is planned on 22

April 2016.

et

After a few concluding remarks, the meeting was edlosThe participants from the both
Ministries emphasized that the training workshopered their questions to a great extent and
contributed to better understanding of the SEA supprocedure. Ms. Tamar Sharashidze
and other participants expressed their gratituddJIMECE and GEO for organizing the
workshop.
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Annex | — Agenda of the workshop

10.30—-11.00| Registration of participants, and welcomeftee
11.00 - 11.15| Opening of the workshop and welcome of thateipants
Ms. Maia Bitadze, Deputy Minister, Ministry of Eronment and Natural
Resources Protection
Mr. Alvaro Ortega, Program Manager, Delegation bétEU to Georgia
Mr. Martin Smutny, EaP GREEN Project Coordinator, UNE&&€retariat
11.15-11.45| Introduction to the workshop objectives and agea
Introduction of the participants and their expectations from theworkshop
Facilitated by Ms. Tamar Gugushvili, National Project Cdaedor, GEO
11.45-12.30| Introduction to scoping
e Purpose and expected outcomes, general role of environmenégaid
health authorities in scoping, examples of scoping procedure frorhé
selected EU countries (15 min)
e Mr. Martin Smutny, Mr. Michal Musil, UNECE Internationab@sultants
on SEA
* Legal requirements regarding scoping (15 min)
Ms. Tamar Sharashidze, Head of Environmental Impaatsife
Department, Ministry of Environment and Natural ResouRegection
« Introduction to the scoping stage of the SEA pilot on the Waste
Management Strategy and Action Plan: presentation and Q/A sessi
Mr. Michal Musil, UNECE International Consultant on SEA
12.30 - 12.45| Coffee break
12.45-13.45| Scoping procedure
» Outline of possible scoping procedure (15 min)
Mr. Martin Smutny, Mr. Michal Musil, UNECE Internationab@sultants
on SEA
+ Facilitated discussion to develop details on the scoping procedure
Georgia (45 min)
Facilitated by Ms. Tamar Gugushvili, Project National Cdioator,
GEO
13.45-14.30| Information needed to determine the scopeSEA

e Introduction (15 min)
Presentation by the national and international UNECEstttants
» Discussion (30 min)

Facilitated by Ms. Tamar Gugushvili, Project National Cadiogator,
GEO




Ea P \ ' A Partnership for Environment and Growth *** - .:

This project is
funded by the EU

Y

()
£)
f -
"3~

@0 @) @

UNECE _ UNEP

14.30 — 15.15 Lunch break

15.15-17.15| Scoping opinion
» Possible structure and content, examples from the selected EU
countries, Q/A session (30 min)

Introductory presentation by national and internation®ECE
consultants

» Group work: developing scoping opinion on the pilot SEA scoping
report (60 min)
Facilitated by the national and international UNECE cdiesots

» Presentation by working groups and discussion (30 min)

Facilitated by Ms. Tamar Gugushvili, Project National Cdioator,
GEO

17.15-18.00| Concluding session
e Summary of main conclusions
¢ Introduction of home assignment

Ms. Tamar Gugushvili, Project National Coordinator, GEQgavir.
Martin Smutny, UNECE Secretariat

18.00 End of workshop
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Full Name | Organisation | Position | Contact Information
1. | Maia Bitadze MENRP Deputy Minister m.bitadze@moe.gov.ge
2. | Tamar Sharashidze MENRP Head of Environmental Impac| t.sharashidze@moe.gov.ge
Permits Department
3. | Maia Beradze MENRP Head of Permits Division, m.beradze@moe.gov.ge
Environmental Impact Permits
Department
4. | Mariam Beruashvili MENRP Chief Specialist, Permits m.beruashvili@moe.gov.ge
Division, Environmental Impact
Permits Department
5. | Irakli MENRP Chief Specialist, Permits irakliphirtskhalaishvili@gma
Pirtskhalaishvili Division, Environmental Impact | il.com
PermitsDepartmer
6. | Eka MENRP Chief Specialist, Permits e.elgendarashvili@moe.gov,
Elgendarashvili Division, Environmental Impact | ge
Permits Department
7. | Maia Jolokhava MENRP Chief Specialist, Permits m.jolokhava@moe.gov.ge
Division, Environmental Impact
Permits Department
8. | AniGetiashvili MENRP Senior Specialist, Permits tvallla@yahoo.com
Division, Environmental Impact
Permits Department
9. | Giorgi MENRP Chief Specialist, Permits g.mchedlishvili@moe.gov.g¢
Mchedlishvili Division, Environmental Impact
Permits Department
10.| GiorgiLatsabidze MENRP Chief Specialist, Analytics g.latsabidze@moe.gov.ge
Division, Environmental Impact
Permits Departme
11.| Ana Dolidze MENRP Chief Specialist, Analytics anal3dolidze@gmail.com
Division, Environmental Impact
Permits Department
12.| Teona Karchava MENRP Chief Specialist, Biodiversity| t.karchava@moe.gov.ge
Protection Service
13.| Nino Tandilashvili | MENRP Head of Division of ninucanlg@gmail.com
Parliamentary Relations and
Lawmaking, Department of
Legal Affairs
14.| Irma Gurguliani MENRP Deputy Head of Wastes and | i.gurguliani@moe.gov.ge
Chemicals Management Service
15.| Dali Svani MENRP Senior Specialist, Wastes and | dali.svani@yahoo.com
Chemicals Management Service
16.| Tamar Gamgebeli MENRP Chief Specialist, Water
Resources Management Servicegamgebelitamar@gmail.con
17.| Davit Tsotadze MENRP Chief Specialist, Atmospheric jAd.tsotadze @moe.gov.ge
Protection Service,
18.| Marine Baidauri MLHSA Chief Specialist, Regulations | mbaidauri@moh.gov.ge

Division, Health Protectio
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19.| Mzia Jokhidze MLHSA Chief Specialist, Regulations | mjokhidze@moh.gov.ge
Division, Health Protection
Department
20.| Nana Gabriadze MLHSA, Head of Environmental Health | gabriadzenana79@gmail.ca
NCDC Division m
21.| Lela Naskidashvilii MLHSA, Senior Specialist, Environmental lelayazarashvili@gmail.com
NCDC Health Divisior
22.| Martin Smutny UNECE EaP GREEN Project Coordinatormartin.smutny@integracons.
Secretariat com
23.| Michal Musil UNECE International Consultant on SEAmichal.musil@integracons.g
Secretariat om
24.| Tamar Gugushvili | GEO National Project Coordinator | gugushvili.tamuna@gmail.c
m
25.| Nana Baramidz Project Exper Nana.baramidze@gmail.ct




EaP

\ ' A Partnership for Environment and Growth *', o

@oceco @ &)

This project is
funded by the EU

UNECE

Annex lll —Procedural steps of SEA scoping phase according tiee EAC and their
reflection within the Pilot SEA process

Formal phase of Scoping How it was Lessons learned/Considerations for
conducted practice (when the EAC is in force)
within the
pilot SEA

1. Planning authority No official The Ministry of Environment and Natura
= Applies to the Ministry of | application Resources Protection of Georgia (waste

Environment and Natural | prepared and chemicals management unit) is a

Resources (MENR) and
the Ministry of Labour,
Health and Social Affairs
(MLHSA) for scoping
opinion

planning authority in a sense of EAC.

If it assumes this role again in the future
formal application will have to be
prepared and submitted to both ministries
indicated in EAC, regardless it is within

= Informs public about the the same institution.

application

. MENR and MLHSA
publish application and
attached documents on
their web sites

No publication
of the
application on
the websites

Joint procedure for publishing relevant
documents needs to be developed.
Suitable technical infrastructure (internet
site section) needs to be developed and
authorities for its administration
delegated.

Expert capacities (e.qg. list of experts)
needs to be prepared capable of
mobilization within a limited time.

An adequate expert mobilization
mechanism to respond needs anticipate
by the EAC needs to be established.

. MENR establishes expert Not done

commission

[®N

. Planning authority
ensures organization of
scoping public hearing

The public
consultation
meeting took

Potential planning authorities (Ministries
and others) need to consider timely
allocation of resources (direct costs, staff)

place on 22 to fully assume this responsibility.
September While substantive content can be

2015. developed by the SEA experts and
Representatives planners, the logistics and related mattefs
of all relevant | will likely need to be carried by the
ministries, responsible institution (e.g. Ministry)
including the unless subcontracted to an external agent.
Ministry of

Health, NGOs
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and other
relevant
organization
participated in

and planning authority
publish scoping opinion
on their official websites

the event.

. MENR, MLHSA, and Partially Joint procedure for publishing relevant
planning authority inform| performed documents needs to be developed.
about time and place of Suitable technical infrastructure (e.qg.
public hearing dedicated internet site section) needs to

developed and authority for its
administration assigned.

. Expert commission Not done See section 3
provides conclusions on
scoping report

. Planning authority Partially Minutes from the public hearing shall be
prepares protocol on performed systematically kept (the responsibility ca
public hearing and be delegated to the SEA team) and
submits it to MENR and comments raised included in the SEA
MLHSA documentation.

The EAC however requires formal
protocol to be prepared separately and
submitted -

. MENR and MLHSA Not done Mechanism for a joint position
issue the scoping opinion preparation shall be developed

. MENR and MLHSA send| Not done
scoping opinion to
planning authority

MENR, MLHSA, Not done See section 5

be
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