
Meetings of Working Group Chairs and Senior Arctic Officials, 

Washington DC, November 17-19, 1999. 

 

Highlights  

 

 

 

I. WORKING GROUP CHAIRS (17 NOV) 

 
The five chairs of the Arctic Council Working Groups met over lunch on 

November 17. The meeting was chaired by Ray Arnaudo. The following issues were 

discussed and reported on at the SAO meeting:  

 

ADMINISTRATTIVE 

 

1. Neede for meetings: All agreed that meetings of The Chairs were necessary and 

useful. Some felt a half day meeting before The SAO or SDWG would be 

appropriate, although it was noted this could be shorter depending on teh Agenda. 

Others thought 1-2 hours could be sufficient. It was also suggested that a meeting 

after the SAO´s concluded might be useful.  

 

2. Organization of work: It was agreed that one of the Chairs would be designated to 

provide an agenda for the next meeting of the WG Chairs. The chairs agreed to 

rotate this assignement.  

 

3. Rules of Proceedures: WGs are required to use the Arctic Council Rules of 

Proceedures (AC ROPs), but, if necessary WGs may augument them with 

guidelines which pertained solely to their specific WG. It was suggested that these 

be attached to the AC ROPs.  

 

4. Overlap of Work: It was agreed that a method of identifying areas of overlap 

among the WGs could help coordination. The CAFF Chair agreed to create a 

simple matrix and circulate it among The Chairs for comment. 

 

 

POLICY 

 

5. Applications for GEF Projects: It was pointed out that there are now a number of 

applications to the Global Environment Facility for support, and some Chairs 

reised the need for coordination.  

 

6. Observers to Working Groups: Some WGs noted that they invite organizations to 

their meetings which are not accredited observers to the Council. There was a 

general agreement that this was acceptable, although there was no specific 

provision in the AC ROPs.  The US agreed to draft a procedure to be discussed at 

a future SAO meeting.  

 

 



7. Agreements – MOUs: It was agreed that WGs should not be entering into 

agreements, Memoranda of Understanding or contracts, unless such arrangements 

had been vetted through the SAO process, and it was determined that a WG had 

the appropriate capacity and mandate. Interactions with other bodies or 

organizations should be handled through exchanges of letters or other 

understandings.  

 

8. Cross-cutting issues: Some Chairs raised teh developing problem of how teh WGs 

should address the work of the new overarching programs, such as the Arctic 

Climate Impact Assessment or the Arctic Council Action Plan. It was agreed that, 

within the structure of the WGs, Chairs should be prepared to respond to 

assignments by the SAOs for action. However, all agreed that the larger question 

of the overall structure of the Council was beyond the authority of the WG Chairs.  

 

 

 

II. SAO MEETING (18-19 Nov) 
 

4. CAFF Report to SAOs  
CAFF Chair’s report  was well received by the SAOs (Berit Lein’s speech attached as 

appendix I). The following comments were made:  

 

• USA  - commeded CAFF for its work and looks forward to deliverables.  

• Iceland  - highlighted the importance of the Overview Report as a major milstone 

in the work of CAFF and basis for further work. 

• Norway - endorsed CAFF plans as outlined and looks forward to the program’s 

further development as a biodiversity arm of the Council.  Norway stressed that 

CAFF must complete the Overview Report by the Ministerial. Norway looks 

forward to the results of the CMW and welcomed The Netherland’s hosting of the 

Migratory Bird workshop.   Norway finally reiterated its intention to support the 

CAFF/GEF project by $45.000 US and urged other countries to follow suit.  

• Canda  - looks forward to the Overview Report and deliberations with respect to 

the Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring Program.  Canada supports in principle 

the CAFF/GEF, but cautioned agains inter AC competitition for GEF money.  

• Finland  - congratulated CAFF on its report and reiterated its willingnes to 

continue as a Lead-country for the Overview Report.  

 

In general, countries seemed very pleased with CAFF progress. It is clear that  the 

Overview Report is expected as a major product from CAFF at the Ministerial.  

 

 

14. Update on the ACIA project 
 

Dr. Robert Corell presented the ACIA Implementation Plan. Even though this 

presentation was held late on the second day, there was lots of interest and several 

comments. Here are general comments: 

 



• US - thanked the ASC for its work and then offered to serve as Lead-country for 

the assessment. This means that the US will provide the ASC Chair and 

Secretariat, host a scoping workshop in early 2000, provide support to US experts 

to participate in the ACIA, undertake peer review of the draft reports, and publish 

the final reports. US encouraged other countries to provide additional support for 

their experts to join with those from the US and stated that the ACIA should be on 

the agenda for approval at the Ministerial meeting in the fall. 

• Iceland - supports full implementation of ACIA. Iceland especially liked the 

inclusion of commercial fishing and ocean circulation, encouraged ICES 

involvement and also IPCC. Iceland expressed concern over how the "policy" 

document might be reviewed but agreed that socio-economic aspects have to be 

included for the ACIA to be effective. 

• UK - congratulated ASC and called the ACIA an excellent initiative.  UK will 

consider how UK programs can contribute. 

• Canada  - thanked the US for its offer and suggested to get on with the assessment 

before the Ministerial meeting in October 

• Norway - supports the assessment and is grateful to the US for the offer to lead 

and establish a Secretariat. Would like more knowledge of details of ACIA, and 

would like timeframe to be extended to 2003-2004 and mesh the ACIA with the 

IPCC 4th report. Suggest that ACIA focus on the scientific documents now, and 

consider the policy document later. AMAP and CAFF already have the mandate 

to do the assessment, and should begin now. 

• Denmark - supports the assessment and is grateful for US offer, but expressed 

a need to be careful on the socio-economic aspects. 

• Chair (Arnaudo)  -  suggested a more full ACIA discussion at Fairbanks. He 

proposed ACIA as a major project for Ministerial endorsement in October, but 

noted that the ACIA Scoping Workshop and other preparatory activities can go 

forward now.  

 

In genera the SAOs have endorsed proceeding ahead with the ACIA.  The US offer to 

serve as a Lead-country and Secretariat is probably worth $500.000 a year.  The first 

Scoping Workshop of the ACIA will be held in early 2000 (February/March).  It will 

focus on finalising Table of Contents (selecting topics for) of the assessment and 

identifying Lead-authors.   

 

 
 

 

 



APPENDIX I 

 
CAFF Chairman’s Speech  
to SAO Meeting, Washington, 17-19 Nov 1999 
 
Mr. Chairman, Arctic colleagues, I am happy to address you on behalf of 
CAFF.  
 
Initially, I would like to refer to the Progress Report which we have tabled, 
and which includes a report on progress on ongoing and new initiatives since 
the last SAO meeting and an overview of our planned products for next year’s 
Ministerial Meeting. 
 
My hope is that the SAO meeting may comment this report, and hopefully also 
to endorse it as you will find appropriate. 
 
I would however like to briefly speak to some of the highlights in our report, 
which is structured after the priority tasks assigned to CAFF by the Ministerial 
Meeting in Iqaluit last year. 
 
First, am pleased to report that the CAFF Overview Report is on schedule. 
The Editorial Team will meet in Helsinki in the second week of December to 
assess fully the status of the project and plan its completion. We intend to 
circulate a first draft of the report well in advance of the next SAO meeting.  
 
For the Circumpolar Protected Areas Network (CPAN), we have several 
initiatives ongoing.  Here I would in particular like to draw your attention to the 
upcoming joint IUCN/CAFF/PAME Circumpolar Marine Workshop in 
Montreal, which we hope will come up with practical recommendations for 
how we can ensure a more integrated and holistic protection of the Arctic 
marine environment.  
 
Also related to CPAN, I am happy to report that the Danish Environmental 
Protection Agency will support RAIPON in a pilot project that aims to enhance 
the protection and management of cultural sites of indigenous people in Arctic 
Russia. 
 
[Furthermore, a US/Russia workshop on " Support and Sustainability of 
Protected Areas of the Russian Far East" was convened in Anchorage, 
Alaska in October, and set the stage for closer relationships between 
protected areas in the US Arctic and the Russian Far East.] 
 
I would also like to say that we are making progress with regard to other key 
CAFF issues, including: 

• assessment of impacts of climate change, where we have participated in 
preparing the joint Implementation Plan for the Arctic Climate Impact 
Assessment (ACIA), to be discussed later at this meeting 

• designing of a Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring Program, where a 
workshop is planned in Reykjavik, Iceland, in February next year 



• continued work on implementation of the Murre and Eider Conservation 
Strategies and Action Plans 

 
Mr. Chairman, in addition to addressing these priority items, CAFF has 
responded to a “window of opportunity”, suggested by UNEP in developing a 
Global Environment Facility (GEF) project for Arctic Russia.  Together with the 
Russian Federation State Committee for Environmental Protection and UNEP 
GRID-Arendal, we have submitted an application for developing a large GEF 
project in Arctic Russia.   
 
The working title of the project is  “Integrated Ecosystem Approach to 
Conserve Biodiversity and Minimise Habitat Fragmentation in the Russian 
Arctic”.  Its goal is to safeguard large tracts of undisturbed ecosystems and 
ensure conservation and sustainable use of globally significant biodiversity.  
This is extremely important as models indicate that with the present rate of 
development, only 5% of the now extensive wilderness areas in Arctic Russia 
will be undisturbed by the year 2025.  
 
We plan to finish the first preparatory phase (PDF-A) by March 2000, and 
then submit a request to GEF for further development (PDF-B) of the full 
project.  We have applied for 25 000 dollars from GEF for the first phase, and I 
am happy to report that the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs has already 
contributed $45.000 towards its completion.   
 
During the months to come we wish to discuss with other Arctic States and 
funding agencies participation in and co-financing of this project. First, 
however, we have to wait for the reaction from GEF. But we hope to report at 
the next SAO meeting in a positive way on our efforts to develop a GEF 
project for biodiversity conservation in Arctic Russia. 
 
This concludes my report, and I hope that you consider it and comment it as 
appropriate.  
 
Thank you. 
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