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Central Asian countries (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan) in frames of preparation to the Belgrade Ministerial Conference “Environment for Europe” prepared the “Progress Review on Education for Sustainable Development in Central Asia”, according to the set of the UNECE indicators, developed by UNECE Expert Group. 

The pilot review of ESD activities was carried out by the initiative and coordination of the CAREC, in cooperation and with support of the Cluster Office of UNESCO in Almaty, Regional Office of UNESCO in Bangkok, Japan Fund in Trust, European Commission, and OSCE Centre in Almaty. 

The “Progress Review on Education for Sustainable Development in Central Asia” a summary of the ESD baseline assessment results in the subregion; and the first one in preparation of reports on implementation of the UNECE Strategy on ESD in accordance with the relevant indicators. It consists of five national reports on ESD of CA countries, and could be considered as a “baseline report on ESD of Central Asia». 

The Review was published in Russian and English, and presented on the 5th Central Asian ESD Conference in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan, in October 24-25, 2006. 

The most important conclusions/lessons learned are as follows: 

· The concept of ESD is comparatively new in all Central Asian countries, the difference between environmental education and ESD is not clear. Traditional EE activities often are presented in the national reviews as ESD. At the same time citizenship education, health education, global education, etc. are not considered as components/preconditions of ESD. The experience of Kazakhstan shows that specific workshops involving members of the “assessment group” are useful to obtain a common understanding on ESD issues and the UNECE Strategy as well as indicators. Participation of the members of Expert Group on indicators in such workshops is essential.
· The interpretation of indicators/sub-indicators depends substantially upon the national education systems, experience, traditions, etc. In this respect “good practice” could be helpful. Therefore some quality criteria of “good practice” are needed, particularly, as a correspondence to one or another indicator. Examples of “good practice” then could be collected according to relevant indicators/sub-indicators. The added value of this approach is that the examples will demonstrate how ESD principles could be implemented within specific contexts. 
· Quantity of ESD activities corresponding to some ESD indicators (e.g. 2.2.Strategies to implement ESD are clearly identified; 2.5.ESD methods and instruments for non-formal and informal learning are in place to assess changes in knowledge, attitude and practice; 4.3. Teaching tools and materials for ESD are accessible) are not big at the moment, therefore it is possible to collect more or less comprehensive information. However, in future, when there will be much more activities, it might be difficult to include into review all of them. Particularly, it will be a problem in countries where a centralized system for information collection doesn’t exist. Would it be possible to use the examples of “good practice” instead of a review (where applicable)?
The lessons learned in Central Asia in respect with the use of the UNECE indicators were presented by the CAREC in Moscow in November 2006 – at the Seminar on implementation of the UNECE Strategy in EECCA region. 

During the discussion in Moscow also it was stressed that interpretation of indicators is problematic due to the specific circumstances and conditions in the EECСA region. Particularly, the problem of EE and ESD interrelationship is essential for all EECСA countries represented on the workshop.

Thank You for Your attention!

