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The world leaders participating in the United Nations World Summit in 2005 expressed their recognition of 

… the need for more efficient environmental activities in the United Nations system, with enhanced coordination, improved policy advice and guidance, strengthened scientific knowledge, assessment and cooperation, better treaty compliance, while respecting the legal autonomy of the treaties, and better integration of environmental activities in the broader sustainable development framework at the operational level, including through capacity-building…

For its part, the Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum, in paragraph 21 of its decision 23/1, requested the Executive Director, within the mandate of decision SS.VII/1, to continue to focus on activities to improve the coordination among, synergy between and effectiveness of multilateral environmental agreements, taking into account the autonomous decision-making authority of the Conferences of the Parties to such agreements and the need to promote the environmental dimension of sustainable development among other relevant United Nations organizations; and to intensify efforts to support implementation by parties to multilateral environmental agreements of their obligations under such agreements, upon request, including through the provision of technical assistance through, among other things, the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-Building.

In this context, the High-Level Meeting in Colombo seeks to focus on problems affecting implementation, compliance with and enforcement of multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs). This background paper provides a brief assessment of current scholarship on the topic, reviews UNEP activities underway, and proposes some concrete measures that could be taken to confront factors inhibiting compliance and enforcement. 

I. Factors Affecting Compliance

Since 1992 a growing body of scholarship has focused on understanding compliance with international agreements, particularly international environmental agreements.  The literature offers many insights.  One study of national compliance
 identified four broad categories of variables to explain compliance: 

· Factors involving the participating States; 

· Characteristics of the activity involved; 

· Characteristics of the agreements; and 

· The international environment.  

While these factors can be addressed separately, the study found that they interact with each other to produce a combined effect on compliance.  A weak economy or administrative infrastructure within a State, for example, not only hampers internal capacity to comply, but can also limit the State’s impact on the international environment and ability to shape the characteristic of the agreements.     

1. Factors related to the participating States

Factors involving the countries themselves include such parameters as the countries’ previous actions concerning the subject of the agreement, history and culture, physical size and variation, and number of neighboring countries; the economy, political institutions, and attitudes and values; and proximate factors such as administrative capacity, leadership, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and knowledge and information.  

 In general, implementation and compliance depend on the intent of a State to comply and the State’s capacity to comply.  Both dimensions may change over time for any given State and any given international agreement.  

a.  Intent.  Countries join international agreements for a variety of reasons.  Some clearly understand and intend to comply with all the obligations they assume. Others may be unaware of the full dimensions of the measures necessary to implement and comply with the agreements to which they adhere. There are often domestic political problems.  For example, while the Foreign Ministry may have joined the agreement for reasons of foreign policy, other ministries directly involved in implementing the obligations may not be informed or consulted or they may raise objections of policy or priorities. It may even be difficult to secure ratification of an agreement signed by the government. Thus, one part of the national government may intend to comply, while another does not; or sub-national units of government may lack the will to comply despite the national government’s intent.  Where the agreement significantly impacts the private sector, as many MEAs do, securing cooperation from the most important segments of this sector will also be required for effective implementation.  

Negotiations today complicate domestic political problems, because the process of drafting a complex agreement often necessitates compromises and trade-offs in the final text; if there are no flexibility clauses or possibility of reservations, the “all or nothing” nature of the text may lead to ratification despite fundamental objections to one or more provisions. A State may thus join a binding agreement because it agrees with the objectives and most of the provisions in the treaty, but it may disagree with some points; in such a situation those parts of the treaty with which it disagrees are unlikely to be a priority for compliance.  It may be worth considering the practice of the International Labor Organization, which does not allow reservations, but includes flexibility clauses concerning implementation that take into account the varying circumstances of the participating States. 

In some cases, intent simply may be a matter of priority. As the number of MEAs proliferates, States may give certain obligations priority over others and this may be necessary due to limited resources and political capital available to the government.  In other fields of international regulation, such as the international protection of human rights, monitoring bodies in cooperation with each other have begun to identify and emphasize “core obligations” to assist States in making rational choices as they prioritize. In this way, the overall objectives of the agreements are furthered.   

b.  Capacity.  The research on compliance indicates that a country’s capacity to comply with its obligations under an MEA is a critical factor. Many assets are important for effective compliance, including a bureaucracy empowered and committed to the implementation of MEAs at all levels of government, sufficient economic resources, and public support. When countries join international agreements, they have varying degrees of these assets, and the assets are likely to change over time, sometimes in response to external events.  To the extent that countries lack the capacity to comply with international agreements, it is important to provide the means for doing so. This could include financial assistance, technical assistance, training, and access to markets.  To some extent, externally provided assistance or other incentives may modify priorities within a government, so that as the country builds the capacity to comply, it also increases its intent to comply.  This may empower individuals in the administration through the process of building their ability to comply with the obligations.

Some specific national factors are known to affect participation in an MEA and compliance with the obligations it contains. The socio-political dimension includes in particular lack of awareness among authorities and the public of the economic and social costs to society due to the loss of natural environmental services and of the economic benefits to be derived from their preservation.  Because of this lack of knowledge about the long-term consequences of non-compliance, short-term developmental imperatives often eclipse longer-term needs in national decision-making. In addition, insufficient scientific, economic, and legal knowledge hampers informed decisions and policies on ratification and enforcement of MEAs.  

The absence of programmes to raise public awareness, especially among key elements like the business sector, journalists, teachers, and young people is a major factor hampering compliance, especially where there are no strong public interest organizations to provide programs and information in the absence of governmental action. Training programs for teachers can be highly successful, but only if coupled with the development of curricular materials for teachers to use in primary, secondary and university educational programs. It also helps if the school curriculum mandates such teaching. The absence of teaching materials is the reason most often cited by teachers for failing to teach about environmental matters.  

Poor governance is a factor in countries in all parts of the world. This means that some governments may seek to avoid accountability to sections of the populace that might be disaffected over environmental management concerns, especially those who are already marginalized. Corrupt or ineffectual administrations may dissipate financial resources and discourage donor assistance. In some instances, individuals may deliberately break the laws implementing MEAs for financial gain. Partnerships between the government and the private sector, including academia, scientific and technical communities, and business are crucial to the implementation of MEAs at national level, but cooperation may be lacking or it may exist only at the highest levels without impact locally. 

Institutional capacity requires vertical and lateral coordination among governmental agencies to implement MEAs; such coordination is often lacking to the point that ministries working on a common problem like environmentally sound waste disposal may be unaware of what each is doing.  The result can be inefficiencies or inconsistencies among programs. Having a lead agency or ministry or developing another system to ensure coordination can assist the process of implementation and compliance.  

Measures to enhance compliance also require consideration of the consequences of non-compliance. There has been a considerable growth in the use of criminal law to sanction violations of environmental standards, but the impact of prosecutions and sanctions in deterring non-compliance and modifying behavior has not been widely studied.  To the extent that such measures are effective, especially when coupled with civil actions against polluters, they require an effective judicial system together with sufficient trained personnel and funding for enforcement. This in turn demands sustained national capacity building by international organizations/ donors and others UN agencies and bodies.

The national legal system is a critical dimension in efforts to enhance implementation and compliance. Drafting clear laws and regulations to implement MEAs is a first essential step and programs to assist in this process can make a profound difference.  In addition, many States lack management systems for administrative authorities to measure and monitor compliance with laws and regulations that are adopted. Civil society needs to be engaged in enforcement programmes and this may be enhanced through innovative arrangements at the national level for monitoring (e.g. use of ad hoc inspectors such as science teachers in schools) and verification (e.g. use of university / technical school laboratories). When non-compliance occurs, those who are affected by environmental degradation are the most likely to take action. Implementation thus can be furthered through providing legal access and standing for litigants of environmental causes and training non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to litigate in the public interest. Other legal problems that recur include regulatory capture by major industrial conglomerates of responsible governmental agencies and privatization of relevant public utilities and enterprises without adequate supporting regulatory and accountability mechanisms. 


2.  Factors related to the activity involved

Research has confirmed the conventional wisdom that compliance is enhanced the fewer the number of actors involved and the easier the matter to regulate, because these factors produce a positive effect on the benefit-cost ratio of complying.

If it is costly to comply, either because of economic costs or the lack of technical, administrative or other capacity, compliance is less likely.  This does not mean, however, that bans (which require no action) are necessarily complied with better than positive obligations requiring action.  Rather, within those obligations requiring action, a country or actor’s capacity to comply with the obligation affects the likelihood of compliance.    


3.  Factors related to the agreement

The characteristics of an international legal instrument matter. For countries to comply, they must feel that the obligations are equitable. It is also frequently argued that the more precise the statement of the obligation, the easier it is to ensure compliance. However, research on compliance suggests that the situation is more complicated than this simple formulation. Certainly it is easier to assess compliance if the obligations are precisely stated; the ability to easily assess compliance may promote compliance. For some activities and certain circumstances, however, compliance may be better with a more generally stated norm than with a very precisely stated and complicated obligation.   As Jacobson and Brown Weiss noted, two generalizations emerge. One is that precise and relatively simple obligations are easier to comply with than precise and complicated ones. The other is that stating obligations precisely cannot override other factors that work against compliance. The characteristics of the instrument with regard to monitoring, supervision, and evaluation have important effects on compliance, as do characteristics relating to the secretariat, inclusion of incentives such as funds, technical assistance and training, and sanctions.

The fact-specific problems of developing countries in attempting to negotiate agreements reflect their particular needs and capacities. There is often little internal discussion or consultation prior to the opening of negotiations, with the result that national priorities and problems may not be fully understood by the negotiators. The special interests of such States may not be reflected because of lack of capacity to engage in negotiations effectively.  Negotiations may need the expertise of individuals from a wide variety of disciplines, but the meetings may be conducted so distant from developing countries that the necessary participation cannot take place for economic reasons.

The quality of MEAs has consequences for implementation and compliance. Framework agreements that have no specific quantifiable obligations or adequate protocols make efforts to implement them difficult because the range of options for implementation is almost unlimited.  States often cannot know what is expected of them. Further, little attention has been given to structuring international systems to review and monitor compliance; most MEAs rely upon state reporting.  If reports are filed they are reviewed, if at all, by participants in the conference of the parties. Delegations may have little time or incentive to read other States reports. Even if reports are reviewed, there are few common standards for national performance data reporting or for determining when compliance falls below an acceptable level. International non-compliance procedures are weak or non-existent.

Perceptions of inequities in MEAs can reduce compliance. Developing country perceptions of unfairness in the international legal order are based on concerns that developing countries are being called upon to help in the remediation of harms that, historically, have been caused by the industrialized countries. The non-participation of major powers (global/regional) in some key MEAs also leads to a perception that burdens are unfairly allocated. Other related international negotiations, such as those concerning agricultural subsidies, have a spill over effect. 

4.  Factors related to the international political context

The international political context is also an important factor affecting compliance.  The international political context includes such aspects as: international conferences, bilateral diplomatic and economic relations, global media and public opinion, international NGOs, international financial institutions, and international organizations.  In the shaping of international environmental law, the international political context may well have been the most important factor explaining the acceleration in the secular trend toward improved implementation and compliance in the late 1980s and early 1990s.  In addition, the presence of leader countries is important. Research indicates that leader countries are essential to the negotiation of international agreements and to promoting compliance with them. These countries generally have more resources than other countries and are thus in a position to play a catalytic role.  

Placement of an MEA within the context of a complex international regime may also enhance compliance. For example, compliance with the UN General Assembly ban on driftnet fishing is high, despite the large number of potential fishing vessel violators.  This may be at least in part because of existing national coastal legislation, regional declarations and statements, and the 1989 Wellington Convention on the Prohibition of Driftnet Fishing in the South Pacific.  Thus, an important way to induce compliance with specific international obligations is to link States and other actors together in a process that requires them to interact continuously over time.

Several theorists point to the importance of reputation either in inducing acceptance of a norm that has not yet been fully internalized by the community or of complying with an established norm. For the reputation factor to be important, there must be a consensus about the worth of engaging in or abstaining from a specific act, a risk that someone will detect engagement in the act, and that this detection will be publicized throughout the relevant community. The underlying assumption is that the individual or the country needs the approbation of the relevant community. Merchants, for example, are concerned about their reputation in the market place. The strategies of compliance with binding international agreements, which focus on transparency such as monitoring, national reports, public access to information about the instrument, and non-governmental participation in the monitoring process are important to implementing the long-term relational view and to making reputation an important factor in promoting compliance.

International economic conditions undoubtedly play an important role in discouraging adhesion to and implementation of MEAs. Developing countries contain more than three-quarters of the world's population and over a billion individuals in them live in absolute poverty, surviving on less than US$1 a day.  Another 2.8 billion people, or half the population of developing countries, live on under US$2 a day. These numbers have not changed substantially in the past decade. In its preamble the Stockholm Declaration recognized that

[i]n the developing countries most of the environmental problems are caused by underdevelopment.  Millions continue to live far below the minimum levels required for health and sanitation.  Therefore, the developing countries must direct their efforts to development, bearing in mind their priorities and the need to safeguard and improve the environment.  For the same purpose, the industrialized countries should make efforts to reduce the gap between themselves and the developing countries...

The link between environmental deterioration and poverty and its consequences has become increasingly obvious, including the fact that pollution from urban growth, lack of water quality and quantity, and desertification, harm developing countries more than industrialized nations. Second, the natural resources of poor countries overwhelmingly bear the cost of unregulated development. Third, health, nutrition, and general well-being of the peoples of developing countries depend on the integrity and productivity of the environment and the compatibility of the development process with the imperatives of conservation. Fourth, Third World countries bear the risks of the "exportation of pollution" by companies or individuals seeking to profit from the weakness of protective legislation or enforcement mechanisms in developing countries. 

Serious issues remain about how to implement and integrate environmental protection and economic development, many related to the problem of environmental costs. Developing countries may see increased efforts to implement stringent environmental safeguards across boundaries as creating new non-tariff trade barriers or at least as imposing significant costs and constraints on production processes or products, resulting in a loss of competitive advantage.  Some efforts since the UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED, also known as the 1992 Earth Summit) have tried to address poverty reduction and environmental protection through various programs. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the European Commission, for example, are engaged in a joint initiative on poverty and the environment aimed at identifying concrete policy recommendations and practical measures that address the environmental concerns of the poor in developing countries. The initiative seeks more localized, community-based approaches to natural resource management and sustainable development, informed by an understanding that the various groups in a society often experience environmental problems in very different ways. The goal of the Poverty and Environment Initiative is to provide a forum for practitioners, policy-makers and researchers working in this area to share their experiences and identify solutions. UNEP has become a partner in the Initiative. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) may also be cited in this respect.

The environmental damage that results from conditions of poverty is most evident in the case of developing countries burdened with severe foreign debt and dependent on a narrow range of exports to earn the foreign exchange to meet their debt obligations. Policy-makers tend to take less account of environmental consequences when they are faced with short-term financial pressure. This pressure is increased by the fact that developing countries lack the capacity of the industrialized countries to undertake research on more environmentally desirable technologies and processes. Debt servicing hampers the achievement of other important objectives, including eradication of poverty, combating global environmental damage, and establishing global conditions for trade and capital flows conducive to overall growth with a narrowing of income/welfare gap between rich and poor.

International trade law is dominated by the desire to eliminate protectionism and promote free trade. The theory underpinning this system is that free trade and investment can increase consumer choice, reduce the expense of manufacturing consumer goods, thus lowering the price of products, and produce economy of scale resulting in potentially higher returns on investment for producers of goods and services. In addition, advocates of globalization claim that technological advances are rapidly diffused, with social progress stimulated due to sharing of ideas and policies, leading to an enhanced prospect of international harmony and peace. Skeptics of the open market express doubts that free trade will lead to environmental protection, based on the conviction that the economic/financial system today operates with an overwhelming reliance on business decisions driven by short-term financial gains, without regard to social costs, unless the latter are imposed through regulation. Throughout history, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), and now the World Trade Organization (WTO), have faced questions about reconciling the demands of free trade with concerns for environmental protection. Several cases have been brought against States to challenge their trade restrictions. The GATT exceptions to free trade contained in Article 20 cover only human or animal health and the conservation of exhaustible natural resources. They do not mention protection of non-living environmental sectors such as water or air or renewable resources. The case law has established several criteria for permissible trade-related environmental measures. The 2002 Doha Ministerial Meeting adopted a Declaration that contains a renewed commitment to sustainable development, sets goals for the WTO Committee on Trade and Environment, and specifically agrees to address fisheries subsidies and to reduce or eliminate tariff and non-tariff barriers to environmental goods and services.   

The UN institutional framework can also be improved. At the present time, capacity-building activities are still conducted primarily at global or regional levels, while the actual actors are at national level. Capacity building needs to be brought down to the national or local level. Similarly, very useful publications have been produced, but they exist only in one or two languages and there has been inadequate focus on dissemination to those who actually use them. The activities of Secretariats and Conferences of the Parties (COPs) of the major global MEAs could be coordinated better, and top-down implementation programmes that marginalize the people that are close to the environmental problem could be remedied. 

II. Existing UNEP Activities to Enhance Implementation, Compliance with and Enforcement of MEAs

In order to assist countries better fulfill their commitments under various MEAs, UNEP has undertaken a series of activities intended to enhance compliance with and enforcement of MEAs.  These include:

· Adoption, publication, and dissemination of Guidelines on Compliance with and Enforcement of Multilateral Environmental Agreements, accompanied by a Manual which includes explanatory notes on the Guidelines, case studies, best practices, and checklists for implementation. The Manual was tested and further developed through a series of eight regional workshops.  

· Development of indicators for environmental compliance and enforcement of biodiversity-related MEAs. These will be tested in at least four countries (Costa Rica, Kenya, Brazil and South Africa).  

· Technical assistance for the development of harmonized national legislation to implement biodiversity-related MEAs in a synergetic manner. Similar assistance is provided with regard to the chemicals-related cluster of MEAs.

· Publication of a Handbook/Guide for negotiators of MEAs, as well as regional and national training workshops for MEA negotiators to build the capacity of government officials to adequately prepare for, conduct and follow up on negotiations of MEAs.  

· Development of a Training Manual on Negotiation and Implementation of MEAs for NGOs.

· Publication and dissemination of a Training Manual for Customs Officials for the Implementation of trade-related MEAs. This has been accompanied by a series of regional training workshops for customs Officers.  

· Publication and dissemination of a Judicial Training Manual, accompanied by a training programme for the judiciary.

· Development of web-based analytical modules for the coherent implementation of biodiversity-related MEAs.

III. Possible Further Actions by UNEP to Address Factors Inhibiting State Engagement
With a renewed focus of UNEP on bottom-up approaches to needs assessments and capacity building, including through the adoption of the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity Building by UNEP Governing Council in February 2005, several possible actions can be undertaken by UNEP, in cooperation with relevant partners of the international community, to improve implementation, compliance with and enforcement of MEAs.

The following discussion points seek to identify a few areas where such action could be taken to overcome some of the key factors inhibiting State engagement, defined broadly to include implementation of MEAs. These recommendations and suggestions are based on the premise that States will be more likely to become engaged in ratification, implementation, compliance with and enforcement of MEAs when they perceive the clear benefits in doing so and can transmit compelling evidence of these benefits to relevant State and non-State actors who have a role to play in the design and implementation of national policy.

1. Focus on the economics of implementation at the national and local level.
    Undertake studies quantifying the costs and benefits of implementing MEAs through economic analyses of specific projects and programs, ecological services and alternative uses of resources, as well as economic loss resulting from the degradation of the environment in terms of loss of opportunity and increased costs of health services, etc.  Government officials often argue that it is too costly to implement environmental norm.
  Yet there is little quantitative analysis of the short and long-term costs and benefits associated with environmental protection and implementation of MEAs. The few studies that have been done
 are encouraging and, if replicated and widely disseminated, could provide economic motivation for participation in MEAs and better compliance with them. If States can be convinced that sustainable development means real economic development though environmental protection and can transmit this message to the public, a considerable shift in opinion might result. Progress has been made in “green economics” which measure public goods like clean air and water, allowing more precise studies to be undertaken. The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment notes that two-thirds of the services that ecosystems provide to humankind are in decline; one such service, that provided by honeybees, has been estimated to have an annual value of over US$12 billion.  

2. Assess the human costs of not complying with MEAs.  In collaboration with the World Health Organization, the Food and Agriculture Organization and the human rights bodies of the United Nations develop and disseminate clear assessments of the human costs of not implementing MEAs, in terms of lives lost or shortened, disease outbreaks, and loss of fertility. This is consistent with the premise that States will be more likely to participate in MEAs and take measures to implement them if it is proven to be in their self-interest. Demonstrating the human toll as well as the short and long-term economic losses should assist in this undertaking.
3. Scale up capacity building.    There should be a shift in capacity building to the grass roots level.  Local officials should become the target of these activities, as well as local NGOs and business executives.  Preparation of teaching materials and development of training programs for elementary and secondary school teachers can help to promote awareness in the next generation about the importance of protecting the environment.  Public/private grassroots cooperation can be promoted and supported.  One example of a successful program combining poverty alleviation, capacity-building, sustainable development and protection of biodiversity in the context of endangered species, has taken place through a partnership between a northern aquarium and local communities along the Amazon where highly prized and increasingly threatened neon tetras are found.  Through scientific experimentation on site, the aquarium devised a successful breeding program to produce these fish for export to the growing market in exotic species, thereby reducing the capture of wild fish and preserving them for the future, bringing income and technology to the local community, and enhancing development of the region.

4. At the international level, address the issue of equity and its implications for participation in and enforcement of MEAs.    Research indicates that perceptions of fairness and equity impact the level of participation and positive action among heterogeneous States, and thus such perceptions are likely to impact on the long-term success of an environmental regime or agreement, for two main reasons. First, international environmental law involves questions of distributive justice because it involves limits on the use of resources i.e., how to conserve and allocate increasingly scarce or threatened shared natural resources and public goods.  The second reason for the prominence of equity is that environmental law imposes burdens and costs as it seeks to reduce the major causes of environmental degradation and it must allocate the burden among countries whose pollution levels and capacities to reduce them differ greatly.  Poverty itself has come to be seen as a major source of environmental degradation. At the same time, developing countries hold most of the Earth’s biological resources, partly because of lack of industrialization and partly for reasons of climate; these countries assert a right to share in the benefits resulting from the use of such resources by others and an equitable sharing of the burdens of pollution.  

Imposing equal obligations on subjects of law that are unequal in relevant ways is perceived as unjust if this exacerbates inequalities or imposes unfair burdens on those least able to bear them. Legal systems, including the international legal system, thus often seek substantive equality by treating alike and unlike differently according to various criteria such as prior entitlement, just desserts, or need. Wealth disparity among nations and its consequences in affecting levels of technology, training and human conditions of life bring the question of distribution of burdens onto the international agenda.  In the environmental field, past contributions to global environmental problems also play a role in notions of distributive justice.  Within States, taxes and spending programs address the needs of the poor and liability or licensing regimes among other techniques may make the polluter pay.  At the international level, acceptance of a need for distributive justice in sharing the burdens of international society has been slow in coming despite the evident needs and claims of the least developed countries.  

In making determinations about the allocation of resources and burdens, the general agreement among States that equity should play a role has long been coupled with a disagreement over which of the principles of equity mentioned above should apply or how they should be balanced or ranked. The principle of common but differentiated responsibilities does not choose among the different factors relevant to equity, as it usually refers both to different historical responsibilities and to different capacities.  Given this, States may plead for recognition of acquired rights or prior uses.  In response, other States may stress the polluter-pays principle or the principle of good neighborliness as a basis for limiting activities, even when there are acquired rights. Where such conflicts arise in negotiations, States may agree upon priorities or select one or more of the factors to be the basis of decision. Failure to agree may lead to long-term disputes over determining a fair allocation of resources or burdens.

5. Consider alternative means of determining and enhancing compliance with MEAs. While it might prove possible to develop indicators and measures of compliance, other initiatives may provide stronger incentives to compliance. The multiplicity of demands for state reporting is itself a disincentive to ratification and produces its own problems of compliance.  In addition, the procedures lack any public review of state reports, the possibility of public participation, or critical assessment and recommendations for improvement. Thus, the value of state reporting as a method of reviewing compliance is questionable.  An alternative is to give those affected a direct voice though some type of complaints procedure. The large increase in complaints concerning environmental degradation made to global and regional human rights bodies and to the World Bank Inspection Panel demonstrates the desire of those affected to have an international hearing.   


Better monitoring of compliance with MEAs requires increased cooperation between compliance committees and procedures under the various agreements. The various experiences can be useful in determining which methods work and which are less successful, not only in promoting compliance, but in taking appropriate action in cases of non-compliance.

6. Improve cooperation between and among the MEAs (COPs, Secretariats, subsidiary bodies), relevant UN agencies, NGOs, and the private sector.    MEAs touch every sector of human activity and invariably concern health, 
development, trade, human rights, and other areas of international regulation.  
Even among themselves, MEA bodies often fail to coordinate activities related to implementation and compliance.  Programs duplicate each other and lessons learned are not transmitted.  UNEP could take a lead in improving communication and cooperation among the many relevant bodies.

7. Provide assistance to countries to implement synergies and interlinkages between and among MEAs and international instruments in other sectors.  While a lot of research has been undertaken on ways to build on synergies, a majority of countries are struggling to operationalize synergies as a result of lack of expertise and capacity. In this regard, if the synergies approach is to be successfully communicated and put into practice, there is a need to depart from an increasing trend in making synergies a precondition for donor assistance.  Such a trend may run the risk of encountering increased resistance from developing countries during negotiations and act counterproductive. The time has come to depart from a purely awareness-raising approach on interlinkages and synergies to a more pragmatic approach that would equip countries with the necessary tools and guidance to build on these synergies.  
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