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2nd HIGH-LEVEL MEETING ON ENVISIONING THE NEXT STEPS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH AND ENFORCEMENT

OF MULTILATERAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGREEMENTS

Geneva, 31 May – 2 June 2006

Colombo Process on Envisioning the Next Steps for 

Compliance and Enforcement of MEAs

Discussion Paper for Participants’ Consideration

I. Objectives of the Discussion Paper
Objectives of the Discussion Paper are two-fold:
(i) 
To provide input to the participants of the 2nd High-Level Meeting on Envisioning the Next Steps for Compliance with and Enforcement of MEAs by a closer examination of selected key challenges to the effective implementation of, compliance with and enforcement of MEAs, from the Agreed Chairman’s Summary of the 1st High-Level Meeting on Envisioning the Next Steps for MEA Compliance and Enforcement in Colombo, Sri Lanka.
(i) To discuss and point out possible actions for addressing these challenges by UNEP in collaboration with MEA Secretariats, global and regional organizations within and outside the United Nations system and national governments, in order to significantly enhance the effectiveness of MEAs through their improved implementation, compliance with and enforcement.

II. Background
Ensuring compliance with and enforcement of MEAs continues to be a matter of increasing global concern and the need for a concerted global effort to identify and address the causes of non compliance or ineffective implementation has been widely recognized. The world leaders participating in global summits on environment and development issues – most recently at the 2005 World Summit – have identified among the major global challenges requiring urgent and effective responses, the better compliance with and enforcement of MEAs
.

It is, therefore, not an issue to be discussed further that – albeit MEAs have heightened awareness of and worked to address major environmental concerns. They have not, however, lived up to their promise because they are not adequately implemented, fully complied with or enforced by all contracting Parties. Non- or ineffective implementation of MEAs is universally recognized as one of the principal causes of continuing environmental degradation. 

In this context, UNEP convened the first High-Level Meeting on Envisioning the Next Steps for MEA Compliance and Enforcement, on 21 – 22 January 2006, in Colombo, Sri Lanka, at which the participants expressed their conviction that:
“The failure of Parties to fully implement and enforce MEAs and, thereby, to ensure their effectiveness and full value is a leading cause of the continued degradation and endangerment of the global environment. It can also contribute significantly to improving the living conditions and the health of millions, to increasing economic competitiveness and to ensuring respect for the rule of law.”
And “the limited efficiency and effectiveness of MEAs cannot be attributed to one single cause. Many factors and problems converge to create a situation that is not always conducive to realizing the full potential of MEAs or and to fulfilling the commitments agreed upon by States.”
The High-Level Meeting initiated the Colombo-Process to build upon the work that has already been carried out by UNEP, the MEA Secretariats, international organizations within and outside the United Nations System and several academic institutions in regard to compliance and enforcement of MEAs. They expressed the view that the issues emerging from their discussions outlined and further expanded below, are challenges to the effective implementation and enforcement of, and hence also of compliance with MEAs, and that these would benefit from a process of further consideration by UNEP and action, including through capacity building and the provision of resources.

Several reasons may be adduced for the urgent need for renewed and concerted efforts to address these challenges. They include the following:

· During the last three decades, States have taken on an ever increasing number of international environmental commitments, often beyond their existing capabilities in human, financial and technical terms for their effective implementation.

· The growing demands of development, ensuring food security and employment generation for ever-increasing populations have placed a huge strain on the earth’s finite natural resources.
· The perception by some States that the imperatives of national economic development, social advancement and poverty alleviation need to be given priority over obligations relating to environmental protection and the sustainable use of natural resources.

The Colombo Meeting highlighted that the limited efficiency and effectiveness of MEAs cannot be attributed to any one single cause, but that many factors and problems converge to create a situation that is not always conducive to realizing the full potential of MEAs or to fulfilling the commitments agreed upon by States, and identified the following “deficits” that contribute directly to this situation:

· Implementation deficit

· Institutional deficit

· Deficit in technical, financial and human resource capabilities
· Trust deficit

· Deficit in effective participation in negotiations and ownership of its outcome
· Partnership and cooperation deficit
· Governance deficit

· Deficit in the integration of implementation of MEAs with poverty reduction and economic development

· Deficit in the application of innovative approaches to compliance and enforcement such as the use of appropriate economic instruments and other tools

· Public information dissemination and education deficit

III. Discussion of Key-Issues Selected for further consideration at the Meeting and Options for the Way Forward

Along the three main pillars of the Agreed Chairman’s Summary adopted after the 1st High-Level Meeting, Institutional Structures, Interlinkages and Instruments to Improve Implementation and based on a participatory process involving all stakeholders concerned and participating in the Colombo-Process, the following key-issues were identified for this purpose:

Institutional Issues
1.  
National and Regional Frameworks of Cooperation:
The Colombo Outcome Document identifies and highlights “the potential for making use of national and regional frameworks of cooperation and implementation to enhance national compliance with and enforcement of MEAs.”
 

	The meeting might wish to discuss the following measures, which could be pursued by UNEP in close collaboration with MEAs Secretariats, Governments and other partners to strengthen national and regional frameworks of cooperation for compliance with and enforcement of MEAs:

i.) To provide support to Governments to undertake ratification or accession process of MEAs on a well informed basis which means that the legal, administrative and technical consequences should be clear. This can be achieved by undertaking a comprehensive cost/benefit analysis before ratification or accession is finalized.
ii.) Enhance national implementation of MEAs through the development, harmonization, application and reinforcement of environmental legislation, capacity building, and increased coordination amongst focal points for MEAs and others.

iii.) To undertake structural measures to enable COPs and MEAs Secretariats to better support and strengthen national enforcement of their MEAs. These could include:

a) Establishing an Enforcement Committee of the Parties composed of persons with first hand experience and thus different from persons engaged in science, trade or diplomacy and different from a broad ranged implementation committee;

b) More human resources (staff) dedicated to enforcement be employed by MEAs Secretariats which could interact with national enforcers;

c) Designation and empowerment of UNEP as international lead agency for the support of national enforcement with duties and powers such as institutional responsibility, authority to present systematic approaches  and to  meet regularly with Interpol and other IGO and NGOs to address cross-cutting issues.

iv.) To strengthen the ownership of outcome of negotiations in states by a more inclusive process for the negotiation and implementation of MEAs, engaging all stakeholders such as the private sector, NGOs, youth, women, academia, media, and other groups.

v.) To enhance its support for strengthening of human resource capabilities for dealing with the implementation of MEAs on the ground and specifically the training of personnel and officials dealing with cross cutting issues of MEA implementation (such as parliamentarians, judges, prosecutors, customs officials, police officers, teachers, etc.).

vi.) Maintain and intensify UNEP’s efforts in partnership with Convention Secretariats and other global and regional organizations in the field of compliance with and enforcement of MEAs by providing general guidance and support to current and future Parties to MEAs faced with the challenges of implementing their commitments under MEAs.

vii.) Establish institutional mechanisms for ensuring a coordinated and cohesive approach to technology support and capacity building in regard to the negotiation, participation in and implementation of MEAs among UNEP, the Convention Secretariats, and other global and regional organizations involved in the effective implementation of MEAs and environmental governance.


The Agreed Chairman’s Summary of the Colombo Meeting highlights the potential for making use of national and regional frameworks of cooperation and implementation to enhance national compliance with and enforcement of MEAs. The potential for better use of national frameworks for enhancing compliance with and enforcement of MEAs may be addressed at four distinct but inter-related levels:
·  Pre-negotiation stage

·  Negotiation stage

·  Post-negotiation stage relating to participation in MEAs

·  Implementation stage

Negotiation of MEAs is preceded at international level by decisions such as of the United Nations General Assembly or the Governing Council of UNEP. In most developed countries there is a robust public debate involving interested stakeholders of the private, public sectors and the scientific and academic communities. The same degree of engagement is rarely evident in developing countries, which has direct implications on all stages in the negotiations and implementation of the new legal regimes emerging from negotiations.


In the context of the negotiations for an MEA, UNEP and the relevant MEA Secretariats as well as other global and regional organizations should facilitate national cost-benefit analysis on the new legal regime in the pre-negotiation stage. It would also enhance public information on the costs and benefits of participation in the MEA as well as the cost of non-participation and the financial and technical support available for their effective implementation. The target groups to be addressed through such public information programmes are all stakeholders who play specific roles in the negotiation and implementation of MEAs, such as parliamentarians, judges, Government officials at national and in particular local levels – as well as the economic academic community. Moreover the civil society, academic and scientific communities and the private sector need also to be included.  

Once the negotiation process is of a new legal instrument is concluded, UNEP need to provide support to Governments to undertake necessary steps in accordance with the national legal systems for the ratification or accession of MEAs on a well informed basis. In this regard, national MEA implementation plan should be prepared taking into account legal, administrative and technical consequences which should be made clear through appropriate assessments before ratification. Moreover, a greater and enhanced ownership in the outcome of the development of MEAs would contribute significantly to enhance the efficacy on the compliance and implementation process.

UNEP and the Convention Secretariats have continued to support Governments with the development of national legislation for implementation of MEAs. Such support should be further expanded with the effective participation of national experts so that the ownership of the draft legislation remains with the national experts and hence ensuring sustainability of the development of laws process. UNEP should thus enhance its support for strengthening of human resource capabilities in this area. 

UNEP, the MEA Secretariats and relevant global and regional organizations have a major role to play in facilitating and supporting developing countries to engage in the above mentioned stages of preparation for, negotiation of, participation in and implementation of MEAs. The Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity Building (BSP)
 should be taken into consideration and fully incorporated into the process. It demands, for instance, in its Chapter IV 8 for a bottom-up approach on capacity building. UNEP undertakes as stipulated in Objective 3 (iii.) of the BSP – activities to build and enhance capacities in the implementation, compliance with and enforcement of MEAs. However, there has never be an assessment of whether those activities are of a sustainable nature and respond thus to the underlying concepts of the BSP. 
Finally, regional frameworks offer potentially very efficient ways to develop cooperation on compliance with and enforcement of MEAs. UNEP should oversee the current mechanisms employed by various regional organizations and evaluate them to see if they are indeed effective and how they can be improved. The comparison of their modalities/mechanisms of promotion of MEAs at a global scale could also be useful in order to collect and recommend best practices in the field. It is obvious that UNEP, through its regional offices, has to continue its support to regional and sub-regional organizations in their role to implement MEAs, particularly in developing countries.

2. 
Enforcement at the Local and Community Level:

The Colombo Outcome Document holds that there is a “need to address enforcement at the local and community level, as this is where many of the actual problems with the ineffective and unsuccessful implementation of MEAs persist”
.
	In the above context, the following may be considered to enhance local and community level participation in the development, implementation of, compliance with and enforcement of  MEAs:
i.) Increase ownership of the outcome of negotiations and facilitate the engagement of all stakeholders (including the private sector, NGOs, youth, women, academia and the media) in the implementation of MEAs, and facilitate the involvement of all relevant stakeholders, in particular the local communities, throughout the negotiation of MEAs with a view to promoting their successful implementation and enforcement after adoption. 
ii.) Civil society involved in the implementation of MEAs at national and local levels   could be encouraged to provide yet another crucial entry point for promoting the required cohesion and coordination in the implementation of the conventions. Each of the conventions specifically provides for such broad-based public participation in their implementation. The establishment of National Commissions with broad representation and providing the necessary resources for their effective operation could be one of the mechanisms for doing this
iii.) Make optimum use of national and regional frameworks of cooperation to enhance national compliance with and enforcement of MEAs and local communities’ participation.
iv.) Enhance the communication of UNEP’s activities relating to MEAs on the local and community level, in particular on the actual problems with the ineffective and unsuccessful implementation of MEAs persist.


UNEP generally works at national level through the Ministries of Environment or the National Environmental/Development Agencies as well as Ministries of Foreign Affairs and therefore it is important to ensure local level representation when planning national activities. The bottom-up approach to capacity building which is advocated in the BSP provides a sound basis and rationale for securing such participation in the process of developing and implementing regional and national environmental action projects, programmes and plans.  
In many instances decisions relating to the negotiation, participation in and implementation of MEAs, as with many environmental and developmental decisions, are taken in the capitals with minimal involvement of the local and community level. The question however remains as to how such local and community level engagement could be facilitated and what UNEP, the Convention Secretariats and other global and regional organizations could do to achieve this. 

Insisting on the inclusion of local level representatives in the consultations that UNEP, MEAs Secretariats and other organizations have with Governments on matters relating to Conventions would provide an opportunity for incorporating activities at the local and community levels in the agreed plans of action and programmes of work. For instance, working closely with national universities and technical colleges situated outside the capitals could also pave the way for engaging local communities especially in capacity building activities. 
Another approach might be to work in close partnership with parliamentarians from rural constituencies who would have an interest in advancing environmental protection within their constituencies, especially if such activities could be linked with economic measures, such as, employment generation or more generally in the implementation of Agenda 21. Civil society organizations usually work very closely with local communities and provide one of the best links to them. Involving them more closely could also provide an appropriate window to involve local communities.
Interlinkages
3.
Environmental Protection, Economic Development and Poverty Reduction:
The Colombo Outcome Document identifies a “persisting disconnection between environmental protection, economic development and poverty reduction (Millennium Development Goals, Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers) among the decision-makers and the need to mainstream environmental protection into these issues and use these policies as an entry point for the effective national implementation of MEAs”
.
	The Meeting may wish to consider action along the following lines: 
i.) A better understanding of the ways in which implementation of MEAs could contribute to poverty alleviation, especially in developing countries, which would contribute significantly to strengthening political will for the effective implementation of MEAs. The identification of the interface between MEAs and poverty reduction strategies and identify linkages between MEAs and enhancing human development of the poorer sections of the communities should be undertaken. Thus strategies are needed that MEAs can contribute for realizing the MDGs (including integration into PRSPs).

ii) Explore and fully utilize opportunities to integrate economic-based instruments for the sustainable use of ecosystem services into strategies for the implementation of MEAs as well as broader development planning including Poverty Reduction Strategies and MDGs.


The need to understand and advocate links between MDG targets and indicators and MEA targets and indicators has repeatedly been voiced by experts after the 1st High-Level Meeting. The implication being that with an increasing focus on poverty reduction and realization of the MDGs, the economic arguments in relation to poverty reduction is getting stronger while the environmental focus in poverty reduction and securing local livelihoods in decreasing specific mechanisms to put environment back into the MDG debates. Therefore, specific links between the MDG targets and indicators on the one hand and the various objectives of MEAs on the other hand need to be understood and advocated.

To do so, it will be necessary to examine and find solutions to the persisting disconnection between environmental protection, economic development and poverty reduction among the decision-makers and mainstream environmental protection into these issues and use these policies as an entry point for the effective national implementation of MEAs. Human development and poverty reduction have to be considered as key driving forces for MEA implementation. In that sense, experts at Colombo advocated the need for further work on environment valuation and cost/benefit analyses of policy options.
Environmental agreements, both regional and global, have valuable experience of on-the-ground activities that permit them to contribute positively to achieving the MDGs. Possible modalities for greater cooperation should include combining Millennium Project Programmes and MEA programmes to bear upon specific ecosystems identified as country priorities. There is a need to bring together national focal points of MEAs and to combine national efforts to promote the realization of the MDGs and the effective implementation of MEAs.

4. Synergies and inter-linkages between various MEAs:
The Colombo Outcome Document encourages “national and local governments to identify synergies and inter-linkages between various MEAs”
 
	The Meeting might elaborate on the following: 

i.) UNEP and the Convention Secretariats may enhance their interaction with national and local institutions responsible for finance and planning, trade, agriculture, fisheries and marine resource management, forestry etc., in order to create the institutional framework to make full use of the synergies and inter-linkages among MEAs. The acceptance of this approach at national level buttressed by an appropriate legislative and institutional framework, will trigger the necessary administrative mind-shift towards greater coordination and cohesion in the implementation of MEAs.


Over the past three decades a large number of MEAs have been negotiated and brought into force covering a wide range of environmental challenges relating inter alia, to atmospheric and water pollution, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources, hazardous chemicals and wastes. Their sequential development, in responding to specific global environmental challenges of the time, might have impacted on the cohesiveness of the various MEAs respectively as their mutual supportiveness is not easily demonstrated. It is thus evident that this branch of international agreements is characterized by its strong multi-disciplinary underpinnings, especially in the scientific field, and its inherent and inextricable links to sustainable development, which have direct impacts on their effective implementation. The synergies and inter-linkages between MEAs provide significant opportunities for more effective implementation of MEAs and optimizing the efficiency of available resources.

Several MEAs carry express provisions for collaboration with other conventions and agreements
. This increased attention to synergies in environmental governance is the result of a global trend to strengthen efforts to coordinate and cooperate. This trend is the result of the challenging political climate characterized by dwindling financial resources to address environmental concerns. This comes in light of the growing focus on new issues related to global terrorism, HIV/AIDS, and peacekeeping in conflict regions among others. 

But in order to improve coordination and collaboration, there must be for a start some common denominator across MEAs and a strong call for such an initiative. It is in this perspective that identification of synergies plays a critical role. However, the term synergy itself has been interpreted in many different ways and moreover the literature suggests that there are a variety of types of synergies.

Numerous consultations, official decisions, recommendations (EMG
, JLG
, BLG, OECD
, MEA joint work programmes
, MOUs
, etc.), guidance (within GEF
, for example) and studies done both, within and outside of UNEP, have identified a number of activities or areas already ripe for promoting synergies. 

Some of the key areas with inter-linkages across many MEAs in which ample opportunities appear to lie for an enhancement of synergies are the following: 

· Spatial planning;

· Legislative measures;

· Institutional framework;

· Information exchange;

· Reporting;

· Public education and awareness; 

· Public participation; and
· Capacity-building and technology support. 
Instruments to Improve Implementation
5. National Reporting

The Colombo Outcome Document underscores “the importance of including objective procedures for the verification of national reporting as part of all compliance regimes”
 
	The Meeting could deliberate on the following:

i.) Consider better and coordinated reporting requirements and make verification procedures of national reporting part of existing and future compliance regimes.


One area in which considerable ground work has already been done to promote synergy and coordination is the area of national reporting under various MEAs. It is evident that successful implementation of each MEA also relies upon a wide range of fundamental data. These include data like site specific and species specific information as well as information on use, trade, size, trends, legislative and institutional mechanisms and enforcement.

The main benefits of coordinated reporting across MEAs include improved ability to achieve treaty objectives through improved processes, increased efficiency (reduced cost) of information management, including a better ability to respond to Parties, or improved capacity and ability to co-ordinate programmes of work through sharing of information and experience. Other benefits include improved information quality, consistency and transparency in relation to Parties and reduced cost of meeting reporting requirements of treaties. Improved information feedback from secretariats and comparability with other countries as well as data and information would help parties understand better their obligations and, consequently, manage, monitor and improve their role in the implementation of MEAs.

The use of common guidelines would also assist the setting of priorities for action at the national level. By harmonizing the reporting requirements and their timing, where possible, and encouraging a standard approach to data collection, the conventions may encourage national level co-ordination. The need for such national co-ordination is more apparent in countries where different governmental authorities/departments are responsible for the implementation and reporting obligations related to each of the MEAs. A number of COPs have or are in the process of developing standardized formats for national reporting, a mechanism to streamline and harmonize reporting obligations.
Although work has been done in order to ease the reporting-burden on Parties under MEAs, relatively little if not to say nothing has been done to improve the quality and verification of national reporting as such.

6. Performance Assessment of MEAs

Furthermore, the Colombo Outcome Document agrees that there is “The need for a periodic review assessing and reporting on the effectiveness and performance of MEAs in reducing environmental degradation as an essential tool in increasing their effectiveness, raising awareness and inducing compliance”.
	The Meeting may wish to develop the following idea:

i.) To consider a periodic GEO-like assessment of the effectiveness and performance of compliance with and enforcement of MEAs as a key tool for governments, NGOs, private sector, to promote public awareness, integrate MEA implementation in global, regional and national policies, implementation, compliance with and enforcement of MEAs.


The experts at the 1st High-Level Meeting came to the conclusion that there is a need for a periodic review, assessing and reporting on the effectiveness and performance of MEAs in reducing environmental degradation as an essential tool in increasing their effectiveness, raising awareness and inducing compliance. Such periodic reviews would help to keep the challenges faced in negotiating and implementing MEAs constantly in focus of international and national decision makers and demonstrate experiences world-wide.
A periodic assessment of the effectiveness and performance and thus also of compliance with and enforcement of MEAs, perhaps modelled on the experience gained with the UNEP Global Environmental Outlook, could serve as a key tool for Governments, NGOs the private sector and other stakeholders. Mostly to promote public awareness, integrate MEA implementation in global, regional and national policies and contribute generally to enhanced implementation of, compliance with and enforcement of MEAs.


A further measure that would contribute to the performance assessment of MEAs is the development of appropriate indicators to measure environmental compliance and enforcement. Such work is currently being carried out by UNEP and International Network for Environmental Compliance and Enforcement (INECE) and tested in some countries with the aim to develop a process of measuring performance of Government agencies in achieving compliance with MEAs and national implementation regulations.
It might also be useful to consider ways and means of improving the effectiveness of the process of reporting from MEA Secretariats to Governments. This has to be done as reporting is often perceived by Parties to MEAs as a one way road with an asymmetrical information flow. It could be partially remedied, for instance, when all MEA Secretariats would produce a report to the Global Ministerial Environment Forum on how their MEA is performing by assessing the nature and scope of the impact it has on the actual state of the environment. UNEP could take the lead in synchronizing these reports and such information and reporting could strengthen UNEP’s scientific pre-eminence.
7. Systematic Implementation and Enforcement of MEAs

The Colombo Outcome Document also encourages “Parties, with the support of MEA Secretariats and UNEP, to develop and apply plans for the systematic implementation and enforcement of their MEA obligations”

	The Meeting may wish to develop the following ideas:

i.) Promote the establishment of a national body in each country that would be responsible for the overall national coordination and implementation of MEAs, distinct from specific MEA focal points.

ii.) Parties, with the support of MEA Secretariats and UNEP, to develop implementation plans for systematic enforcement of their obligations. 

iii.) Treat enforcement separately from issues of overall national implementation and issues strictly related to compliance.
iv.) Consider economic-based incentives as a non-binding instrument to further promote implementation of MEA objectives and goals.


The Colombo Outcome Document also encourages Parties, with the support of MEA Secretariats and UNEP, to develop and apply plans for the systematic implementation and enforcement of their MEA obligations. 

At national level, the establishment of a national body in each country that would be responsible for the overall national coordination and implementation of MEAs, distinct from specific MEA focal points could contribute significantly to making systemic improvements with regard to implementation of a broad arrange of MEAs covering a wide variety of subjects. The current arrangement of focal points for each convention has been found to encourage a compartmentalized approach to national implementation.

The experts participating at the 1st High-Level Meeting and comments received there-after encourage UNEP to provide leadership for the development of implementation plans for systematic implementation and enforcement of their obligations working in close partnership with the MEA Secretariats. It has been advanced that, building on the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity Building, a comprehensive Strategic Plan for Compliance and Enforcement could be devised addressing pressing issues on all levels preventing successful and efficient implementation of MEAs. It could be used in tripartite-system with the UNEP Guidelines on Compliance and Enforcement and the new UNEP Manual on Compliance and Enforcement.

In developing systemic approaches, it would be beneficial to consider economic-based incentives as a non-binding instrument to further promote implementation of MEA objectives and goals as well as treat enforcement separately from issues of overall national implementation. In the latter sense experts held that the 2002 UNEP Guidelines on Compliance with and Enforcement of MEAs are rightly divided into two parts, addressing first overall implementation as a matter of national "compliance" with all MEA obligations, and in a second part addressing specifically (focused on) national "enforcement" against enterprises and other regulated persons as one of many MEA obligations.
IV. Conclusion, Outlook:
Along the three main pillars of the Agreed Chairman’s Summary adopted after the 1st High-Level Meeting, Institutional Structures, Interlinkages and Instruments to Improve Implementation and based on a participatory process involving all stakeholders concerned and participating in the Colombo-Process, 7 key-issues were identified for further consideration at the 2nd High-Level Meeting. 
It is expected that the Meeting will, via facilitated discussions, elaborate on and provide recommendations on concrete measures and action(s) involving all stakeholders in order to significantly improve the overall implementation of, compliance with and enforcement of MEAs beyond the current level. 
The options raised above could represent elements for future action by UNEP and its partners to effectively address these issues and enhance compliance with and enforcement of, and hence overall implementation of MEAs. If considered viable by the Meeting, participants might deliberate on the ways to go about in the pursuit of these options and how to design appropriate actions to move the Colombo-Process further. Pertinent questions in this regard would include whether or not the respective existing legislative authority suffices or whether there is a need for a reinforced mandate for UNEP and its partners; as well as what the short-, medium and long-term goals of any action/approach taken to address the selected issues should be? 
� A/RES/60/1


� See the Report for the 1st High-Level Meeting on http://www.unep.org/dec/support/mdg_meeting_col.htm


� Issue 3 of the Colombo Outcome Document in conjunction with Issue 1 and 4





� UNEP/GC/23/6/Add. 1


� Issue 5 of the Colombo Outcome Document





� Issue 9 and 9 bis of the Colombo Outcome Document


� Issue 10 and 11 of the Colombo Outcome Document


� For example, a specific mention for collaboration can be found in Articles 7.2(l) and 8.2(e) of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Articles 5 and 24(d) of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and Articles 8.1 and 23(d) of the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD). These have been operationalized by various decisions by the Conferences of the Parties (COPs).


� For instance, the Issue Based Module project handled by UNEP in cooperation with IUCN and WCMC is an electronic tool available online to facilitate the implementation of global and regional 


MEAs related biodiversity.


� At its first meeting on 22 January 2001, the Environmental Management Group (EMG) discussed the issue of harmonization of national reporting and agreed to establish an Issue Management Group (IMG) dealing with this issue (Decision 3). UNEP was invited to serve as task manager, focusing on biodiversity-related conventions while considering the relevance of biodiversity-related aspects of other MEAs. A note by the UNEP Executive Director on Harmonization of Information Management and Reporting for Biodiversity-related Treaties, which was discussed at subsequent meetings of the EMG, included a range of recommended actions. Also, an Action Plan for Harmonization and Streamlining of National Reporting and Information Management to Support the Implementation of Global Biodiversity-related Conventions was envisaged by EMG.


� The UNFCCC identified the following activities to promote synergies for implementing the Rio conventions: technology development and transfer; education and outreach; research and systematic observation; capacity-building; reporting; and impacts and adaptation


� The OECD identified the following areas for possible integration of the Rio Agreements: linking local, national and global levels; integrating economic, social and environmental objectives – or making informed choices among them where full integration is not possible; linking policy making processes with budget allocation mechanisms; linking different sectoral strategies; integrating technical planning concerns in political decision-making processes, and integrating the multiple perceptions, needs and aspirations of different stakeholders.


� The CBD-CCD joint work programme on dry and sub-humid lands, for example.


� The MOU between UNCCD and CMS for example.


� GEF promotes the linkages between its six focal areas: biodiversity, climate change, international waters, ozone, land degradation, and persistent organic pollutants, by giving high priority to multi-focal projects. In addition, the Operational Programme on Sustainable Land Management, OP12, promotes synergies between the three Rio Conventions


� Issue 15 of the Colombo Outcome Document





� Issue 12, 16, 19 of the Colombo Outcome Document
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