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I.  BACKGROUND

1.
The current debate on the requirements for a more coherent and more effective international environmental governance (IEG) regime is a continuation of international efforts over the past decade to develop institutional responses to underpin international action to confront the increase of environmental threats faced by all countries.  The growing body of scientific evidence as to the seriousness of environmental degradation has led to a proliferation in legal and institutional arrangements for international cooperation aimed at addressing specific environmental problems.  As a result, the international community has become increasingly concerned with not only establishing a coherent framework for coordinated international action but also in ensuring that the limited resources available are deployed in the best possible manner for optimal effect.

2.
The context within which international environmental policy formulation takes place has also evolved.  Increasingly, environmental objectives are being pursued in the broader context of sustainable development as is evident in the work programmes of the recent mechanisms that have been established.  Agenda 21 reaffirmed the role of UNEP as the principal body within the UN system in the field of the environment but also added that it should take into account the development aspects of environmental questions.

3.
A further step in the evolution of the current system was the establishment by the Secretary-General of the United Nations of a Task Force on Environment and Human Settlements as part of the overall reform of the United Nations.  In establishing the Task Force, the Secretary-General noted the formidable challenge facing the international community in attaining “a sustainable equilibrium between economic growth, poverty reduction, social equity and the protection of the Earth’s resources, common and life support systems”, thus reaffirming the sustainable development context.  The Secretary-General also concluded that experience had demonstrated the need for a more systemic approach to policies and programmes through mainstreaming the United Nations commitment to Sustainable Development.

4.
The General Assembly adopted resolution 53/242 on the Secretary-General’s Task Force recommendations and took action on a number of important institutional measures including the creation of the Environmental Management Group, the creation of the Global Ministerial Environment Forum (GMEF) and on support for and enhancing linkages among environmental and environment related conventions.

5.
The first meeting of the GMEF in Malmö in May 2000, adopted the Malmö Ministerial Declaration, which stated that the 2002 conference (The World Summit on Sustainable Development) should review the requirements for a greatly strengthened institutional structure for international environmental governance based on an assessment of future needs for an institutional architecture that has the capacity to address wide-ranging environmental threats in a globalizing world and that UNEP’s role be strengthened and its financial base be broadened and made more predictable.

II.  THE UNEP GOVERNING COUNCIL IEG INITIATIVE

6.
Against the backdrop of the preparations for the World Summit on Sustainable Development, the UNEP Governing Council at its twenty-first session adopted Decision 21/21, entitled “International Environmental Governance”, which established the Open-Ended Intergovernmental Group of Ministers or Their Representatives (IGM) to undertake a comprehensive policy-oriented assessment of existing institutional weaknesses as well as future needs and options for strengthened international environmental governance, including the financing of the United Nations Environment Programme, with a view to presenting a report containing analysis and options to the next session of the Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum, which is being held in February 2002.  In that same Decision, the Council decided also that the next Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum should undertake an in-depth discussion of that report with a view to providing input on future requirements of international environmental governance in the broader context of multilateral efforts for sustainable development to the preparatory body for the World Summit on Sustainable Development as a contribution to the Summit.

7.
The work of the IGM is intended to build on recent advances, including the report of the United Nations Task Force on Environment and Human Settlements and General Assembly resolution 53/242 which supported the establishment of the Global Ministerial Environment Forum (GMEF) and the Environment Management Group (EMG) and made other important recommendations on strengthening the current environmental governance regime.

8.
Four meetings of IGM/IEG have taken place, on 18 April 2001 in New York, on 17 July 2001 in Bonn, on 9-10 September 2001 in Algiers and on 30 November – 1 December 2001 in Montreal.  All meetings were well attended and witnessed a rich and extensive exchange of views between delegations.  The second meeting benefited from having at its disposal the outcome of intersessional consultations between non-governmental and civil society organizations, agencies and experts.  The third meeting was presented with suggestions of the President of the Governing Council in the form of “building blocks”, which were discussed in two working groups.  Working Group I addressed the role and the structure of the GMEF and strengthening the role, authority and financial situation of UNEP.  Working Group II addressed improved coordination and coherence among multilateral environmental agreements and enhanced coordination across the UN system – the role of the Environment Management Group.  The meetings also benefited from the valuable inputs of the UNEP's Committee of Permanent Representatives and generated a number of conclusions that provide a sense of what the expectations are in this process and of the areas where consensus is emerging.  These conclusions may be characterized as follows:


(a)
The IEG process encompasses all international environmental efforts and arrangements within the United Nations system, including at the regional level, and is not restricted to UNEP;


(b)
The process should be evolutionary in nature and be based on implementing General Assembly resolution 53/242.  A prudent approach to institutional change is required, with preference given to making better use of existing structures;


(c)
The meetings on IEG should lead to comprehensive inputs into the preparations for the World Summit on Sustainable Development, which should be presented for consideration by it. Decision 10/1 of the Commission on Sustainable Development, which invited the Governing Council to submit its progress report/results to the Preparatory Committee at its second session and the final results to the third session so that they can be fully considered in the preparatory process, clearly establishes this link;


(d)
Some issues being considered go beyond the mandate of environment Ministries alone, and other branches of Government should be involved in order to enhance national level coordination and to mainstream environmental considerations into economic and social decision-making at all levels.  In this regard, IEG should be viewed within the broader context of sustainable development;


(e)
The increasing complexity and impact of trends in environmental degradation require an enhanced capacity for scientific assessment and monitoring and for provision of early warnings to Governments;


(f)
The design and implementation of environmental policy at all levels requires a clear link to the sustainable development context as well as greater involvement and engagement of non-governmental organizations, and civil society and the private sector, allowing them a meaningful role in intergovernmental policy-making, and requires also strengthened national frameworks of governance;

(g)
Any new IEG system should take into account the needs and constraints of developing countries on the basis of common but differentiated responsibility;

(h)
An essential complement to international cooperative arrangements is the requirement to strengthen the capacity of developing countries to participate actively in policy formulation and implementation.  In this regard there is a need to emphasize and support capacity building and technology transfer, and the role of UNEP in this regard was emphasized;

(i)  
As the principal United Nations body in the field of the environment, UNEP should be strengthened. This requires a clear solution to the issue of adequate, stable and predictable financing;

(j) 
The Global Ministerial Environment Forum should be placed as the cornerstone of the international institutional structure of international environmental governance;


(k)
Also, UNEP Headquarters in Nairobi must be maintained and strengthened as a centre for international meetings on the environment;


(l)
The proliferation of institutional arrangements, meetings and agendas is weakening policy coherence and synergy and increasing the negative impact of limited resources;


(m)
The clustering approach to multilateral environmental agreements holds some promise, and issues relating to the location of secretariats, meeting agendas and also programmatic cooperation between such bodies and with UNEP should be addressed.

9.
The conclusions emanating from the first three meetings of the IGM/IEG were further synthesized and presented in an amended version, which included an additional “building block” on capacity building, technology transfer and country level coordination for the environmental pillar of sustainable development.  The Montreal meeting also used a working group format, during which Working Group I discussed the role and structure of the GMEF, Working Group II addressed improved coherence and coordination among MEAs, the role of the EMG and capacity building, technology transfer and country level coordination for the environmental pillar of sustainable development. Working Group III focused on strengthening the financial situation of UNEP. The outcome of the Montreal meeting reflects substantial progress in reaching agreement on the recommendations contained hereunder. As before, these recommendations have been further amended and attempt to capture emerging consensus reached in the IEG process to date.

III.  DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE IGM/IEG TO THE GOVERNING COUNCIL/

         GLOBAL MINISTERIAL ENVIRONMENT FORUM OF UNEP

A.  Improved international environmental policy making –  the role and structure of the Global Ministerial Environment Forum (GMEF)

10.
The IGM/IEG process has highlighted the need for a high level forum for policy dialogue and, in this regard, utilizing the Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum (GC/GMEF) more effectively both in promoting international cooperation in the field of the environment and in providing broad overarching policy advice, while respecting the individual legal status and governance structures of other entities. Such an approach would be consistent with the mandate provided to the UNEP Governing Council in General Assembly Resolution 2997, which states, in paragraph 2(b), that it should provide general policy guidance for the direction and coordination of environmental programmes within the United Nations system, and could be undertaken through a series of measures such as those proposed below:

(a) 
The UNEP Governing Council and the Global Ministerial Environment Forum constitute one intergovernmental policy body as envisaged in General Assembly Resolution 53/242, which states, in paragraph 6, that the Governing Council would constitute “the forum in the years that it meets in regular session and, in alternate years, with the Forum taking the form of a Special Session of the Governing Council”. 

(b)
Emphasis should be placed on ensuring broad participation of member states of the United Nations and its specialized agencies in the work of the GC/GMEF. In this context consideration should be given to opening membership of the GC/GMEF to all states members of the United Nations and its specialized agencies.  Increased membership, allowing for universal participation in global environmental decision-making, could be accomplished by a resolution of the General Assembly and would increase the sense of ownership among Member States, enhancing the authoritative basis for its decisions. Some amendments to the Rules of Procedure, including an increase in the size of the Bureau, which could serve as an inter-sessional body to facilitate and review progress in the implementation of the decisions of the Forum, may be required and could be undertaken by the GC/GMEF. 

 
(c)
To play its role as overarching environment policy forum, and in accordance with paragraph 2(d) of General Assembly Resolution 2997, on the mandate of UNEP, to keep under review the world environment situation in order to ensure that emerging environmental problems of wide international significance receive appropriate and adequate consideration, the GC/GMEF requires a clearer definition of its relationship with autonomous decision-making bodies such as conferences of the parties to multilateral environmental agreements.  This could be achieved by establishing a new understanding of the relationship among the relevant bodies and would provide the GC/GMEF with the capacity to review the overall development of environmental policy within the United Nations system and to provide general policy guidance to relevant entities in the United Nations system, and make cross-cutting recommendations, as appropriate, to other bodies. Such an approach would allow for the GC/GMEF to evolve into a body that could provide policy guidance or advice on United Nations environmental activities, with due regard to the legal status and autonomous governance structures of such entities. The GC/GMEF could formalize such a relationship following agreement by COPs of MEAs.

(d)
The GC/GMEF should make special efforts to meaningfully consider the views of representatives of civil society, including non-governmental organizations and the private sector, giving them clear channels for providing Governments with their views, within the established rules and modalities of the United Nations system. A particular effort to enable civil society organizations from developing countries to participate would be required. In line with Governing Council decision 21/19, the relationship between UNEP and its governance structures, as well as among, civil society, the private sector and other major groups, should be developed, and should incorporate UNEP's regional NGOs networks.

(e) 
Consideration should be given to having the GC/GMEF meet every other year at UNEP Headquarters in Nairobi with meetings in alternate years, if possible, at another UN venue. This would enhance its interaction with other policy fora in the economic and social fields and assist in the objectives of sustainable development mainstreaming. In addition, the possibility of having back-to-back meetings between the GC/GMEF and MEAs and between MEAs could be explored, with due regard to their legal status and governance structures.

(f)
 The GC/GMEF should institute a regular dialogue, to address the apparent disconnect between policy and funding, with multilateral financial institutions, including the GEF. In this regard the GC/GMEF should play a stronger environmental policy advisory role and strengthen UNEP’s efforts to enhance its relationship with the GEF through the Action Plan on Complementarity between GEF activities and its programme of work, in line with Governing Council decisions 20/7 and 21/25. Better coordination of decision making on international environmental policy with decision making on financing should benefit the funding of environmental aspects of sustainable development.

(g)
The GC/GMEF should enable Ministers to concentrate on policy issues and have the opportunity to take policy decisions, set priorities and provide broad direction and advice, as well as oversight of the programme of work and budget of UNEP. The GC/GMEF should also regularly review reports on the follow-up of its previous decisions. The Agenda could be grouped in segments as follows:

(i) The GC/GMEF should take into account emerging environmental trends and should consider issues related to environmental assessment and monitoring,  monitoring of previous GMEF decisions, early warning and emerging issues, based on a strengthened scientific capacity of UNEP. In this regard consideration could also be given to the establishment of an inter-governmental panel, under the auspices of the GC/GMEF and supported by the Executive Director of UNEP, for the assessment of global environmental change and its consequences for social and economic development.

(ii) The GC/GMEF could address, and in particular focus on the environmental aspects related to, one or two selected sectoral issues on an annual basis (such as chemicals, water, oceans). In this context relevant sectoral national ministries could be invited to interact with environment ministers to assist in a decision making process that would aim at mainstreaming environmental considerations into policy discussions and promote sustainable development. Progress in the follow-up of such work should be monitored and reported on to the GC/GMEF.

(iii) Taking advantage of its high-level environmental perspective, the GC/GMEF could institute a coordination segment to address issues of cross cutting nature and synergies and linkages with MEAs , as well as to review reports of the Environment Management Group (EMG) and progress in inter agency collaboration. The GC/GMEF would give policy guidance and advice by making recommendations for consideration by COPs of MEAs and other relevant intergovernmental fora. Synergies and interlinkages between the GC/GMEF and MEAs, and among the MEAs, organized on the basis of clusters, should also be considered at the coordination segment. In this context President and Bureaux of COPs and officials of UN Agencies would be invited to participate and interact with Ministers

(iv) The GC/GMEF Agenda would also include a separate segment providing for the negotiation and adoption of the biennial Programme of Work and Budget of UNEP and review of its implementation.  The UNEP Committee of Permanent Representatives, as a subsidiary body, would continue to play its mandated role in monitoring the implementation of GC/GMEF decisions as well as preparation for GC/GMEF sessions.

B.  Strengthening the role, authority, and financial situation of UNEP

11.
The Nairobi Declaration of 1997, which was endorsed by the United Nations General Assembly, established UNEP as the leading global environmental authority that sets the global environmental agenda, that promotes the coherent implementation of the environmental dimension of sustainable development and that serves as an authoritative advocate for the global environment.  While UNEP is the centrepiece of the international community’s efforts to safeguard the environment, its role continues to fall short of the expectations expressed in the Nairobi Declaration primarily because UNEP remains hampered by insufficient and unpredictable resources and by the lack of a clear framework for coordinating, and authority to coordinate, the environmental activities within the United Nations system.

12.
A clear immediate solution to the funding of UNEP is a necessary condition for strengthening the current IEG system.  Such a solution must address the need for stable adequate and predictable funding for UNEP.

(a)
Proposals for converting UNEP into a UN specialized agency financed through a system of binding assessed contributions would require the negotiation and ratification of a new charter for UNEP, and a clear definition of its areas of jurisdiction.  That being the case, this could be viewed as an option in the longer term. 

(b)
Governments should consider the establishment of a system of negotiated or “voluntary agreed” scale of assessments for the Environment Fund along the lines of the system of contributions to some multilateral environmental agreements, including the possibility of negotiated multi-year pledges, for states in a position to do so, in order to enhance predictability. The existing practice of agreed contributions to the main environmental conventions are exemplary since they establish financial support targets for a fixed number of years.  Such a system, involving voluntary agreed contributions, may have to be considered in a broader United Nations context and needs to ensure fair burden sharing. In this regard a possible starting point in developing such a system, which would include provisions of prompt payment, could be guided by the UN scale of assessment, given that this is an established indicator of the economic and social situation in the UN member states, and thus of their capacity to make contributions to the UN programmes. Under the UN scale of assessment, least developed countries are required to make nominal contributions. Once the negotiated or “agreed” scale is established, it could be complemented by voluntary contributions, for particular initiatives, from states and the private sector.

(c)
Another option would be that of making a distinction between “administrative” costs and “programme/operational” costs.  In such a scenario the latter would be funded from the Environment Fund, whereas “administrative” costs would be borne by the UN Regular Budget, as envisaged in General Assembly Resolution 2997. Augmentation of the UN Regular Budget contribution would require member states to agree on such an approach in the UN General Assembly with the objective of increasing the proportion of regular budget contributions to UNEP and UNON towards levels such as those in the early 1980’s. 

13.
Progress in implementing the international environmental agenda will be increasingly dependent on the availability of information required for decision-making, and in particular on providing developing countries with the “means of implementation”.  In this regard, higher priority should be given to developing independent and authoritative scientific assessment and monitoring capacity for emerging issues.  UNEP is well situated to build on its current strengths in these areas, and could also build a greater capacity to assist developing countries with their needs and requirements in such areas.  An enhanced capacity would also require an enhanced financial base. UNEP should continue efforts to attract resources and support from partnerships with civil society and the private sector.

14.
The UNEP/GEF Action Plan on Complementarity adopted by the 20th session of the UNEP Governing Council and the 13th session of the GEF Council identified the establishment of a UNEP/GEF strategic partnership as an important modality for achieving complementarity.  Recently, an initial phase of the UNEP/GEF strategic partnership, in the areas: environmental assessment, global environmental knowledge management and global environmental outreach including the mobilization of the scientific community, has been successfully completed.  Strategic partnerships with the World Bank and UNDP are also being undertaken.  A special and strong relationship/partnership between UNEP and the GEF could be forged where the GEF would fund mutually agreed activities of UNEP which are of relevance to the global environment and the GEF.  Such a special relationship may revolve around the following areas: assessment; scientific information, best practice, and policy analysis; capacity-building and training for the environment; and, country-level coordination for sustainable development.  A “Strategic Partnership” between UNEP and GEF could be further pursued and should also facilitate the mobilization of additional multilateral and bilateral financial resources for targeted activities consistent with the GEF mandate and global environmental priorities identified by the GC/GMEF.

C.  Improved coordination and coherence between multilateral environmental agreements

15.
The negative impact of the increasing burdens on Governments’ ability to participate meaningfully in the proliferating meetings and agendas of multilateral environmental agreements has been underscored as a major constraint to effective international policy-making.  While the benefits of being able to concentrate on issue-specific areas are recognized , the perception of a growing  potential for overlap in the international environmental agenda makes it difficult to benefit from potential synergies and linkages between the various agreements. In this regard the authority and the autonomy of the governing bodies of the COPs and the accountability of their secretariat to their respective governing bodies should be respected.

16.
One approach that has emerged from the debate is that of enhancing the synergies and linkages between MEAs with comparable areas of focus or of a regional character. Such synergy could take place either at the functional level (by bringing together the various functions undertaken by secretariats of multilateral environmental agreements such as capacity-building; or at the programme level, (by bringing together multilateral environmental agreements dealing with related issues such as chemicals, the atmosphere, biodiversity, etc.). The initiation of pilot projects should be further pursued. In this regard the study on chemicals/wastes related conventions, as well as the convening of a joint liaison group of the Rio Conventions, as approved by their governing bodies, is a first step in the right direction. More consideration should be given to the proposed measures suggested by the study. Such synergies and linkages should be promoted in close consultation and with the full agreement of the COPs. UNEP should continue, in close cooperation with the secretariats of the MEAs, to enhance such synergies and linkages including on issues related to scientific assessments and overlap. 

17.
While taking fully into account the autonomous decision-making authority of the COPs , considerable benefits could accrue from a more  coordinated approach to areas such as  scheduling and periodicity of meetings of the COPs; reporting; scientific assessment, capacity-building, transfer of technology; and, to enhance the capacities of developing countries  before and after the entry into force of legal agreements  to implement and review progress on a collective and regular basis. Biennial meetings as well as shorter duration of COPs should be promoted as well the need to consider as far as possible and practical back to back or side to side COPs meetings. The merit of convening meetings at the United Nations headquarters or in other location will be considered on case by case basis. In the future careful consideration should be given to the effectiveness and resource efficiency of establishing additional subsidiary institutions of COPs, and the co-location of future MEA secretariats should be encouraged. Enhanced coordination at the convention level will also require improved coordination of positions at the national level concerning MEAs. 
D.   Capacity-building, technology transfer and country-level coordination 

  for the environment pillar  of  sustainable development

18.
The ability of developing countries to participate meaningfully in the development of international environmental policy and to undertake the requisite implementation of international agreements at the national level must be strengthened if environmental policy is to be translated into sustainable development.  The need to strengthen the capacity and capability of developing countries remains a major requirement for sustainable development and in particular on issues related to poverty alleviation.  Such efforts must include all relevant partners and emphasize in particular capacity‑building and training, as well as national-level coordination of environment and sustainable development objectives. To this end a measures will be required at international, regional and national levels.  In this regard the strengthening of national institutions at national level and in particular the ministries of environment in developing countries is an important aspect. Arrangements for the transfer of environmentally sound technologies should be also considered.

19.
International environmental governance should also encompass regional efforts and arrangements for governance. UNEP could provide support to the strengthening of regional environmental governance to improve coordination, implementation, capacity building and technology transfer in support of initiatives like the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). This could be done in collaboration with existing regional organisations.

20.
In its resolution 53/242, the General Assembly stressed the need to ensure that capacity-building and technical assistance, in particular with respect to institutional strengthening in developing countries, remained an important component of the work of UNEP.  This should build on the on-going capacity building assessment needs being carried out by the GEF through its Implementing Agencies, including UNEP.  A strengthened programme of capacity-building should be clearly defined in the work of UNEP, and in the context of pursuing the strategic partnership with GEF and in close cooperation with other relevant United Nations organizations and in particular UNDP.

21.
In this regard an inter-governmental strategic plan for implementation support could be developed and the modalities for implementing such proposals should be further elaborated. Such a strategic plan could be implemented through a strategic partnership between UNEP and other relevant bodies, including the GEF and UNDP. It could include a role for UNEP in country-level delivery capacity, in particular in collaboration with UNDP, and be built on the following two components:

(a)
Capacity-building and training: The strengthening of the national institutions responsible for environment and the implementation of multilateral environmental agreements is a prerequisite for the achievement of environmental objectives and sustainable development.  Efforts by UNEP to build local and national capacity in environmental issues and for dissemination of best practices and experiences will build on its enhanced role as one of the three implementing agencies of GEF as well as on the expected benefits from the multi-year UNEP/GEF strategic partnership;

(b)
National-level coordination of environmental and sustainable development objectives: Developing countries require access to resources as well as better internal coordination to implement sustainable development strategies.  Efforts for environmental improvement at all levels and the implementation of multilateral environmental agreements must converge for countries to achieve their national priorities and objectives.  The multiple national frameworks that currently exist in the field of environment and sustainable development at the ministerial level must be coordinated and also converged in achieving national sustainable development priorities.

22.
Any strategic partnership between UNEP and GEF should be based on a strengthened role of UNEP acting as one of the three GEF implementing agencies, as well as on a special relationship with UNDP, building on its unique national field capacity, which can contribute to these efforts and also facilitate the mobilization of additional resources with positive results for the environment at both national and global levels.
E.    Enhanced coordination across the United Nations system - the role of the 

Environmental Management Group
23.
Considerable emphasis has been placed on enhancing coordination within the United Nations system and the role of the Environmental Management Group in this regard.  The Environmental Management Group was established following the adoption of General Assembly resolution 53/242, and includes amongst its members the specialized agencies, funds and programmes of the United Nations system and the secretariats of multilateral environmental agreements.  It follows an issue-management approach whereby issue-management groups are established within the organizations concerned in order to address specific issues identified by the Environmental Management Group within an established time frame.  Issue‑management groups may include institutions from outside the United Nations in their work.  Issues selected so far have included the harmonization of biodiversity-related reporting, the development of a system-wide approach to environmental education and training, waste management and chemicals.  The Environmental Management Group has only met a few times and it is therefore too early to make an assessment of its functioning. It is clear, however, there is a need to ensure that the functionality of the Environmental Management Group as envisaged by resolution 53/242 should be realised  as soon as possible. It is also clear that:

(a)
For the Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum to develop into an overarching policy forum, it would require an instrument at the inter-agency level to enhance policy coordination across the activities of the United Nations system.  The Environmental Management Group could be seen as such an instrument and could be charged with reporting annually to the Forum as well as on specific issues arising from the work of the United Nations system in the environmental area.  

(b)
The Environmental Management Group also provides potential for mainstreaming the environment into relevant activities of the United Nations system. UNEP could join the United Nations Development Group, which brings together the operational agencies of the United Nations in the economic and social fields;

(c)
The technical capacities of the specialized agencies and organizations participating in the Environmental Management Group could also be used to support the implementation of the strategic partnership between UNEP and other relevant bodies, including UNDP and GEF, for capacity-building.

24.
The efficient functioning of the Environmental Management Group would require clear relation with intergovernmental processes which includes a clearly defined reporting relationship with the GC/GMEF and other fora, such as the CSD. It will also require a senior-level participation by member institutions, transparency in operations, adequate resources to support its functioning, a  redefined mandate, and the possibility of financial support for specific activities, including a coordinated approach to capacity-building.





F.
Future perspective

25.
This report takes as its foundation the debate within IGM/IEG and the recommendations deal with specific weaknesses and opportunities within the current system. Some of the proposals and recommendations in the present document could help build incrementally not only towards meeting the needs identified, but also towards the renewed efforts required to be undertaken by all countries in the spirit of international solidarity envisaged in the Millennium Declaration, adopted by heads of state and governments in September 2000. Our efforts are not only underpinned by a sense of stewardship for the global environment, but by the clear framework set in Malmö in May 2000. The Malmö Ministerial Declaration envisages a greatly strengthened institutional structure for international environmental governance to effectively address the complex and wide-ranging environmental threats in a globalizing world.  

26.
We must therefore not only ensure a solid foundation on which to build, but also begin to shape a vision for the future of a robust, versatile regime that will allow us to respond quickly and effectively to emerging environmental challenges.  In this context the United Nations Secretary General, in his recently released report assessing the implementation of Agenda 21, notes that improved international governance in all dimensions of sustainable development is a prerequisite for achieving successful protection of the environment, economic growth and social equity. The 2002 Johannesburg Summit will have to address this crucial issue, and our input will be of significant value in the forthcoming debate. The mandate of UNEP, re-enforced at the 1992 Rio Conference, has placed it in a unique position to provide not only policy guidance and coordination in the field of the environment, but also to promote international cooperation in this field, while taking into account development perspectives. By improving and strengthening international environmental governance the decisions to be taken at the GC/GMEF in February 2002 should be considered as the commencement of a longer-term enterprise to develop international understanding, commitment and resolve towards ensuring the sustainability and ultimately the survival of this planet and our civilization.  There is still a long road to travel before this can be considered assured.
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