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REPORT OF THE CHAIR

1. The second meeting of the Open-ended Intergovernmental Group of Ministers or Their Representatives on International Environmental Governance was convened on 17 July 2001 at the Beethovenhalle in Bonn, Germany.

2. A total of 75 countries were represented, including 15 at ministerial level.  A full list of participants is contained in UNEP/IGM/2/INF/5.

I.  OPENING OF THE MEETING

3. The meeting was opened at 11 a.m. on 17 July 2001 by Ms Karen Redman (Canada) on behalf of Mr David Anderson, President of the Governing Council of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) at its twenty-first session and Chair of the Group, who was unable to attend.  

4. Mr Anderson made an opening statement by telephone link.  After introducing the documentation for the meeting (see annex I) and the provisional agenda, he outlined the background to the present meeting and urged high-level support for and wide participation in the process of reviewing international environmental governance.  Noting that unanimous support had been expressed for the strengthening of UNEP at the first meeting of the Group, he pointed out that the Group's task went much further, encompassing the fragmentation of international environmental instruments, the plethora of meetings and the burdens imposed on countries, especially developing countries.  He said that the problems appeared to be systemic in nature and called for an incremental approach, and that the debate should be integrated within the broad framework of sustainable development.  Practical solutions were required in the run-up to the World Summit on Sustainable Development. 

II.  AGENDA AND ORGANIZATION OF WORK

5. The provisional agenda for the meeting (UNEP/IGM/2/1) was adopted in the following form:

1. Opening of the meeting.

2. Organization of work:

(a)
Adoption of the agenda;

(b)
Organization of work.

3. Review of recent developments in the implementation of Governing Council decision 21/21:

(a)
Contribution of the Committee of Permanent Representatives to the United Nations Environment Programme;

(b)
Report of the outcome of the Civil Society Consultations on International Environmental Governance (Nairobi, 22 and 23 May 2001);

(c)
Report of the outcome of the Expert Consultations on International Environmental Governance (Cambridge, United Kingdom, 28 and 29 May 2001);

(d)
Observations by the relevant international organizations.

4. Further consideration of issues in international environmental governance.

5. Other matters.

6. Closure of the meeting.

6. The Group agreed that Ms Redman would serve as Chair of the meeting in the absence of Mr. Anderson.  It also agreed to consider all the agenda items in plenary session.

7. The Chair reiterated that, in accordance with the agreement reached at the first meeting, the Group, as an inter-sessional body of the Governing Council, would follow the Council's rules of procedure 

III.  REVIEW OF RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF

   GOVERNING COUNCIL DECISION 21/21 (agenda item 3) 

and

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES IN INTERNATIONAL

ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE (agenda item 4)

8. Opening the discussion, the Executive Director of UNEP expressed appreciation for the positive reactions received to his report on international environmental governance (UNEP/IGM/1/2) and the success achieved by the Group at its first meeting in initiating the review process and starting to develop a common understanding of the concepts involved.  A process of convergence was reflected in the report of the Committee of Permanent Representatives (UNEP/IGM/2/3) and the Chair's report on the Group's first meeting (UNEP/IGM/1/3), including the summary of views prepared by the Moderator.  The areas of convergence included the need for an evolutionary approach, the need for a better definition of the dimensions of international environmental governance, the need to place international environmental governance in the context of sustainable development, the need to involve other ministries at the national level, and the need to address the issue of financing.  Other inputs to the review process had been received as a result of meetings of experts and of civil society representatives (reported on in document UNEP/IGM/2/2) and of the Environmental Management Group (reported on in document UNEP/IGM/2/INF/4).  Further contributions were expected from a series of invited speakers at the current meeting.  

9. He invited those present to engage in an interactive discussion which would serve as a basis for the continued work of the Group, and for the preparation of a revised version of his own report, to be submitted to the Group at its third meeting.  To assist in that process, he had prepared and circulated a questionnaire on various governance issues (see annex II), which he proposed as issues that delegations could react to in the meeting or in writing to the secretariat. 

10. The findings of the Expert Consultation on International Environmental Governance held in Cambridge, United Kingdom, on 28 and 29 May 2001 were summarized by Mr Rajendra K. Pachauri, Director-General of the Tata Energy and Resources Institute, and Ms Lee Kimball, an independent expert.  Mr Pachauri noted that the contribution UNEP might make towards broad sustainable development governance could be addressed at a later stage, but that it did have an important role to play in dealing with multilateral environmental agreements, which meant that the international regime in that area needed to be strengthened.  The World Summit on Sustainable Development would have to focus on the role of United Nations organizations in the context of international environmental governance, and in that context financing was a critical issue, and the question of universal membership of the Governing Council would have to be revisited.

11. Another issue which needed to be examined was the relationship between UNEP and the Commission on Sustainable Development, in the light of progress since the Rio Conference.  The strengthening and enhanced funding of UNEP would enable it to implement its sustainable development agenda and secure support for the integration of environmental institutions.  The current arrangements relating to the Environment Fund were inadequate, and the targets set for sustainable development at Rio had not been reached.  The Global Environment Facility (GEF) was increasingly becoming the main source of funding for sustainable development, and it was to be hoped that, as the Facility evolved, it would become more sensitive to sustainable development issues. 

12. Ms Kimball said that the participants in the expert consultations had concentrated on short-term issues, but had recognized the need for long-term attention to the topic of international environmental governance.  Coordination and fragmentation loomed large in discussions on international environmental governance, but coordination at the national level was essential to improve international environmental coordination.  The clustering of multilateral environmental agreements could improve their coherence and effectiveness, but it was important to distinguish clearly between topical, functional (cross-cutting) and physical clustering.  Co-location of secretariats was not so important, but meetings of conferences of parties should be organized at the same location.  Programmatic clustering might help to stop such agreements from eroding the authority of UNEP, and to identify synergies.  It could help to associate all such agreements with UNEP's work programme, whatever their individual arrangements, and it had implications which went beyond the multilateral environmental agreements themselves.  On the matter of multilayering, there was a need for stronger regional and subregional governance, since for a variety of reasons, most problems arose at those levels.  Resources could be pooled, more stakeholders could be involved, assessment could be improved, information management for decision makers could be better oriented and more effective capacity-building could be designed.  Concerning the representation of environmental interests in international economic institutions, layering could ensure that the authority of environmental bodies derived from a strong knowledge base.

13. The findings of the Civil Society Consultations on International Environmental Governance held in Nairobi on 22 and 23 May 2001 were summarized by Ms Grace Akumu of Climate Network Africa and Ms Simone Lovera of Friends of the Earth.  Ms Akumu said that UNEP should be strengthened in its current location, with its responsibilities extended to cover sustainable development as well as the environment, and it should be reformed on the basis of policy integration, broad-based participation, transparency and accountability.  More sustainable and predictable funding was also needed, with assessed contributions from member States the most appropriate option.  To remedy the fragmentation of environmental governance, the erosion of UNEP's authority and competition between multilateral environmental agreements, the agreements should be clustered under a strengthened UNEP.  Balanced participation by civil society in a strengthened UNEP should be ensured.  A multistakeholder approach should be adopted to continue the deliberations on international environmental governance and develop concrete proposals for the World Summit.

14. Ms Lovera said that the consultations had focused on the issue of the credibility of international environmental governance, and the lack of coherence between multilateral environmental agreements, which might have been avoided if their secretariats had been co-located at UNEP.  Good faith in the negotiation and adoption of such agreements also implied the need for sound compliance mechanisms to be put in place, including provisions for dispute settlement.  They should be streamlined and centralized, and should enjoy civil society participation.  Information and capacity-building had an important role to play in promoting compliance.  Meaningful participation by civil society in international environmental governance would entail influencing the processes of negotiation and enforcement, enjoying access to information and participating in national reporting.  A trust fund might be set up to facilitate participation by young people, women and civil society organizations in the South.

15. Mr Mohamed El-Ashry, Chief Executive Officer and Chairman of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), expressing his personal views, said that institutional arrangements for managing global change must perform at least six major functions:  to better integrate environmental and economic development concerns; to mediate the development and transfer of environmentally sound technologies; to mobilize new financial resources for sustainable development and for protecting the global commons; to monitor environmental conditions and trends comprehensively and develop better assessment tools and methodologies; to negotiate, and track compliance with, international agreements at both global and regional levels; and to anticipate and resolve conflict over shared resources and transboundary environment issues.  However, rather than entrusting those functions to a single organization, the environment should be mainstreamed in existing organizations in order to integrate environment and development and achieve truly sustainable development.  

16. To deal with duplication, fragmentation and competition for scarce resources, the international system should be made more effective and efficient by clarifying the environmental roles and mandates of its component institutions, including UNEP.  Greater specialization with lead responsibility assigned to a single institution might serve to streamline the system and increase its impacts.  In that process UNEP should have a key role, and should therefore be strengthened, should be responsible for overseeing the activities undertaken by United Nations organizations, and might organize biannual meetings of international and regional institutions in order to prepare a comprehensive report on environmental action, gaps and challenges.

17. A second suggestion would be to follow the GEF model of clustering of activities and agencies when streamlining environmental activities among institutions, with UNEP at the fulcrum.  

18. The proliferation of meetings could be addressed by ensuring that only one conference of parties was held each year, supplemented by discussions at UNEP meetings of environment ministers, and by efforts by UNEP to take a lead in convening annual combined meetings of scientific and technical bodies of conventions, to reduce the drain on resources and attract high-calibre participants.  

19. At the national level, sustainable development plans, environmental action plans, communications on climate change, biodiversity strategies and action plans on desertification must all converge towards achieving the same overall national priorities in sustainable development.  

20. GEF had played a major role in financing incremental costs associated with global environmental benefits since the Rio Conference, but there was clearly a need for additional sources of finance for sustainable development.  As to the financing of international environmental institutions, it was worth remembering that authority came from the use of recognized expertise, clear mandates, operational strategies and cooperative partners. 

21. It was generally agreed that UNEP needed to be revitalized and strengthened if it was to become the leading international authority that sets the environmental agenda, promotes the coherent implementation of the environmental dimension of sustainable development within the United Nations system, and serves as an authoritative advocate for the environment.  The Group might wish to consider whether the time had come to conduct a credible, independent evaluation of the reasons why a wide gap remained between the rhetoric of the Nairobi Declaration on the Role and Mandate of UNEP and the reality.

22. Mr Michael Zammit Cutajar, Executive Secretary of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, also expressing his personal views, said that a fundamental strategic question in the debate on international environmental governance was whether the environment would gain most from integration in the political and economic mainstream or from intensified activity on the margins thereof.  Attempts since the Rio Conference to integrate environment and development had failed.

23. Governance involved creating frameworks within which individual actors could function freely and effectively, and not top-down command and control.  The environmental field should learn from the lessons that had emerged in the political and economic fields.

24. Multilateral environmental agreements had been developed as a way of highlighting key global issues, but some institutional fragmentation had followed.  Attempts to "restore order" by all-embracing, top-down coordination had not worked well, and encouragement of cooperation and synergy was a more productive strategy.  

25. While a strong UNEP was the obvious institution to take the lead in pursuing coherence among multilateral environmental agreements, the quest for coherence should not be limited to the relationships among them.  It should be borne in mind that institutional strength came not from the accumulation of mandates but from the capacity to fulfil them.  

26. It was hard to argue that there were too many meetings when one examined the complexity of the agenda, and joint scheduling of meetings would be very difficult to organize.  Perhaps ministerial participation could be reduced, and a schedule involving meetings attended by ministers might be drawn up for a period of several years by the UNEP Governing Council and the convention bureaus.  One matter which did require attention was the proliferation of locations, which was a cause of great inefficiency.  No discussion of international environmental governance would be complete if that thorny subject was not addressed.

27. Ms Inga Björk-Klevby, Chair of the Committee of Permanent Representatives to UNEP, after drawing the Group's attention to various salient points of the Committee's report (UNEP/IGM/2/3), said that at its meeting on international environmental governance held on 27 June, the Committee had requested the UNEP secretariat to study the question of the conversion of UNEP into a United Nations specialized agency.  The results of its analysis would enable the Committee to examine the issue and possibly make a further contribution.  She and her predecessor had a sense of overwhelming support from the Committee for the view that UNEP should be at the centre of the institutional structure in the field of international environmental governance. 

28. At the invitation of the Chair of the Committee of Permanent Representatives to UNEP, the Chair of the Nairobi Chapter of the Group of 77, Mr R.K. Bhatia, emphasized that reform of existing international environmental governance structures could not proceed unless adequate progress was ensured in the implementation of Agenda 21 and the principles contained in the Rio Declaration, since environmental stress in the developing world was basically a function of underdevelopment and the absence of alternatives.  The review should be evolutionary and incremental in nature, and should avoid the setting up of new institutions and structures, on the basis of General Assembly resolution 53/242.  An agreed definition of international environmental governance was in order, as the foundation for all future efforts.  

29. The aim should be to streamline, improve and strengthen international environmental governance in order to remedy the present fractured and fragmented governance structure and ensure greater efficiency and effectiveness.  The secretariat and the Committee of Permanent Representatives should jointly undertake a critical study of feasible options.  A special focus should be placed on augmenting coordination and coherence among multilateral environmental agreements, UNEP, the Commission on Sustainable Development and other United Nations bodies.  

30. The developed countries should contribute considerably more than at present for the protection of the global environment.  GEF should be given a substantial replenishment.  The relationship between UNEP and GEF should be further strengthened, and progress should be made in providing UNEP with stable, adequate and predictable financing.  Developing countries might also need to make a contribution, in accordance with their capacities and the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities. 

31. Following the presentations, statements were heard from a number of ministers and representatives of Governments, secretariats of multilateral environmental agreements and specialized agencies and other organizations, including:  Algeria, Belgium (on behalf of the European Union), Brazil, Canada, China, Cuba, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of)(on behalf of the Group of 77 and China), Japan, Kenya, Norway, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Togo, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO); Basel Convention, Ramsar Convention; World Conservation Union (IUCN).

32. Appreciation was widely expressed for the documents prepared for the meeting, notably the report of the Chair of the Committee of Permanent Representatives and the two new UNEP documents containing further proposals concerning multilateral environmental agreements.  The findings of the two consultative meetings were welcomed, and the need was recognized to involve major groups outside the United Nations system.  The two meetings had provided useful guidance and proposals. 

33. Speakers held that the most important feature of the process of review of international environmental governance was agreement on a concept of sustainable development and its mutually dependent components.   It was necessary to build consensus, which should be done by means of an incremental approach, bearing in mind the provisions of General Assembly resolution 53/242. 

34. The process should be of benefit to all, and should emphasize the need for discussions on financial support, capacity-building and technology transfer.  The options under consideration should be divided into those which fell within the purview of the UNEP Governing Council and those requiring support and action by other bodies, and ultimately the World Summit.  The importance of involving non-environment ministries and, to a greater extent than in the past, developing countries, was emphasized. The review process should go beyond UNEP-administered multilateral environmental agreements and encompass other agreements, both global and regional, as well as related international programmes. 

35. Many speakers referred to the involvement of non-governmental organizations, the private sector, scientists and other civil society actors and public-private partnerships as a very important component of the international environmental governance process, and also of the World Summit.  Civil society and other major groups were increasingly aware of issues in that area.  It was also suggested that civil society could help to highlight moral and spiritual aspects of development which were neglected by the private sector.  Transparency and public participation were emphasized, as well as the need to explore prospects for cooperation with, and voluntary contributions from, the private sector.  It was important to continue interactions with the expert community and civil society, following modernized rules for their participation, taking into account arrangements developed in the Commission on Sustainable Development.  The traditional role of States in governance needed to be reconciled with the growing activities of civil society, both domestically and internationally. 

36. A wide range of speakers expressed support for the strengthening and upgrading of UNEP in its Nairobi location, providing it with adequate resources and establishing it as the central environmental authority.  One speaker expressed the view that strengthening UNEP would make it unnecessary to set up new bodies, and others were opposed to the establishment of a new organization, while yet others considered that various options should be discussed, including the possibility of adapting existing structures to new requirements, possibly leading to conversion into a specialized agency or a World Environment Organization.  One speaker argued for a harmonized diversity of institutions, rather than a single organization dealing with all environmental issues.  There were calls for the authority of UNEP to be enhanced, on the basis of competence and improved management, to give it a greater voice internationally.  The review of UNEP's 30-year-old mandate and its updating if necessary was also suggested.  It was proposed that the World Summit should declare UNEP the sole representative and body for governing and coordinating the environmental pillars of sustainable development.

37. The issue of funding needed to be addressed urgently.  A number of speakers emphasized the need to promote stable, predictable and adequate funding, based on fair burden-sharing, perhaps over a period of several years, to help broaden its financial base.  Several speakers called for a change to more binding and agreed voluntary or negotiated contributions based on a scale of assessment - the United Nations scale seemed to be an acceptable starting point - and taking into account the interests of developing countries.  Provisions should be laid down regarding prompt payment of contributions.  Such contributions should be supplemented by innovative funding methods.  One speaker expressed opposition to an assessed scale.  Reference was made to the need for financial discipline and for a mechanism for Governments to comply, but the question of sanctions was a concern for some.

38. Support was also expressed for the strengthening of the Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum as an accepted, authoritative forum for priority-setting by developing a strategic role for it to promote coherent implementation by UNEP, the multilateral environmental agreements, GEF and regional organizations of these objectives.  Through the Forum, UNEP had the potential to become an overarching platform for environmental governance which could facilitate effective interaction with science, business, non-governmental organizations, etc., as well as cross-sectoral linkages.  The example of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in holding joint meetings of environment and other ministers was cited - an example which UNEP might usefully follow.  One speaker said that the Council/Forum should be carefully delineated from the Commission on Sustainable Development and other bodies so that it could become an effective decision-making body. 

39. The establishment of EMG was welcomed, as it offered useful potential for coordination.  There were also calls for the Group to be strengthened and its role clarified.  The secretariat was invited to provide information on the Group's strengths and weaknesses, and suggestions how it might be improved.  The Group had accomplished useful work so far, as had the Ecosystem Conservation Group, especially as it involved non-governmental organizations.  There was a need for full coordination between the Group and the Administrative Committee on Coordination system.  There was also a need for participation by all relevant United Nations agencies in defining future governance arrangements.

40. There were calls to place the process of international environmental governance in the broader context of sustainable development, and to clarify the interaction between the environmental and other pillars of sustainable development.  Consequently, the environmental aspect of the work of the Commission on Sustainable Development needed to be reviewed.  There were also calls for reform of the Commission in order to enhance its strong points and increase its effectiveness, or even to consider whether it would remain necessary if UNEP was to be strengthened - perhaps UNEP could be transformed into a United Nations Programme for Sustainable Development.  There was a need for a clear statement of how links could be established between poverty alleviation, attracting of investment and international environmental governance. 
41. Several speakers called for efforts to achieve a strengthened and broadened financial foundation for the international environmental architecture, including UNEP and GEF, through such measures as greater integration of environmental concerns in international financial institutions and in development cooperation, as well as a substantial replenishment of GEF, taking into account GEF's role as the principal financial mechanism for the global environment.  Another speaker said that the various financing mechanisms including GEF should be reviewed with a view to developing a coherent system to support implementation, especially in developing countries.  Emphasis was placed on the importance of mainstreaming environmental considerations in the activities of international financial institutions, through intervention at a high level and with scientific back-up provided by UNEP.

42. In order to deal with the proliferation of instruments and institutions, which led to inefficiencies, lack of synergies, a multitude of rules and bodies, overlapping and duplication, lack of coherence, inconsistent or even contradictory standards and a heavy reporting burden, the coordination and consolidation of the activities of multilateral environmental agreements - within the context of existing legal arrangements - was widely supported.  There were calls for reinforced coordination between UNEP and the agreements through strengthened coherence among programmes, schedules, actions and strategies.  Reference was also made to the advantages of decentralization and diversity as embodied in the present international system. 

43. It had been asserted that the large number of meetings convened by multilateral environmental agreements was commensurate with the complexity of the issues discussed, but nevertheless there was a need to tailor them to the capacity of countries, especially developing countries, to participate effectively.  That would entail a physical restructuring, including a reduction in the number of meetings.  The idea of regular meetings of multilateral environmental agreements to share their plans should be explored, and interchanges between scientific bodies could be very helpful.  The idea of a biennial report was welcomed.  It could be used as a means of regularly monitoring progress in pursuing objectives laid down by conferences of parties and other bodies.  However, given the independent status of each agreement, one speaker doubted the usefulness of establishing machinery to monitor the implementation of decisions adopted by conferences of parties.  Care would be required in laying down criteria for the suggested synopsis of reports of scientific panels (UNEP/IGM2/5, para. 18).  Reporting on results achieved was the key to accountability for funds being sought.  It was suggested that UNEP's role in monitoring implementation and compliance could be further developed, and that its work in the area of guidelines on compliance should be completed in 2001 and fed into the international environmental governance process.  National reports were essential in achieving compliance, so the creation of a body with a supervisory role to review reports and reveal non-compliance should be explored.  The creation of a system of international expert teams to provide support to countries in implementation should be considered. 

44. The holding of joint meetings of conferences of parties and scientific and technical bodies of multilateral environmental agreements was recommended.   Such meetings should be organized more rationally and cost-effectively. 

45. Given the responsibility placed on Governments by Agenda 21 for addressing environmental problems, the review of international environmental governance should be harnessed to promote regional cooperation as an appropriate way of addressing environmental problems.   South-South cooperation should be part of the process.  Environmental change must be addressed where it occurred, at the appropriate level.  Capacity-building and promotion of coordination at the national level would enhance the implementation of multilateral environmental agreements, as would the strengthening and streamlining of capacity for data collection, assessment and monitoring , and such developments had the potential to substantially reduce the burden imposed by the proliferation of instruments and meetings.

46. The representative of UNDP suggested that his organization, together with the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs and UNEP, should organize complementary regional meetings on environmental governance in the run-up to the World Summit, possibly in conjunction with the planned regional preparatory meetings for the Summit.  Governmental and non-governmental representatives and experts could help to broaden the base of the current ministerial process.  UNDP also stood ready to contribute to a longer-term process of capacity-building to increase national awareness of international environmental governance. 

47. Concluding the debate, the Chair enumerated the following issues around which she felt there was general support:

(a) The role of the Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum and its potential to serve as the umbrella environmental policy and coordination body in the field of the environment was highlighted;

(b) A solution to the financing of international environmental activities was considered vital. The need for additional financing was underscored, as was the need for stable, adequate and predictable funding for UNEP and the need to examine the possibility of establishing an agreed system of assessments, based on the United Nations scale of assessments;

(c) There was a sense that the proliferation of meetings, agendas and institutional arrangements not only contributed to the loss of policy coherence but also lessened the impact of the limited resources available as a result of fragmented action;

(d) There was support for the mainstreaming of environmental considerations into decision-making in other social and economic sectors, including at the national level, and for international environmental governance to become an integral component of sustainable development governance;

(e) There was support for further examination of clustering of multilateral environmental agreements and further consideration of questions related to location as well as programmatic cooperation between UNEP and those agreements;

(f) Any new system of international environmental governance must take into account the constraints and needs of developing countries and take an evolutionary approach, as well as taking into account the principle of common but differentiated responsibility;

(g) It was considered important that environmental considerations should be taken into account in the work of international financial institutions and trade institutions, particularly the World Trade Organization, and that UNEP should play a greater role in that regard;

(h) The need for continued efforts in developing a coordinated approach within the United Nations was supported, as was a strong role for EMG to enhance efficiency and eliminate gaps and duplication;

(i) Given the increasing trends of environmental degradation, it was considered important to strengthen UNEP’s capacity for environmental monitoring, assessment and early warning and the provision of relevant information to countries;

(j) The need for increased regional cooperation and strengthened regional mechanisms was supported;

(k) There was support for ensuring full implementation of General Assembly resolution 53/242 as a basis for further strengthening of governance;

(l) The important role of civil society in international environmental governance was highlighted, and it was recognized that a meaningful role must be secured for key stakeholders;

(m) It was also noted that the relationship between UNEP and GEF deserved further consideration, including UNEP’s role as an implementing agency.

IV.  OTHER MATTERS

48. The representative of Colombia said that his Government would shortly convey to the UNEP secretariat its formal invitation to host the seventh special session of the Governing Council in Cartagena de Indias from 13 to 15 February 2002.  

49. The representative of Japan announced a contribution of US$ 50,000 to the international environmental governance process in response to UNEP's appeal.

V.  CLOSURE OF THE MEETING

50. Following the customary exchange of courtesies, the Chair declared the meeting closed at 5.20 p.m.
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS BEFORE THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL GROUP

AT ITS SECOND MEETING

International environmental governance:  report of the Executive Director 
UNEP/IGM/1/2

Provisional agenda for the second meeting
UNEP/IGM/2/1

Reports of the Civil Society Consultations and Expert Consultations on International Environmental Governance 
UNEP/IGM/2/2

Report of the Chair of the Committee of Permanent Representatives to the United Nations Environment Programme on international environmental governance 
UNEP/IGM/2/3

Improving international environmental governance among multilateral environmental agreements:  negotiable terms for further discussion - a policy paper 
UNEP/IGM/2/4

Proposal for a systematic approach to coordination of multilateral environmental agreements 
UNEP/IGM/2/5

Organization of the work of the Open-ended Intergovernmental Group of Ministers or Their Representatives for the period April-December 2001:  note by the secretariat 
UNEP/IGM/2/INF/1

The concept of a chemicals and waste cluster:  an overview 
UNEP/IGM/2/INF/2

International environmental governance:  multilateral environmental agreements 
UNEP/IGM/2/INF/3

Report of the Environmental Management Group on its second meeting - Geneva, 15 June 2001 
UNEP/IGM/2/INF/4

Annex II

QUESTIONNAIRE

ON

INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

1.
The establishment of the Global Ministerial Environment Forum with universal participation at the ministerial level has resulted in a renewed focus for high-level environmental policy discussion.


-
Is there a need to further strengthen the Global Ministerial Environment Forum and enhance its relationship with other intergovernmental environmental forums to assist in developing policy coherence?

2.
The fragmentation of the institutional structure for environmental decision-making and the loss of policy coherence and missed opportunities for synergistic cooperation have been identified as major problems.  


-
Is there a need to develop a clustering approach to multilateral environmental agreements?


-
Should such a clustering approach take place at the functional or the issue level?


-
What would need to be done to develop the necessary authority and linkages to pursue such an approach?

3.
There is general consensus on the need for inter-agency coordination and an authoritative role for the Environmental Management Group.  


-
Is there a need to further strengthen, define and provide authority to the role of the Environmental Management Group?


-
How could that be achieved?


-
If a clustering approach to multilateral environmental agreements is agreed, could the Group be the instrument to achieve that?

4.
There is general agreement that increased and stable financing for the international environmental agenda is required.  


-
Is there a need to establish a system of assessed contributions to the Environment Fund of UNEP?


-
What should be the relationship between UNEP as the principal environmental policy body and the Global Environment Facility (GEF) as the principal environmental financing body?


-
What would be required to translate the positive sentiments expressed by Governments into real financial contributions?

5.
The question of the status and authority of UNEP has been underscored.


-
Is it a realistic and effective approach for UNEP to become a specialized agency of the United Nations?

· Are there other ways to strengthen UNEP's authority?


-
What should be the relationship between UNEP and other entities dealing with the environment?

6.
There is a clear consensus on the need to strengthen the Nairobi headquarters as the location of UNEP and UNCHS (Habitat), as underlined in General Assembly resolution 53/242.


-
Is there a need to further strengthen the United Nations Office at Nairobi (UNON) and to increase the United Nations regular budget contribution to UNON and UNEP?


-
How can the headquarters location of UNEP be better utilized?

7.
It is increasingly clear that the implementation of international environmental policy will require substantial progress in terms of strengthening international cooperation and increased provision of the means of implementation to developing countries.


-
Is there a need to strengthen UNEP's work in the area of capacity-building and technology transfer?


-
What should be the relationship between different environmental activities in capacity-building and technology transfer?


-
Is there a need for increased cooperation between UNEP and operational bodies of the United Nations?

8.
There is a consensus that international environmental governance should be addressed in the context of sustainable development.

· Is there a need to better define the sustainable development objectives for the environmental work of the United Nations system?

· Should UNEP and the multilateral environmental agreements integrate cross-sectoral issues into their work?


-
How should this exercise relate to sustainable development governance?
-----
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