EXPERT CONSULTATIONS ON INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

CAMBRIDGE, 28-29 MAY 2001

CHAIRMAN’S SUMMARY

1. The participants exchanged views on International Environmental Governance in the context of the multidimensional nature of sustainable development. The meeting did not develop consensus positions to recommend to Intergovernmental Group of Ministers on International Environmental Governance as there was not enough time to consider all relevant points. However it was clear for all participants that it would be very difficult to undertake measures that would affect the main organs of the UN established by the UN Charter, like the ECOSOC and the Trusteeship Council. The general feeling was that establishing UNEP as a specialized agency at this stage would be premature. Clustering of Multilateral Environmental Conventions was considered as a possibility to enhance sustainable development governance and clustering certain implementation functions was also deemed an independent promising possibility.  

2. Most participants were of the view that integrating and balancing economic, social and environmental concerns is at the core of sustainable development. Several participants shared the view that the evolution from environment to environment and development as interdependent components confirms the recognition that international environmental governance directly relates to sustainable development.  In this context, it is pointed out that the multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) should be seen as instruments for achieving the goals of sustainable development. Participants put considerable emphasis on strengthening the international regime in the field of environment and sustainable development and drew attention to the cross-sectoral nature of sustainable development. 

3. Participants noted the rapid development of MEAs since the adoption of the Montevideo Programme in 1982.  Most were of the view that it was becoming increasingly necessary to attempt to bring more coherence to the current structure in particular to exploit synergies, capture linkages and avoid conflicting decisions.  In this regard, there was strong support for a "clustering" approach to MEAs as a way to achieve coherence and effectiveness.

4. There was an extensive discussion on how such a clustering approach could be implemented.  There was a general agreement that some steps could be taken in the short term while others could only be realized in the long term.  One approach to clustering could be to group MEAs into issue clusters, such as atmosphere, chemicals, biological diversity, fresh water resources and oceans.  Another additional approach could be developed on an functional basis concentrating in the implementation of certain functions of MEAs, such as capacity building, scientific assessment, administrative management functions and common reporting as appropriate.   

5. Some participants underlined the need for a cautious approach to clustering so as not to lose the benefits of specialization on which the respective agreements are geared to, and to take into account the differences among conventions in terms of scope, participation and reporting.  It was generally felt that clear criteria concerning clustering were required based on an assessment of current weakness. It was noted also that the clustering would have implications for programmes that go beyond areas covered by MEAs.   

6. Some participants felt that there was a strong case for co-location of the secretariats of MEAs to enhance inter-linkages and administrative streamlining.  Others felt that there were no obvious gains to co-location.  It was also felt that a clustering approach would have to be tailored in a multi-layered way.

7. A series of issues were discussed with respect to the development of approach to clustering that could take into account the special characteristics of each of MEAs, but identified areas where joint activities could yield some results.  While it was considered that coordination continues to be of high importance, specific functional gains could be made through such approach.  Certain of these functions could be performed in the context of UNEP's existing mandate with regard to coordination of MEAs. Several participants highlighted the convenience to address clustering at regional level. The possibilities to do so among members of the Economic Commission for Europe was mentioned as well as the emerging issue of acid rain in Asia.

8. The group discussed the broad institutional implications of IEG and various ideas about modifying the functions, mandate, and structure of existing bodies, concentrating on UNEP’s Governing Council and the CSD and the potential outcome of the Johannesburg Conference. The group recognized, however, that IEG could bring about changes in a number of organizations within the UN system but that, as stated in paragraph 1 above, it would be very difficult to undertake measures that would affect the UN Charter and as the main organs of the UN:  ECOSOC, UNGA, and the Trusteeship Council. 

9. On the question of specialized agency status for UNEP, most participants suggested outlining clearly the pros and cons of such a step. With some exceptions, there was a feeling that establishing UNEP as a specialized agency at this stage, as a result of decisions taken at the WSSD, was at best premature; many felt that even in the long run this may be neither practical nor desirable. Other options considered with respect to UNEP were evolution into a World Environment Organization on the one hand, and further elaboration and strengthening its functions as a UN Programme on the other. Several participants suggested that as UNEP's programme functions were further defined, in the course of IEG discussions, this would serve as the basis for further decisions about legal and financial implications. It was widely felt that future IEG arrangements should be multi-layered, with functions specified at local, national, regional, and global levels. It was also recognized that opportunities for financing would play a key role in these decisions. Several participants urged that bold proposals be made to strengthen the role and voice of UNEP in IEG, and that the questions of universal membership in the Governing Council should be revisited.  

10. On the CSD, as with UNEP Governing Council, the group noted there were both weaknesses and strengths involved. There was some support for better defining the mandate and activities of the CSD to build on potential strengths, while several participants questioned the value of the CSD and noted that economic and social aspects of sustainable development were not adequately considered at the CSD.

11. Regarding the issue of coordination, several participants suggested strengthening the mandate and guidelines of the EMG as a means to improve coordinated program development and suggest which body(ies) should  follow up on emerging issues. 

12. There was a clear view that strengthening the involvement of stakeholders in an IEG organization was important.

13. Participants noted the need to address two distinct financial requirements: the implementation of sustainable development agenda, particularly in developing countries, and the operation of international environmental institutions, in particular UNEP.

14. Regarding the need and requirements for operations of international environmental institutions, participants emphasized the predictable and sustainable financing remains a  precondition for meeting expectations.  Such predictability could be achieved inter alia by sanctioning an adequate budget and establishing a system of indicative assessed contributions for all member States, possibly following the UN scale of assessment as it is already implemented for trust funds of certain MEAs. Participants agreed that current voluntary arrangements for UNEP environment fund were inadequate and fell far short of requirement to implement the mandate of UNEP. It was also identified the need of direct financial support from the UN regular budget to meet the costs for the administration of the UNEP Secretariat. 

15. Regarding the requirements for financing the implementation of the sustainable development agenda, participants pointed out the annual requirements identified during the UNCED’s preparatory process and noted that actual resources from all sources fell far short of this figure. Participants noted the clear trend towards directing the financing for environment increasingly through the GEF.  Several participants highlighted the need for more transparency in the GEF and noted that GEF was evolving and institutional changes would be discussed at the GEF Assembly meeting.  Many participants were of the view that this should be integrated with the ongoing review of the state of international environmental governance. The activities of the Multilateral Fund for the Montreal Protocol and the Global Mechanism of the UNCCD, were also taken into consideration during the debate.
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