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UNEP/IEG

Draft Recommendations Approved

Against the backdrop of the preparations for the World
Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD), the Gov-
erning Council of the United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme (UNEP) adopted at its twenty-first session Deci-
sion 21/21, entitled ‘International Environmental Govern-
ance.’ This enabled 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. This was with a view to pre-
senting a report containing analysis and options to the next
session of the Governing Council/Global Ministerial En-
vironment Forum, to be held in February 2002 in
Cartagena.

Five meetings of IGM/IEG have taken place. The first
was on 18 April 2001 in New York, and this was followed
by a meeting in Bonn on 17 July 2001 (see Environmen-
tal Policy & Law, Vol. 31, nos 4-5 at page 194). The third
meeting took place on 9-10 September 2001 in Algiers
(see Environmental Policy & Law, Vol. 31, no. 6 at page
266), and the fourth from 30 November to 1 December
2001 in Montreal. The penultimate meeting of the Inter-

governmental Group was convened in New York on 25
January 2002.

The third meeting was presented with suggestions from
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 struc-
ture of the GMEF and strengthening the role, authority
and financial situation of UNEP, while Working Group II
addressed improved coordination and coherence among
multilateral environmental agreements and enhanced co-
ordination across the UN system – the role of the Envi-
ronment Management Group. The meetings also benefited
from valuable input from UNEP’s Committee of Perma-
nent Representatives (CPR) 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. Among the conclusions adopted were the fol-
lowing:
1. The IEG process encompasses all international envi-

ronmental efforts and arrangements within the UN
system, including at the regional level, and is not re-
stricted to UNEP.

2. The process should be evolutionary in nature and be
based on implementing General Assembly resolution

enforcement branch of the Compliance Committee will
exercise oversight of compliance with these provisions.
Since the COP/MOP may decide not to adopt the proce-
dures, there is the question of how eligibility for partici-
pation in the mechanisms would be determined in the ab-
sence of a compliance system, or an alternative to it.

In viewing the compliance system, one must note that
the procedure links up with at least two other provisions
of the KP, namely, the multilateral consultative process
(MCP) referred to in Article 13 of the UNFCCC and Arti-
cle 16 of the KP, and Article 14 of the UNFCCC and Arti-
cle 19 of the KP, the dispute settlement procedure.  With
regard to the MCP, on which discussions have been rel-
egated to the background as negotiations on the compli-
ance mechanism intensified, no rules have yet been
adopted, and it is unclear whether work on this issue will
resume in the near future.  The relationship among these
various procedures, as well as the links to the expert re-
view teams and the review of national communications,
would be an interesting area for legal experts to explore.

Synergies Among  the Rio Conventions
The Marrakesh Ministerial Declaration calls for the

continued exploration of the synergies between the
UNFCCC, the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD),

and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertifi-
cation in those Countries Experiencing Serious Drought
and/or Desertification, Particularly in Africa (CCD).  In
this regard, a joint liaison group is being formed with the
CCD and CBD “to assess linkages across conventions
and to promote cooperation and coherence.” (Input to the
World Summit on Sustainable Development: Note by the
secretariat, found in FCCC/CP/2001/10.) An important
aspect of exploring these synergies will be analysing the
legal and institutional arrangements that will help pro-
mote the complementarities that are sought.

Conclusion
There are mixed reactions about what was achieved in

Marrakesh.  On the one hand, there is relief that a set of
rules have been agreed upon by the Parties at COP 7. On
the other hand, many are dissatisfied with the actual rules
adopted, pointing out the many compromises that had to
be made, compromises that extended to revising what had
been agreed upon in Bonn.  Regardless of how one sees
the results, the fact is that the players in the climate change
arena now have a set of binding decisions with which to
proceed to map out their work for future years, and a con-
crete basis for recommending engagement, or non-engage-
ment, in the climate change process.
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53/242. A prudent approach to institutional change is
required, with preference given to making better use
of existing structures.

3. The meetings on international environmental govern-
ance should lead to comprehensive input into the prepa-
rations for the Johannesburg Summit, which should
be presented for consideration by it. Decision 10/1 of
the Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD),
which invited the UNEP Governing Council to submit
its progress report/results to the Preparatory Commit-
tee 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.

4. Any new IEG system should take into account the
needs and constraints of developing countries on the
basis of common but differentiated responsibility.

5. 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, sta-
ble and predictable financing.

6. The clustering approach to multilateral environmen-
tal agreements holds some promise, and issues relat-
ing to the location of secretariats, meeting agendas and
programmatic cooperation between such bodies and
with UNEP should be addressed.

The conclusions from the first three meetings of the
IGM/IEG were further synthesised and presented in an
amended version, which included an additional ‘building
block’ on capacity building, technology transfer and coun-
try-level coordination for the environmental pillar of sus-
tainable 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 build-
ing, 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 (see document UNEP/IGM/5/2).

On 25 January 2001 in New York, the President of the
UNEP Governing Council presented his draft report for
consideration by the Open-ended Intergovernmental
Group of Ministers or their Representatives on Interna-
tional Environmental Governance. In his statement, David
Anderson said that he looked forward to the final IEG
meeting and seventh special session of the GC/GMEF in
Cartagena, Colombia, from 13-15 February 2002. The
draft recommendations have now been further amended
and attempt to capture emerging consensus reached in the
IEG process to date. They are listed under six main head-
ings:
1. Improved international environmental policy making

– the role and structure of the Global Ministerial En-
vironment Forum (GMEF).

2. Strengthening the role, authority and financial situa-
tion of UNEP.

3. Improved coordination and coherence between multi-
lateral environmental agreements (MEAs).

4. Capacity-building, technology transfer and country-
level coordination for the environment pillar of sus-
tainable development.

5. Enhanced coordination across the United Nations sys-
tem – the role of the Environmental Management
Group.

6. Future perspectives.

Several policy options and approaches are discussed
under each heading. These draft recommendations will
be presented to the UNEP Governing Council/Global Min-

isterial Environment Forum for its con-
sideration in Cartagena. Recommen-
dations on IEG will be formally
adopted at the meeting for transfer to
the third preparatory session of the
WSSD.

UNEP’s Executive Director Klaus
Töpfer expressed confidence that par-
ticipants would reach a constructive fi-
nal decision in Cartagena. With regard
to UNEP financing, Klaus Töpfer said
that UNEP urgently required a solu-
tion following many years of requests
by the Governing Council for stable
and predictable funding.

President Anderson underlined the
view of the UNEP Governing Coun-
cil that International Environmental
Governance should be seen within the
broad context of multilateral efforts to
achieve sustainable development. He

said that he would continue to undertake intersessional
discussions with interested delegations up to 12 February,
the date of the final session of the Intergovernmental Group
of Ministers.

We shall report on the outcome of the Cartagena meet-
ing.  (MJ)
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