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SS.VII/1.  International environ-
mental governance

…

III.  RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
INTERGOVERNMENTAL GROUP OF
MINISTERS TO THE GOVERNING
COUNCIL/GLOBAL MINISTERIAL
ENVIRONMENT FORUM

A.  Improved coherence in international
environmental policy-making – the role
and structure of the Governing Council/
Global Ministerial Environment Forum

10. The Global Ministerial Environment
Forum is constituted by the UNEP Govern-
ing Council as envisaged in General As-
sembly resolution 53/242, which states, in
paragraph 6, that the Governing Council
would constitute “the forum in the
years that it meets in regular ses-
sion and, in alternate years, with
the forum taking the form of a spe-
cial session of the Governing
Council”.

11. The international environ-
mental governance process has
highlighted the need for a high-
level environment policy forum as
one of the cornerstones of an ef-
fective system of international en-
vironmental governance.  To this
end, the Governing Council/Glo-
bal Ministerial Environment Fo-
rum should be utilized more effec-
tively both in promoting interna-
tional cooperation in the field of
the environment, in providing
broad policy advice and guidance, identi-
fying global environmental priorities, and
making recommendations, in accordance
with paragraphs 2(a) and 2(b) of General
Assembly resolution 2997 (XXVII) of 15
December 1972.  Such an approach should
be pursued with full respect for the inde-
pendent legal status and governance struc-
tures of other entities, and would be con-
sistent with the mandate provided to the
UNEP Governing Council in General As-
sembly resolution 2997 (XXVII), which
states, in paragraphs 2 (b) and 2 (c), that it
should provide general policy guidance for

the direction and coordination of environ-
mental programmes within the United Na-
tions system, keep their implementation
under review and assess their effective-
ness. This approach could be achieved
through a series of measures such as those
proposed below:
(a) Universal participation of Members
States of the United Nations and members
of its specialized agencies in the work of the
Governing Council/Global Ministerial Envi-
ronment Forum should be ensured.  The
question of establishing universal member-
ship for Governing Council/Global Ministe-
rial Environment Forum is an important but
complex issue that should be considered in
the broader context of the preparatory proc-
ess of the World Summit on Sustainable
Development and be reviewed at the
twenty-second session of the Governing

Council/Global Ministerial Environment Fo-
rum based on the outcome of the Summit;
(b) The Nairobi Declaration on the Role
and Mandate of the United Nations Envi-
ronment Programme reaffirmed the con-
tinuing relevance of the mandate of UNEP
deriving from General Assembly resolution
2997 (XXVII) and as further elaborated by
Agenda 21.  The core elements of the fo-
cused mandate of UNEP contained in the
Nairobi Declaration highlighted, inter alia,
the role of UNEP in the analysis of the state
of the global environment, provision of
policy advice and catalysing and promot-
ing international cooperation; in further de-
veloping its international environmental law
aimed at sustainable development, includ-
ing the development of coherent inter-
linkages among existing international en-
vironmental conventions; in advancing the
implementation of agreed international
norms and policies and strengthening its

role in the coordination of environmental
activities in the United Nations system in
the field of the environment;
(c) To play its role as the high-level envi-
ronmental policy forum in the United Na-
tions system, and in accordance with Gen-
eral Assembly resolution 2997 (XXVII), the
Governing Council/Global Ministerial En-
vironment Forum will:

(i) Keep under review the world envi-
ronment situation and develop policy re-
sponses in order to ensure that emerging
environmental problems of wide interna-
tional significance receive appropriate and
adequate consideration based on sound
science;

(ii) Provide general policy guidance for
the direction and coordination of environ-
mental programmes and make cross-
cutting recommendations, in accordance
with paragraphs 2 (a) and 2 (b) of General
Assembly resolution 2997 (XXVII), to other
bodies while respecting the independent
legal status and autonomous governance
structures of such entities;

(iii) Promote international cooperation
in the field of the environment and recom-
mend, as appropriate, policies to this end;

(iv) Strengthen further the coordina-
tion and institutional requirements for in-
ternational environmental policy in view of
the outcome of the World Summit on Sus-
tainable Development and in light of the
Malmö Declaration;
(d) The Governing Council/Global Minis-
terial Environment Forum should identify
ways and means of improving and strength-
ening its interrelationship with autonomous
decision-making bodies, such as confer-
ences of the parties to multilateral environ-
mental agreements;
(e) The Governing Council/Global Minis-
terial Environment Forum should promote
the meaningful participation of representa-
tives of major groups and non-governmen-
tal organizations including the private sec-
tor, giving them clear channels for provid-
ing Governments with their views, to inform
intergovernmental decision-making bodies,
within the established rules and modalities
of the United Nations system. A particular
effort to enable civil society organizations
from developing countries to participate
should be a priority.  In line with Governing
Council decision 21/19 of 9 February 2001,
the relationship between UNEP and its gov-
ernance structures, as well as among civil
society, the private sector and other major
groups, should be developed;
(f) Consideration should be given to hav-
ing the Governing Council/Global Ministe-
rial Environment Forum meet every other
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year at UNEP Headquarters in Nairobi with
meetings in alternate years, if possible, at
another United Nations region. This would
enhance its interaction with other policy
forums in the economic and social fields
and assist in the objectives of sustainable
development mainstreaming. In addition,
the possibility of having back-to-back meet-
ings between the Governing Council/Glo-
bal Ministerial Environment Forum and
multilateral environmental agreements
could be explored, with due regard to their
legal status and governance structures;
(g) The Governing Council/Global Minis-
terial Environment Forum should institute
a regular dialogue, to address the appar-
ent disparity between policy and funding,
with multilateral financial institutions, includ-
ing the Global Environment Facility (GEF).
In this regard the Governing Council/Glo-
bal Ministerial Environment Forum should
play a stronger environmental policy advi-
sory role and strengthen UNEP’s efforts to
enhance its relationship with GEF through
the Action Plan on Complementarity be-
tween GEF activities and its programme of
work, in line with Governing Council deci-
sions 20/7 of 5 February 1999 and 21/25
of 9 February 2001. Better coordination of
decision-making on international environ-
mental policy with decision-making on fi-
nancing should benefit the funding of envi-
ronmental aspects of sustainable develop-
ment;
(h) The Governing Council/Global Minis-
terial Environment Forum should enable
ministers to concentrate on policy issues
and have the opportunity to promote inter-
national cooperation, including making
cross-cutting recommendations in the field
of the environment, in accordance with
paragraphs 2 (a) and 2 (b) of General As-
sembly resolution 2997 (XXVII), take policy
decisions, identify priorities on matters
within its area of competence, and provide
broad direction and advice, as well as over-
sight of the programme of work and budget
of UNEP.  The Governing Council/Global
Ministerial Environment Forum should also
regularly review reports on the follow-up of
its previous decisions.  The agenda could
be grouped in segments as follows:

(i) The Governing Council/Global
Ministerial Environment Forum should take
into account emerging environmental
trends and should consider issues related
to environmental assessment and monitor-
ing, monitoring of its previous decisions,
early warning and emerging issues, based
on a strengthened scientific capacity of
UNEP. Further consideration should be
given to strengthening UNEP’s scientific
base by improving its ability to monitor and
assess global environmental change in-
cluding, inter alia, through the establish-
ment of an inter-governmental panel on glo-
bal environmental change.  The effective
participation of developing countries in the
work of the panel should be ensured, and
the mandate, modalities and composition
of any mechanism are to be decided by the
Governing Council/Global Ministerial En-
vironment Forum;

(ii) The Governing Council/Global
Ministerial Environment Forum could ad-
dress environmental aspects of one or two
selected sectoral issues on an annual ba-
sis (such as chemicals, water, oceans), as
well as the environmental contribution to
major development challenges.  In this con-
text relevant sectoral national ministries
could be invited to interact with environment

ministers to assist in a decision-making
process that would aim at bringing envi-
ronmental considerations into the main-
stream of policy discussions and promote
sustainable development. Progress in the
follow-up of such work should be monitored
and reported to the Governing Council/Glo-
bal Ministerial Environment Forum;

(iii) Taking advantage of its high-level
and cross-cutting environmental perspec-
tive and its coordination role on environ-
mental matters in the United Nations sys-
tem, the Governing Council/Global Minis-
terial Environment Forum could engage in
periodic stock taking and, inter alia, review
synergies and linkages undertaken be-
tween multilateral environmental agree-
ments, as well as review reports of the
Environment Management Group and
progress in inter-agency collaboration.  The
Governing Council/Global Ministerial En-
vironment Forum would give policy guid-
ance and advice in the field of the environ-
ment by making recommendations, in ac-
cordance with paragraphs 2 (a) and 2 (b)
of General Assembly resolution 2997
(XXVII).  In this context, UNEP should carry
out further scientific analysis in coopera-
tion with secretariats of conventions and
their subsidiary bodies and other relevant
international scientific bodies, in order to
identify possible activities with potential
multiple benefits and to bring them to the
attention of conferences of the parties, in
conformity with General Assembly resolu-
tion 54/217 of 22 December 1999.  Official
of United Nations agencies and heads of
multilateral environmental agreement sec-
retariats should be invited to participate and
interact with ministers at meetings of the
Governing Council/Global Ministerial En-
vironment Forum;

 (iv)The Governing Council/Global
Ministerial Environment Forum 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 imple-
mentation.  The UNEP Committee of Per-
manent Representatives, as a subsidiary
body, would continue to play its mandated
role in monitoring the implementation of
Governing Council/Global Ministerial En-
vironment Forum decisions as well as
preparation of its sessions, which would
take place in an open and transparent man-
ner, so as to facilitate the participation in
substantive preparations of Governments
not represented in Nairobi.

B.  Strengthening the role and financial
situation of UNEP

10. 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,
promotes the coherent implementation of
the environmental dimension of sustainable
development and serves as an authorita-
tive advocate for the global environment.
While UNEP is the centrepiece of the in-
ternational community’s efforts to safe-
guard 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.

11. Given the major environmental chal-
lenges of the twenty-first century, one way

to address discrepancies between commit-
ments and action is to improve the finan-
cial situation of UNEP.

14. While commendable efforts have been
made by the United Nations to fund some
of the administrative costs of UNEP through
its regular budget, this funding has been
declining in terms of percentage of the to-
tal UNEP resources over the past years.
Hence it is recommended that, in accord-
ance with General Assembly resolution
2997 (XXVII), consideration be given by the
United Nations General Assembly to mak-
ing available from its regular budget the
amount which is necessary to cover all
administrative and management costs of
UNEP.  There is also an urgent need to
improve the financial situation of UNEP’s
Environment Fund.

15. Several steps should be taken to ad-
dress the overall financial situation of
UNEP.  These include, inter alia:
(a) More predictable funding from all
Member States of the United Nations and
members of its specialized agencies;
(b) More efficient and effective use of
available resources, including the possibil-
ity of utilizing external management review
mechanisms, taking into account the rec-
ommendations of prior management re-
views of UNEP;
(c) Strong focus on agreed priorities of
UNEP and ongoing review of previous pri-
orities;
(d) Greater mobilization of resources from
the private sector and other major groups
in accordance with applicable United Na-
tions rules and procedures.

16. All Member States of the United Na-
tions and members of its specialized agen-
cies, taking into account their economic and
social circumstances should contribute fi-
nancially to UNEP.  The financial contribu-
tions should be made to the Environment
Fund to finance the activities of UNEP to
enable it, inter alia, to implement the provi-
sions and achieve the objectives of the
Fund set forth in General Assembly reso-
lution 2997 (XXVII).  Resources mobilized
from major groups should also finance ac-
tivities for the implementation of the pro-
gramme of work of the Environment Fund.

17. To broaden the base of contributions
to, and to enhance predictability in the vol-
untary financing of the Environment Fund,
there should be a voluntary indicative scale
of contributions, to be developed specifi-
cally for UNEP’s Environment Fund, tak-
ing into account, inter alia, the United Na-
tions scale of assessment as well as the
following:
(a) A minimum indicative rate of 0.001 per
cent;
(b) A maximum indicative rate of 22 per
cent;
(c) A maximum indicative rate for the least
developed countries of 0.01 per cent;
(d) Economic and social circumstances of
the Member States, in particular those of
developing countries and countries with
economies in transition;
(e) Provisions to allow for any Member
State, in a position to do so, to increase its
level of contributions over and above its
current level.

18. All contributions to the Fund remain
voluntary and each State reserves the right
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to determine whether or not it wishes to
contribute voluntarily to the Fund.  How-
ever, all member States, taking into account
their economic and social circumstances,
will be encouraged to contribute to the En-
vironment Fund either on the basis of the
indicative scale of contributions, or on the
basis of any of the following:
(a) Biennial pledges;
(b) United Nations scale of assessment;
(c) Historical level of contributions;
(d) Any other basis identified by a Mem-
ber State.

19. The Executive Director of UNEP will
notify all Member States, in a timely man-
ner, of the indicative scale of contributions
he intends to propose for the biennial
budget.  All Member States are urged to
inform the Executive Director, in a timely
manner, whether or not they will use the
proposed indicative scale of contributions.
The biennial budget will be submitted for
consideration of the Governing Council/
Global Ministerial Environment Forum, prior
to the commencement of the financial pe-
riod that it covers. It will also be circulated
to all Member States at least six weeks
before the meeting of the Governing Coun-
cil/Global Ministerial Environment Forum at
which it will be considered.

20. The Executive Director will notify all
Member States that choose the indicative
scale of contributions by 15 October of the
preceding calendar year, of the amount, in
United States currency, of its indicative
scale of contributions based on contribu-
tions for each year of the biennium.  Any
Member State which decides not to use the
indicative scale of contributions will notify
the Executive Director by this date of the
basis it intends to use for its contributions,
taking into account paragraph 18 above.
In either case, each Member State will, prior
to 1 January of each year, inform the Ex-
ecutive Director of UNEP of the contribu-
tion it intends to make that year and of the
projected timing of that contribution. Con-
tributions should be made by 1 January of
each calendar year, or as soon as possi-
ble thereafter, recognizing that there are
differences in the budget cycles of Mem-
ber States. All contributions should be paid
in convertible currencies into a bank ac-
count identified in the notification of the
Executive Director.

21. In addition to the contributions identi-
fied in paragraph 20 above, the resources
available to UNEP for implementation of its
programme of work will also consist of ad-
ditional voluntary contributions which may
be made by Member States or by major
groups; other voluntary contributions, in-
cluding contributions to support the partici-
pation of the representatives of develop-
ing countries, in particular the least devel-
oped and the small island developing
States amongst them, as well as repre-
sentatives from countries with economies
in transition, in the Governing Council/Glo-
bal Ministerial Environment Forum; the
uncommitted balance of appropriations
from previous financial periods; and mis-
cellaneous income.

22. All Member States are encouraged to
make prompt payment of their contributions
to the Environment Fund, and a balance
should be sought between earmarked and
non-earmarked contributions.

23. The Executive Director of UNEP will
submit to the Governing Council/Global
Ministerial Environment Forum at its spe-
cial session in the year 2004, a report on
the implementation of paragraphs 15 to 22
above.  The Governing Council/Global Min-
isterial Environment Forum will review the
effectiveness of the system and take deci-
sion, as appropriate.

24. Progress in implementing the interna-
tional environmental agenda and creating
a stronger link between environmental
trends and policy dialogue at the Govern-
ing Council/Global Ministerial Environment
Forum will be increasingly dependent on
the availability of information required for
decision-making, and in particular on pro-
viding developing countries with the means
of implementation.  In this regard, higher
priority should be given to developing in-
dependent and authoritative scientific as-
sessment and monitoring capacity for
emerging issues.  UNEP is well situated to
build on its current strengths in these ar-
eas, and could also build a greater capac-
ity 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 additional re-
sources and support from partnerships with
civil society and the private sector.

25. The UNEP/GEF Action Plan on Comple-
mentarity adopted by the UNEP Govern-
ing Council at its twentieth session and the
GEF Council at its thirteenth meeting iden-
tified the establishment of a UNEP/GEF
strategic partnership as an important mo-
dality for achieving complementarity.
Recently, an initial phase of the UNEP/GEF
strategic partnership, in the areas of envi-
ronmental assessment, global environmen-
tal knowledge management and global
environmental outreach including the mo-
bilization of the scientific community, has
been successfully completed.  Strategic
partnerships with the World Bank and the
United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) are also being undertaken.  GEF
could fund mutually agreed activities of
UNEP which are of relevance to the global
environment and the GEF.  The existing
partnership could focus on the following
areas: assessment; scientific information,
best practice, and policy analysis; capac-

ity-building and training for the environ-
ment; and, country-level coordination for
sustainable development.  The partnership
between UNEP and GEF could be further
pursued and should also facilitate the mo-
bilization of additional multilateral and bi-
lateral financial resources for targeted ac-
tivities consistent with the GEF mandate
and global environmental priorities identi-
fied by the Governing Council/Global Min-
isterial Environment Forum.

C.  Improved coordination among and
effectiveness of  multilateral environmen-

tal agreements

26. The negative impact of the increasing
burdens on Governments’ ability to partici-
pate meaningfully in the proliferating meet-
ings and agendas of multilateral environ-
mental agreements has been underscored
as a major constraint to effective interna-
tional 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 inter-
national environmental agenda makes it
difficult to benefit from potential synergies
and linkages between the various agree-

ments. In this regard the authority and the
autonomy of the governing bodies of the
Conference of the Parties and the account-
ability of their secretariat to their respec-
tive governing bodies should be respected.

27. One approach that has emerged from
the debate is that of enhancing the
synergies and linkages between multilat-
eral environmental agreements with com-
parable areas of focus or of a regional char-
acter with due regard to their respective
mandates. In particular, there is support for
enhancing collaboration among multilateral
environmental agreement secretariats in
specific areas where common issues arise,
such as current work among the chemicals
and waste multilateral environmental
agreement secretariats and including the
interim secretariats, as well as biological
diversity related conventions, where efforts
are underway to improve national report-
ing mechanisms of and among these con-
ventions. The initiation of pilot projects
should be further pursued. In this regard
the study on chemicals and wastes related
conventions, as well as the joint liaison
group that has been convened by the sec-
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retariats of the Rio conventions, including
the United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification in those Countries Experi-
encing Serious Drought and/or Desertifica-
tion, particularly in Africa as approved by
their governing bodies, are steps in the right
direction. More consideration should be
given to the proposed measures suggested
by the study. Such synergies and linkages
must be promoted in close consultation and
with the full agreement of the Conference
of the Parties.  UNEP should continue, in
close cooperation with the secretariats of
the multilateral environmental agreements,
to enhance such synergies and linkages
including on issues related to scientific as-
sessments on matters of common concern.

28. A periodic review of the effectiveness
of multilateral environmental agreements
is critical to their success. As an important
factor in their effectiveness compliance fac-
tors and mechanisms should be supported
in conformity with the different regime un-
der each multilateral environmental agree-
ment and including designing multilateral
environmental agreements with realistic
and achievable goals which could be im-
plemented. States should have regard for
the advisory and non-binding UNEP guide-
lines on compliance with and enforcement
of multilateral environmental agreements,
once approved by the Governing Council/
Global Ministerial Environment Forum.
Capacity-building, and for some multilateral
environmental agreements, technology
transfer and the provision of financial re-
sources to developing countries to facili-
tate compliance, is of great importance for
supporting the effectiveness of multilateral
environmental agreements.

29. While taking fully into account the au-
tonomous decision-making authority of the
conference of the parties, considerable
benefits could accrue from a more coordi-
nated approach to areas such as schedul-
ing and periodicity of meetings of the con-
ferences of the parties; reporting; scientific
assessment on matters of common con-
cern, capacity-building, transfer of technol-
ogy; and, enhancing the capacities of de-
veloping countries before and after the
entry into force of legal agreements to im-
plement and review progress on a regular
basis by all parties concerned. Biennial
meetings as well as shorter duration of con-
ference of the parties should be promoted
as well the need to consider as far as pos-
sible and practical back-to-back or parallel
conference of the parties meetings. The
merit of convening meetings at the United
Nations headquarters or in other locations
will be considered on a case-by-case ba-
sis by the Conference of the Parties in-
volved.  In the future, careful consideration
should be given to the effectiveness and
resource efficiency of establishing addi-
tional subsidiary institutions of conference
of the parties, and the co-location of future
multilateral environmental agreement sec-
retariats should be encouraged, and where
possible in developing countries, with a
view of enhancing collaboration and effec-
tiveness. Enhanced coordination at the
convention level will also require improved
coordination of positions at the national
level concerning multilateral environmen-
tal agreements.  Priority should be given
to synergies at the country level, including
the provision of means of implementation.

30. Coordination could be fostered by
having the Governing Council/Global Min-
isterial Environment Forum review the
progress made by the conference of the
parties of multilateral environmental agree-
ments, with due regard to their respective
mandates, in developing synergies in ar-
eas where common issues arise.

D.  Capacity-building, technology transfer
and country-level coordination for the

environment pillar  of  sustainable
development

31. Environmental governance should be
considered from a multi-level approach –
international, regional, subregional and
national. The ability of developing coun-
tries, as well as countries with economies
in transition, to participate fully in the de-
velopment of international environmental
policy and to support those countries in
their efforts towards achieving the environ-
mental objectives of sustainable develop-
ment, and to undertake the requisite im-
plementation of international agreements
at the national level, must be strengthened.
The need to strengthen the capacity and
capability of developing countries, as well
as those with economies in transition, re-
mains a major requirement for sustainable
development and in particular on issues re-
lated to poverty eradication.  Such efforts
must include all relevant partners and em-
phasize in particular capacity-building and
training, as well as national-level coordina-
tion, under leadership of national govern-
ments and according to national priorities,
of the environmental component of sustain-
able development. To this end, effective
and time bound measures will be required
at international, regional and national lev-
els.  In this regard the strengthening of na-
tional institutions, including the ministries
of environment, in developing countries is
an important aspect. Arrangements for the
access to, and transfer of environmentally
sound technologies to developing countries
should be established and facilitated as
they are very important for achieving sus-
tainable development.  For progress in this
field, steps should be taken expeditiously
for the transfer of publicly owned technol-
ogy.

32. International environmental govern-
ance should also cover and support re-
gional and subregional efforts. UNEP, in
cooperation with relevant regional and
subregional organizations could provide
support to the strengthening of regional
environmental governance to improve co-
ordination, implementation, capacity-build-
ing and technology transfer in support of
regional initiatives. The New Partnership
for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) initia-
tive should be supported as the framework
for sustainable development in Africa.

33. 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, re-
mained an important component of the
work of UNEP.  This should build on the
ongoing capacity-building needs assess-
ment being carried out by GEF through its
implementing agencies, including UNEP.
A strengthened programme of capacity-
building should be clearly defined in the

work of UNEP, building on its demonstrated
comparative advantage and in the context
of pursuing the ongoing strategic partner-
ship with GEF, respecting its governance
structure and in close cooperation with the
United Nations organizations and other in-
ternational organizations active in the area
of the environment.

34. In this regard, an intergovernmental
strategic plan for technology support and
capacity-building to developing countries
should be developed to improve the effec-
tiveness of capacity-building, and to ad-
dress the gaps identified by assessments
of existing activities and needs, including
the ongoing GEF inventory, subject to the
availability of funds other than the Environ-
ment Fund, taking into account that addi-
tional resources need to be made available
for this purpose. Such a strategic plan could
be implemented through enhanced coor-
dination between UNEP and other relevant
bodies, including GEF and UNDP. It could
include an increased role for UNEP in coun-
try-level capacity delivery in particular
through greater collaboration with UNDP.
This could be built on the following two
components:
(a) Capacity-building and training: The
strengthening of the national institutions
responsible for environment and the imple-
mentation of multilateral environmental
agreements which will promote the
achievement of the objectives of the envi-
ronmental component of sustainable devel-
opment.  Efforts by UNEP, in response to
requests by Governments, to develop lo-
cal and national capacity in environmental
issues and for dissemination of best prac-
tices and experiences will build on its role
as one of the three implementing agencies
of GEF as well as on the expected ben-
efits from the multi-year UNEP/GEF stra-
tegic partnership as envisaged in the
UNEP/GEF Action Plan on Complement-
arity;
(b) National-level coordination of environ-
mental component of sustainable develop-
ment: In addition to the mobilization of do-
mestic resources, developing countries
require access to financial, technological
and technical resources from the interna-
tional community as well as better internal
coordination to implement sustainable de-
velopment strategies.  Efforts for environ-
mental improvement at all levels and the
implementation of multilateral environmen-
tal agreements must converge for countries
to achieve their national priorities and ob-
jectives.  Countries are encouraged to pro-
mote the coordination of the multiple na-
tional frameworks that currently exist in the
field of environment at the ministerial level.

35. The strategic partnership between
UNEP and GEF should be based on the
decisions of their respective governing bod-
ies and involve strengthening the capacity
of UNEP to fulfil its role as provided for in
the UNEP/GEF Action Plan on Comple-
mentarity. UNEP’s strength as one of the
three GEF implementing agencies should
be fostered. It should also take into account
the special relationship with UNDP, build-
ing 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 en-
vironment at both national and global lev-
els.
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E.  Enhanced coordination across the
United Nations system – the role of the

 Environmental Management Group

36. 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 Manage-
ment Group was established following the
adoption of General Assembly resolution
53/242, and includes amongst its members
the specialized agencies, funds and pro-
grammes of the United Nations system and
the secretariats of multilateral environmen-
tal agreements.  It follows an issue-man-
agement approach whereby issue-man-
agement groups are established within the
organizations concerned in order to ad-
dress specific issues identified by the En-
vironmental Management Group within an
established time frame. Issue-management
groups may include institutions from out-
side the United Nations in their work.  Is-
sues selected so far have included the har-
monization of biodiversity-related reporting,
the development of a system-wide ap-
proach to environmental education and
training, waste management and chemi-
cals.  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, that
there is a need to ensure that the function-
ality of the Environmental Management
Group as envisaged by resolution 53/242
should be realized as soon as possible. It
is also clear that:
(a) For the Governing Council/Global Min-
isterial Environment Forum to effectively
play its policy role, it requires an instrument
at the inter-agency level to enhance policy
coordination across the environmental ac-

tivities of the United Nations system.  The
Environmental Management Group is such
an instrument and should be charged with
reporting annually to the Forum, taking into
account the provisions of General Assem-
bly resolution 54/217, as well as on spe-
cific issues arising from the work of the
United Nations system in the environmen-
tal area on which the Forum could make
recommendations on the work of the Envi-
ronment Management Group;
(b) The Environmental Management
Group also provides potential for bringing
the environment into the mainstream of rel-
evant activities of the United Nations sys-
tem. UNEP should join the United Nations

Development Group, which brings together
the operational agencies of the United Na-
tions in the economic and social fields;
(c) The technical capacities of the spe-
cialized agencies and organizations partici-
pating in the Environmental Management
Group could also be used to support the
implementation of  a strategic partnership
between UNEP and other relevant bodies,
including UNDP and GEF, inter alia, for
capacity-building.

37. The efficient functioning of the Envi-
ronmental Management Group requires
clear relation with intergovernmental proc-
esses which includes a clearly defined re-
porting relationship with the Governing
Council/Global Ministerial Environment
Forum, the Commission on Sustainable
Development, and other forums in the
United Nations system.  It will also require
senior-level participation by member insti-
tutions, transparency in operations, ad-
equate resources to support its function-
ing and the possibility of financial support
for specific activities, including a coordi-
nated approach to capacity-building.

F.  Future perspective

38. The present report takes as its foun-
dation the debate within the international
environmental governance process and the
recommendations deal with specific weak-
nesses and opportunities within the current
system. Some of the proposals and rec-
ommendations in the report could help build
incrementally not only towards meeting the
needs identified, but also towards the re-
newed efforts required to be undertaken by
all countries pursuant to the internationally
agreed development goals, including those
contained in the Millennium Declaration.

Our efforts are not
only underpinned by
a sense of protec-
tion of the global en-
vironment, but by
the clear framework
set in Malmö in May
2000. The Malmö
Ministerial Declara-
tion states that the
World Summit on
Sustainable Devel-
opment “should re-
view the require-
ments for a greatly
strengthened insti-
tutional structure for
international envi-
ronment govern-
ance based on an
assessment of fu-
ture needs for an in-

stitutional architecture that has the capac-
ity to effectively address wide-ranging en-
vironmental threats in a globalizing world”.

39. 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 emerg-
ing environmental challenges.  In this con-
text it has been recognized that the imple-
mentation of Agenda 21, requires improved
international governance in all dimensions
of sustainable development as a prerequi-
site 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 man-
date of UNEP, re-enforced at the 1992
Earth Summit in Rio, 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 inter-
national cooperation in this field, while tak-
ing into account development perspectives.
By improving and strengthening interna-
tional environmental governance the deci-
sions taken at the seventh special session
of the Governing Council/Global Ministe-
rial Environment Forum on 15 February
2002, should be considered as the com-
mencement of a longer-term enterprise to
develop international understanding, com-
mitment and resolve towards ensuring the
sustainability of the global environment in
accordance with the Rio principles, includ-
ing the principle of common but differenti-
ated responsibilities.

SS.VII/4.  Compliance with and
enforcement of multilateral
environmental agreements

The Governing Council,

Recalling its decision 21/27 of 9 Feb-
ruary 2001, in which it requested the Ex-
ecutive Director to continue the prepara-
tion of draft guidelines on compliance with
multilateral environmental agreements and
on capacity-strengthening and effective
national environmental enforcement in sup-
port of the ongoing development of com-
pliance regimes within the framework of
international agreements and in consulta-
tion with Governments and relevant inter-
national organizations, and encouraged
him to complete the process and submit
the draft guidelines to it for consideration
at its seventh special session,

Noting with appreciation the work done
by the Executive Director in the prepara-
tion of the draft guidelines in consultation
with Governments and relevant interna-
tional organizations,

Noting further the urgent need to en-
hance compliance with multilateral environ-
mental agreements and to strengthen na-
tional enforcement and international coop-
eration in combating violations of laws im-
plementing multilateral environmental
agreements,

Having considered the draft guidelines
on compliance with and enforcement of
multilateral environmental agreements, as
prepared by the Executive Director and as
revised by the Intergovernmental Working
Group of Experts,1

1. Adopts the guidelines on compli-
ance with and enforcement of multilateral
environmental agreements;

2. Requests the Executive Director to
disseminate the guidelines to Govern-
ments, convention secretariats and rel-
evant international organizations;

3. Further requests the Executive Di-
rector to take measures through the pro-
gramme of work of the United Nations En-
vironment Programme and in close collabo-
ration with other international organizations
to facilitate the implementation of the guide-
lines;

4. Furthermore requests the Execu-
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* See also page 79.

Education for Sustainable Development
– Recommendation* –

In view of the urgent need to counter
the crisis in values that has resulted in se-
rious environmental threats and to assure
the continuity and appreciation of the frag-
ile gift of bios – life – on our planet, the
participants of the BIO Workshop on Envi-
ronmental Education, who convened in Ath-
ens on March 29 – April 1, 2001, reiterate
the BIO proposals for an all-encompass-
ing environmental education and, being
encouraged by the progress resulting from
the expansion of the sustainability concept
promoted by the UN, its special organisa-
tions and numerous NGOs, recommend
the implementation of the following issues
of highest priority.

Building new ethics through
environmental education

Environmental ethics should be at the
core of every human endeavour. The in-
volvement of every individual and sector
of society and the co-operation of culture
and technology are vital in this context.

There is need for a holistic interdisci-
plinary approach in curriculum planning and
design. This is indispensable in order to in-
tegrate social, cultural and environmental
aspects and, in particular, values and eth-
ics.

Environmental rules and principles
should be incorporated in obligatory codes
of conduct for representatives of public au-
thorities, diplomats and businesses.

It is crucial to stress the positive rela-
tionship between environmental ethics and
the notions of peace, poverty alleviation
and equity in society.

Environmentally ethical behaviour im-
plies individual responsibility that leads to
action. Lifestyle patterns should become
disengaged from overconsumerism.
Waste-free production cycles and new
strategies for energy production and con-
sumption and for the protection of non-
renewable natural resources are essential.

To avoid further degradation and ca-
tastrophe, the concept of defence has to
be restructured on the basis of environmen-
tal ethics and with a long term vision of in-
ternational co-operation in environmental
protection.

Investing in environmental
education: a genuine profit for

society

The concept of profit needs to be re-
defined to include the dimensions of qual-

ity of life, preservation of natural resources
and biodiversity, and better health and edu-
cation: elements which constitute a “genu-
ine” profit for humanity.

Governments and international, re-
gional and national financial institutions as
well as the productive sector should be en-
couraged to mobilise additional resources
and increase investments in education and
public awareness.

An independent fund for environmen-
tal education needs to be considered. This
fund would encourage contributions from
the public at large, from businesses and
from governments. It would give high vis-
ibility to these issues.

Investment is a crucial means for capi-
talising on the full force of education. Envi-
ronmental education can positively shape
the attitudes of the profit-seeking sector.

Reorientation of formal and
non-formal education towards

sustainability

There is a need to reorient education
towards lifelong learning. As promoted by
the IUBE, an interdisciplinary environmen-
tal education which guarantees environ-
mental literacy for every citizen on the
planet is a priority.

Non-formal education is as important
as formal education. There is a need to

capture the widespread attention of the
general public and actively involve the lo-
cal administration (mayors, municipal au-
thorities, etc.) in environmental awareness
and training.

Environmental education in vocational
training is indispensable not only for the
transfer of new skills but also for the en-
hancement of employment opportunities.

Environmental education is needed in
business and economics, in policy and
decision-making, science and technology,
as well as in the fields of legislation and
jurisdiction.

A two-way link between teachers and
scholars/students needs to be created.
Learners should be given the opportunity
to acquire new knowledge and skills
through concrete projects and develop their
own ideas and problem-solving initiative.

Participatory environmental education
can act as a catalyst for participatory de-
mocracy.

Proposals for
implementation

Revision and expansion of the exist-
ing bio-syllabus and development of new
curriculum materials for all educational lev-
els as well as audio-visual materials on
environmental issues.

New economic models and incentives
(tax cuts, etc.) promoting investments in
cleaner production strategies. A Green
Salary instead of unemployment benefits,
in order for the unemployed to get involved
in environmental projects (tree-planting,
recycling, city cleanup, etc.).

A clearing-house to provide, through
the use of computer link-ups, a network of
people wishing to co-operate in environ-
mental education. An electronic Bank of
Ideas to be available on the Internet can
promote a worldwide interdisciplinary ex-
change of information and encourage en-
vironmental appreciation.

Volunteer environmental action groups
to tackle local issues. The participation of
youth and senior citizens is particularly
valuable. Environmental Olympics and Bios
Prizes to reaward individuals or institutions
that have contributed to the preservation
and better understanding of the environ-
ment.

A World Referendum for people through-
out the world to express their willingness
to preserve the environment and the conti-
nuity of life on our planet.

Environmental education can enhance
the development of an International Court
of the Environment, under the auspices of
the Permanent Court of Arbitration.

tive Director to take steps for advancing
capacity-building and strengthening of de-
veloping countries, particularly the least
developed countries, and countries with
economies in transition, in accordance with
the guidelines;

5. Invites the Executive Director to
seek additional extrabudgetary resources
to facilitate the implementation of the guide-
lines, and urges Governments in a posi-
tion to do so to make such resources avail-
able;

6. Further requests the Executive Di-
rector to report to it at its twenty-third ses-
sion on the implementation of the present
decision.

1 UNEP(DEPI)/MEAs/WG.1/3, annex II.
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