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Natural resources and the environment should beaga global public good,
belonging to the specific category of goods thatdivided up when they are sharétl.
The global nature of these goods stems from theepee of each of the constituent
elements that form an integrated system. This miget€veryone can benefit from the
atmosphere, climate and biodiversity, to name g fewist the entire planet suffers the
dramatic consequences of global warming, reducedelayer and the disappearance
of species. This planetary dimension requires cife management approach.

A public good is non-rivalrous — a natural resousicquired by one person can still be
acquired by someone else — and non-excludableis-itpossible to prevent someone
consuming the good. Nevertheless, public goodsem@gnized as beneficial and
therefore have value. The notion of a global pu@iod thus emerges, with a slight
distinction: it covers vital necessities that must be under the control of one person or
state.

The non-rivalrous character of the good therefaitts dfor a management approach that
IS neither competitive nor plundering, free marnedracteristics which would lead to

its extinction. It also entails attributing an eoaric value to the resource, since the lack
of such value would lead to the same result. Watpossibly the best example of this
type of good.

However, environmental governance as it currenipds is far from meeting one or
more of these imperatives. The need to deal wetcttimplex character of
environmental issues calls for the adoption of cehiemultilateral management by a
great variety of stakeholders. However, the gl@eahmunity has proved incapable of
meeting this challenge and environmental governancerrently victim to a great
many afflictions. Thus, “despite a great awareméssvironmental questions from
developed and developing countries, there is enmental degradation and the
appearance of new environmental problems. Thistsia is caused by the parlous state
of global environmental governance, wherein curgdolbal environmental governance
is unable to address environmental issues due hy faators. These include
fragmented governance within the United Nationsk laf involvement from financial
institutions, proliferation of environmental agresms often in conflict with trade
measures; all these various problems disturb thegprfunctioning of global
environmental governance. Moreover, divisions amuorghern countries and the
persistent gap between developed and developingres also have to be taken into
account to comprehend the institutional failurethefcurrent global environmental
governance.!
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Definition

Environmental governance is “the whole range aésupractices and institutions
related to the management of the environment idiftsrent forms (conservation,
protection, exploitation of natural resources,)eté: A further definition describes it as
“all the processes and institutions, both formal arformal, that encompass the
standards, values, behaviour and organizing meshaniised by citizens, organizations



and social movements as well as the different@stegroups as a basis for linking up
their interests, defending their differences anereising their rights and obligations in
terms of accessing and using natural resour&s.”

At the international level, global environmentavgmance is “the sum of
organizations, policy instruments, financing medsiaus, rules, procedures and norms
that regulate the processes of global environmgmeaéction.”

Environmental Issues

Factors resulting in environmental degradation

Economic growthk- The development-centric vision that prevailsiost countries and
international institutions advocates a headlong tasvards yet more development,
whereby the development of increasingly advancelgnglogies and more efficiently-
scaled economies would help to protect the envieriragainst the damage caused by
the very same development. Environmental econonastghe other hand, point to a
close correlation between economic growth and enuiental degradation, arguing for
qualitative development as an alternative to growttere are those, particularly within
the alternative globalization movement, who maimthat it is feasible to change to a
degrowth phase without losing social efficiencyawering the quality of life.

Consumption- The accelerated growth of consumption and titeofeonsumption, or
consumerist ideology, is the major cause of econ@rwth. Over-development, seen
as the only alternative to poverty, has becomenanreitself. The means for curbing

this growth are not equal to the task, since thenpmenon is not confined to a growing
middle class in developing countries, but also eong the development of

irresponsible lifestyles, particularly in northerountries, such as the increase in the size
and number of homes and cars per person.

Destruction of biodiversity The complexity of the planet’s ecosystems melaaisthe
loss of any species has unexpected consequenceestrohger the impact on
biodiversity, the stronger the likelihood of a ahaeaction with unpredictable negative
effects. Despite all the damage inflicted, a nundfescosystems have proved to be
hugely resilient. Environmentalists are endorsimpyecautionary principle whereby all
potentially damaging activities would have to balgred for their environmental
impact.

Population— Forecasts predict 8.9 billion people on the gliam 2050, representing an
increase of 41% from current numbers. This is gestilvhich primarily affects
developing countries, but also concerns northeumt@s; although their demographic
growth is lower, the environmental impact per parsofar higher in these countries.
Demographic growth needs to be countered by dewvejagmucation and family
planning programmes and generally improving womstésus.

Environmental governance crises and challenges
The crisis caused by the accelerated and probabkloicable impact of human

activities on nature calls for collective responggsnternational institutions,
governments and citizens. Governance, considertdtegduralist management of



policies and social and environmental actors, i$eio meet this crisis by pooling the
experience and knowledge of each of the socialtagen institutions concerned.

The increasing scale and gravity of environmentablems in terms of climate change,
loss of biological diversity and degradation of ®ggiem services threaten to block any
possible attempts at a solution by the variousettaklers, and are already restricting
the prospect of economic development in many casénd regions. Environmental
protection measures remain insufficient in the faice warnings of the scientific
community. The necessary reforms represent a stoweps that requires time, energy,
money and, above all, diplomatic negotiation. Areeeaous environmental crisis has
proved incapable of generating a unanimous respomseall countries. Persistent
divisions are slowing down progress towards a pitgmeganized global environmental
governancé

The question is whether an alternative to the atipeoduction system is needed to
solve the environmental crisis. Does the currestesy contain the solutions for its own
preservation? Can biotechnology and sustainableldement be considered as
solutions? The architecture of the regulationsritarnational environmental protection
reflects these questions. Rio de Janeiro, The Hadamieobi, Stockholm, Montreal,
Kyoto, Johannesburg, Cartagena and Bali have ateldaa panoply of international
environmental actors and states affected and coeden one way or another by the
environmental crisis. These conferences and agmtsraad resulting regulations
indicate the balance of power within a context aonhg a multitude of interests and
contradictory standpoints.

Nature pays no heed to social and political basri@and a number of environmental
factors for change such as contamination and ofiroladinge are indifferent to borders,
states and themes. The global nature of the ¢thsrefore cancels out the effects of
measures adopted unilaterally by a national goventror sector-specific institution,
irrespective of the degree of power it may enjdyefE is thus a need to invent and
apply permanent mechanisms for inter-sector codipar&om the holistic viewpoint of
sustainability. Cooperation is necessary betwe&raand institutions working on
environmental issues and in areas including inteynal trade, sustainable development
and peace.

Regarding management levels, continental and glelals on the one hand and local
levels on the other are becoming springboarddi®development of environmental
governance, over and above the nation state. Tiregoacern, however, remains how
to make intermediate levels, regional and natian#d, effective intermediaries between
local initiatives and global decisions.

Some of the obstacles and challenges facing emaeatal governance include:

« The impossibility of curbing or reversing the trefiod harming natural
resources. At continental and global levels, numgraultilateral agreements
have been signed and ratified over the past 3Gybat implementing them
poses a serious problem at the national, regior@irgernational levels whilst
environmental degradation continues.

« Various sources, some of them within the Uniteddiet Environment
Programme (UNEP), maintain that lack of politicall v at the root of the



governance crisis. By persistently showing a lagiatitical will for solving
environmental problems and seeking instead to dpvyablicies in favour of the
sustainable use of the earth’s resources, envirntaheegulations produce
effects that include lack of funding, imbalance abhdence of links with the
economy, and the limited application of MultilatelEavironment Agreements
(MEAS).

+ Financial resources are limited and direct investnrethe environment
insufficient. In concrete terms, although the UNEf®, main UN body for
environmental issues, has obtained noteworthyteduling its mandate, the
lack of long-term stable financing hinders its atesof tackling new
challenges.

« Uncoordinated methods at the global, regional attbnal levels, alongside a
multiplication and fragmentation of mandates, hescerbated the situation.
Environmental governance is currently charactertzed stark lack of
integration of sector policies, inadequate ingoidl capacities, ill-defined
priorities and unclear operational objectives:hors, bad governance.

« This lack of coordination is not confined to theitdd Nations system. It also
exists in governments, the private sector and siliety. Regional and
international cooperation is difficult, since its@s only from occasional action
taken by stakeholders without any shared visioregulation.

« There is increasing recognition that environmeissles are interdependent, not
only with development and sustainable economic grptwut also with trade,
agriculture, health, peace and security. Despigeféitt, there is no permanent
cooperation with stakeholders managing these quresti

+ In concrete terms, there is an imbalance betwdaemiational environmental
governance and other international trade and fim@nogrammes. The lack of
political will has prevented the environmental di@sbeing incorporated into
the key domain of the macro economy, particularlthe World Trade
Organization (WTO), whilst market forces continaegenerate errors and
distortions that speed up environmental degradatmmhmake it difficult to
apply environmental decisions.

« As far as the Global Environment Facility (GEFEancerned, the organizations
running projects financed by the fund need morditr&here is also a need for
more specific regulation and a link between the BINBnited Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) and the World Bankma side and MEAs
on the other.

« The obligations undertaken as part of MEAs on tgonal level are usually
difficult to comply with due to the lack of capacitMany governments feel
overwhelmed by the proliferation of standards inedl in presenting reports,
leaks made by technical experts and the multiptinadf international meetings.
As mentioned above, this is reflected in inadeqap@ication of MEAs.

« Neither the gender perspective nor the intereségjoity are included in the
management of environmental degradation.

« Despite the reasonable popularity of certain isseleged to the environmental
crisis, there is no real impact on public opiniortérms of environmental

governance organization or decision-makifig**L

International environmental governance, fragmeatatlinefficient, is the subject of
several debates which are preventing a consenstiie @malysis of the system’s limits
being reached and the best solution being found.IDDRI believes that there is a



conflict between two visions: rejection of multéaalism in the name of efficiency and
protection of national interests, and the promotibmternational law and the concept
of global public goods. Other opinions see the egaadragmentation as a result of the
complex nature of environmental problems. Thospaesible for the environment,
without taking specific action, need to confronestific uncertainties and the
incompatibilities between the ethical and politicahifications of therecautionary

principle

At the local level, théocal Agenda 2programme has been implemented in over 7,000
communities, both the product of and catalyst fajangrowth in popular ecological
awareness over recent years, even if the resadt y®t insufficient to reduce the impact
of human activity on the environmeH€ On the other hand, it is worth noting that
environmental problems, including global-scale peots, do not necessarily require
global solutions. Marine pollution can be tackledionally, and the deterioration of
ecosystems locally. Certain global problems, sigctlinate change, could benefit from
actions applied at the local and regional levéis.

In terms of the evolution of the governance prodesesf, it would be true to say that
“sustainability and environmental protection isaana in which innovative
experiments with new hybrid, plurilateral formsguivernance, along with the
incorporation of a transnational civil society spiang the public-private divide, are
taking place.’™

The terms “participative” or “decentralized envino@ental governance” can be used
when decision-making shifts to the grassroots. Teéyr to models that work at the
local level, using multipartite systems for deamsimaking based on consultation
between, for example, civil society, public indibms, citizens and private actors.
Decentralized environmental governance then becarfiesw institutional framework,
[wherein] decision-making regarding access to as®laf natural resources has become
increasingly decentralized®®! Pulgar Vidal identifies four factors that can sed to
develop these processes:

- formal and informal regulations, procedures ana@sses, such as consultations
and patrticipative democracy;

« social interaction between participant groups wiuah arise from external
factors such as participation in development pnognas proposed by public
institutions or from the reaction to certain unjsistiations;

« regulating or correcting certain social behavidorgansform an individual
question into a public matter and be able to ctitety negotiate progress
towards sustainable and acceptable agreements;

« horizontality at the level of the social group’susture, decision-making
mechanism and mechanisms for relations with extectars.

According to the same source, the key conditionsléveloping decentralized
environmental governance are the following:

« accessing social capital, including the reassessaiéocal knowledge on
natural resource potentials, legitimate local leski@s, a common vision based
on discussions and negotiations, and educatiortraiming;



+ participation and information access: ensure deatmcaccess to information
and decision-making based on adequate and leg#imfzirmation;

+ government presence: on local levels as a crgatomoter or recipient of
decentralized environmental governance; as a tiacili of access to natural
resources, or as policy maker;

« institutional framework: the need to establish infal mechanisms that shape a
new institutional framework which favours decengadl environmental
governance and creates forums for social intenaetia definition of
agreements acceptable to the stakeholéérs.

The legitimacy of decisions taken depends not onlyhe participation rate of the
population concerned by the grassroots movemergtheh high or low, but also on the
representativity of the actors participating in soitation mechanisms. The problem of
representativity applies to both local and interraedlevels, especially the state level.
At the local level, participation of all stakeholdéfor example, NGOs, communities,
local government and the ministry of the environtfenthe country in question)
contributes to the success of an environmentalgawee process, whilst the exclusion
of some of these stakeholders makes it more diffiedt

At the state level, in northern countries and allirdries attempting to promote
governance with multiple stakeholders, environmem@nagement is conducive to the
creation of round tables and approved committergir@hmental management is
becoming one of the most innovative areas, if hetrhost innovative area, in terms of
governance. This was recently illustrated in Framgth theGrenelle de
I'environnement® process, whereby:

- different actors are included (e.g. the state fipalileaders, unions, businesses,
not-for-profit organizations and environmental piton foundations);

« stakeholders’ interact with the legislative andaKkere powers in office as
advisory, but nevertheless indispensable, bodies;

- the actors in the process work on integrating tisétutions concerned with
other issues, particularly the Economic and Sde@lincil, and form an
environmental pressure group in chambers of comenagriculture,
engineering and technology, etc., which in turrtipgrate in the process for
creating an environmental governance model,

+ they seek to link up their action with the devel@mnof environmental
management at regional and local levels.

Nonetheless, the problem of representativity resagy, and an election that is far
from impartial rather than transparent, fair angresentative of the actors taking part in
the consultation process, called by a governmeimstitution, may have undesirable
consequences on the legitimacy of the processsaime situation applies to
environmental issues if they have no impact orett@omic agenda via appropriate
representation within the institutions in chargecdnomic affairs™®

“In southern countries, the main obstacle to thegration of intermediate levels in the
process of territorial environmental governanceettgwment is often the dominance of
developmentalist inertia in states’ political mietisThe question of the environment
has not been effectively integrated in nationalatigwment planning and programmes.
Instead, the most common idea is that environmemedéction curbs economic and



social development, an idea encouraged by theyriEmzxporting raw materials
extracted using destructive methods that consusmirees and fail to generate any
added value.2% In the face of this attitude, citizens, encouralggdertain civil society
actors (see note above) and sometimes even theistates, are developing
empowerment strategies that may help to ease goaed: provide an economic boost
through sustainable development.

Environmental Governance Issues

Ecological Debt and Environmental Justice

People the world over are seeing their fundameights restricted due to
environmental devastation. From this point of vidve right to a healthy and safe
environment is a fundamental human right that cabeaefused on the basis of race,
class, ethnic group or position within the globab®omic system. Environmental
deterioration and the exploitation of the plane¢#'sources by industrialized countries
are therefore illegitimate and represent a bre&tluman rights since they destroy
other people’s chances of a decent life.

The north remains highly dependent on southerntc@srfor maintaining the living
standards of its people. Without being able tothedand to pasture their pigs and
cows, northern countries would not be able to cagifeeding their populations as they
have done until now. The same problem appliesuit énd vegetables. However, the
guestion does not hinge solely on an unequal digian of cultivable land throughout
the world, but also on the consequences that mdtuoefagriculture for export)

usually has in terms of ecological damage.

The same applies to energy supplies: gas, oil aed #e uranium for nuclear energy
that are obtained in the southern hemisphere. Tdt@dgm does not spring from the fact
that these countries rely on the south. If theyfa@yprices and allow southern
countries to decide how and what they sell as atfom of their own needs, such trade
could be positive. Mutual dependence is not a bautin itself. But what actually
happens is that southern countries do not setgarceontrol the environmental and
social conditions that govern the exploitationtadit own resources. Worse still, the
northern hemisphere continues to dominate the gkxdmnomy and trade rates. The
colonial era is not yet over, a sombre page irhte®ry of humanity has not yet been
turned /2!

Soil Deterioration

Soil and land deterioration is an anthropic pro¢kashas a negative impact on the
land’s capacity and efficient functioning within anosystem in terms of accepting,
storing and recycling water, energy and food. turss when the soil loses major
properties due to the unsuitable use of farmingmmas and equipment. The primary
cause of deterioration is always the most visithle:reduced production of plant
biomass. This problem also makes it difficult floe torganic matter deposited on the
soil to be incorporated due to the damage donleetdetuna and microflora.



The main consequence of deterioration is that kesglant rooting and access to
nutritive elements difficult, whilst the quantity water retained by the soil diminishes.
In such conditions, fertilizers become less effitieequiring greater quantities to
achieve the same level of production. The increpdifiiculties faced by farmers often
results in farms being abandoned, which incredsesigk of desertification of the areas
concerned.

Land deterioration causes farming productivity topdin many areas of the world. The
causes are mainly anthropic and linked to farmirigey encompass: deforestation,
consumption of the soil’s nutritive elements byiagjture, urbanization, irrigation and
pollution. It is important to point out that desiecation is soil deterioration that occurs
in the planet’s arid, semi-arid and sub-humid regidrhese non-irrigated areas cover
40% of the earth’s surface area, endangering obéli@an people who depend on these
lands for their survival

TheAlliance 21’s Proposal Paper “Save our Soils tot&nur Societiesproposes
several alternative solutions in the following dansa

+ soil rehabilitation as part of conventional and ylap education;

+ introduce incentives and enforce regulations andg laased on a broad
participatory process involving all stakeholdergluding the policy makers and
authorities, producers and land users, the sdetimmunity and civil society;

« establish a set of binding rules, such as an iatemmal convention on the
sustainable use of soil and on land management;

« set up mechanisms and incentives to facilitatestramations in the different
activities in relation to soil, in order to undeeithe primacy of sustainable soll
management;

« gather and share knowledge about soil conservandnimprovement;

« mobilize funds nationally and internationally failsconservation, restoration,
improvement and creation.

Climate Change Management

The anthropogenic theory predicts that global wagwvill continue apace with
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The InternaticaraIRn Climate Change (IPCC)
indicates that “most of the observed increaseabajl average temperatures since the
mid-20th century is very likely due to the obserugttease in anthropogenic GHG
concentrations.22

Given the potential effects on human health ancettmmomy, and their impact on the
environment, global warming is a subject of majana@ern. We have observed a
number of phenomena linked to global warming. Téerelase in snow cover, rising sea
levels and meteorological changes are global wayrmimsequences that can affect
human activities and ecosystems.

The goal of combating climate change led to thaismyof theKyoto Protocol an
agreement encouraging the reduction of pollutingssions, mainly CO2. But the
protocol has been accused more than once of begoglitable, since traditionally the
rise in emissions is associated with economic agreent, which means that following
the protocol would primarily impact less developedions. The protocol introduced




legally based principles of solidarity betweenestasuch as the principle of sharing the
load. 2! The third follow-up meeting and 13th climate sur(@oP13) took place in
Bali, Indonesia in December 2007, focusing on qaestlinked to intensifying
measures after 2012. Agreement was reached on-gergrocess, or Bali Road Map,
with the goal of establishing post-2012 regulatiahthe XV Climate Change
Conference (also know as the 15th climate summit,a15) in December 2009, in
Copenhagen, Denmark.

Two decades on from tligrundtland reporthowever, there has been no improvement
in the key indicators highlighted. CO2 emissiongehasen by 35% since 2000, when
the Kyoto agreement was signed.

One of the most important comprehensive solutiartbe fight to reduce the effects of
climate change in the medium and long term is thaption of effective policies for
decarbonizing economies. This entails a huge chemgeergy consumption, from
CO2-emitting energies to non-polluting renewablergies, also known as clean
energies (hydraulic, biomass, solar, wind, geotlaéand tidal). Renewable energy
sources offer a diversity and abundance that gjstgnes them from fossil fuels and
nuclear power. It is believed that the sun will glyghese energy sources, via solar
radiation, wind, rain, etc., for another four thand million years. The primary
advantage of having access to a range of renewaklgy sources is that they do not
produce GHG or any other emissions, in contraiigsil and renewable fuels. A
number of renewable sources do not produce ang eatbon dioxide, except that
necessary for their construction and operation,s# no further risk, such as the
nuclear risk.

Biodiversity Management

The 20th century witnessed increasingly fast biediity destruction. Estimates vary
about the extent of extinction: between a few ab@ $pecies disappear every day.
However, the scientific community agrees that tiegprtion of species losses is higher
than ever before in the history of humanity. In pient world, it is estimated that
around 12.5% of known species are endangereddingjuhe direct destruction of
plants and their habitat. There is also growingceon about the introduction by
humans of exotic species into specific habitatdciwvmodifies the trophic chain.

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) wagsed in Rio in 1992 to tackle the
loss of biodiversity caused by human activitiese UBD’s objectives are: “to conserve
biological diversity, to use biological diversity & sustainable fashion, to share the
benefits of biological diversity fairly and equitglj The Convention is the first
equitable global agreement that addresses all &spkbiological diversity: genetic
resources, species and ecosystems. It recognizeblgffirst time, that the conservation
of biological diversity is “a common concern fol aimanity” and an integral part of
the development process. To achieve its objectthesConvention follows in the
footsteps of the Rio Declaration on the Environnmaard Development and constantly
encourages association between countries. Suchiaisso is based on measures for
scientific and technological cooperation, acceggetetic resources and the transfer of
clean environmental technologies.

Water Management



UNESCO’s 2003 World Water Development Report ingisdhat the amount of water
available over the next twenty years will drop @%@ As things stand, 40% of the
planet’s inhabitants do not have access to thermim necessary for basic hygiene.
Over 2.2 million people died in 2000 from diseasdsed to consumption of
contaminated water, or from drowning. In 2004, th€s WaterAid charity reported
that a child died every 15 seconds from easily-@etiwater-linked diseases.

According to Alliance 21's 200Rroposals Related to the Water IssiWeater is an
unalienable right for every human being. All levefsvater supply management are
necessary and independent. The integrated apptodich catchment areas must take
into account the needs of irrigation and thosewinis, jointly and not separately as is
often seen to be the case. Equipment must be stambhing about water saving and to
increase its efficiency in irrigation systems andustrial processes. Financial
responsibility for water must be assumed by théviddal and by the community
according to the principles of responsibility ars# wvhile respecting ethics and
democracy. The governance of a water supply mugtlaked by the principles of
sustainable development. Science and technology lmeussed to meet the
requirements of the communities both in the fiegtidrinking water supplies and
sanitation facilities. All governance of a watepply must promote education in
connection with water, and make the general pubbce widely aware of water saving
and resource conservation.”

Ozone Layer

Monitoring of the ozone layer over recent yearsreashed the conclusion that it must
be considered seriously endangered. This is the reason why the United Nations
General Assembly met on 16 September 1987 anddsihpedlontreal Protocol

The disappearance of the ozone layer will resulténeased cases of skin cancer,
ocular cataracts and damaged immune systems inrfsuamal other species. It will also
affect crops sensitive to ultra-violet radiatiohthle ozone layer is to be protected, we
need to eliminate the use of chemical constitukékgschlorofluorocarbons (industrial
refrigerants and aerosols) and farming fungicidesrethyl bromide that destroys the
ozone layer 50 times faster than CFCs.

Nuclear Risk

The nuclear risk began with the rapid developméntaclear reactors used to generate
electricity. Another nuclear-related problem is gussibility of environmental pollution
by humans using atomic bombs (which work like al@aicpower station reactor,
although they create a chain reaction which cabheatontrolled or halted). Regardless
of the type of environmental contamination, nuclealiution causes further damage to
human society and the environment, which is rertardit for an indeterminate period
due to the malformations and congenital diseasgsctintamination produces in
people, animals, plants, water, the land, and sd@ o release of radiation caused by a
nuclear accident contains major acute and chrasits for the immediate environment
and chronic risks for a broader geographical d&eaioactive contamination, which is
usually airborne, is long lasting: contaminatiolsuse to last several hundred years on
average.



The most obvious solution for reducing the nucleske is to replace the use of nuclear
energy with non-pollutingenewable energigsolar, wind, hydraulic, tidal, etc.).

Precautionary Principle and Transgenic Organisms

Theprecautionary principles a concept based on the adoption of protectiwasures in
the absence of scientific consensus about a gietong environmental consequences.
It needs to be taken as a general principle irattogtion of environmental measures,
particularly large-scale measures, and when tagkhe issue oGenetically Modified
Organismsespecially their use in food.

The known negative effects of GMOs are physical sodal:

+ resistance to antibiotics;

« higher level of toxic residues in food;

+ possible development of new allergies;

« dependence on the technique used;

« contamination of traditional varieties;

+ insect deaths (a by-product of modification);

« ecological impact of crops;

+ obligatory nature of consumption (lack of pre-cangtion information on the
unknown negative effects that place GMOs in théwesd post-normal science
The precautionary principle as applied to GMO4his tontext establishes that
“there must be an ‘extended peer community’ coimgjsif all those affected by
an issue who are prepared to enter into dialogue @hey bring their ‘extended
facts’, that will include local knowledge and mas not originally intended
for publication such as leaked official informatiof*

Regulations

Conventions
The main conventions, also known as Rio Conventiaresas follows:

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBQ1992-1993): aims to conserve biodiversity,
in other words, to protect genetic resources, estesys and species, to use biological
diversity in a sustainable fashion, to share theebts of biological diversity fairly and
equitably, especially though proper access to geretources and the transfer of
appropriate technology and funding. The agreenmierisd to the convention include
theCartagena Protocaoin biosafety.

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate GfeafUNFCC)(1992-1994).

aims to stabilize concentrations of GHG in the apiere at a level that would prevent
dangerous anthropogenic interference with the ¢ersgstem, and reach this level
within a time scale that allows ecosystems to adapirally to climate changes without
threatening food production, and enabling the pticfisustainable economic
development; it incorporates tKgoto Protocol




United Nations Convention to Combat DesertificatfoiNCCD) (1994-1996): aims to
combat desertification and mitigate the effectdraiught and desertification in
countries seriously affected by these problemgiquéarly in Africa, thanks to effective
measures at every level.

Further conventions:

+ Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Irtgpae(1971-1975)

+ UNESCO World Heritage Conventi¢t972-1975)

« Convention on International Trade in Endangerecciegeof Wild Flora and
Fauna (CITES)1973-1975)

« Bonn Convention on the Conservation of Migratornge&8es(1979-1983)

« Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboyndéatercourses and
International Lakes (Water Conventiqii992-1996)

« Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundaryé&foents of Hazardous
Wastes and their Dispos@l989-1992)

« Rotterdam Convention on the Prior Informed Cong¥ntedures for Certain
Hazardous Chemicals and Pesticides in Internatitreale

» Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Poligté@OP)(2001-2004)

The Rio Conventions are characterized by the fallgWundamentals aspects:

« obligatory execution by signatory states;

« involvement in a determined sector of global enwinental governance
(biodiversity, climate, desertification, etc.);

« focus on the fight against poverty and for the tlgw@ent of sustainable living
conditions;

+ funding from the Global Environment Facility (GEB)stimulate the
application of conventions in countries with fewencial resources;

+ inclusion of gprogramme for assessing ecosystem status

Environmental conventions are regularly criticiZedtheir:

« rigidity and verticality: they are too descriptivegmogenous and structured
from the top down, reflecting the diversity and gexity of environmental
issues. Signatory countries have great difficutipslating the objectives into
concrete form and incorporating them consistemiiy all sectors and levels;

« parallel structures and aid: the sector-specifimit of the conventions has
given rise to parallel structures and procedurésdxn countries, and between
development organizations competing for funds afldence. Cooperation
between government ministries, necessary and yrganains at a standstill;

+ contradictions and incompatibility: “precisely basa the conventions are so
closely linked to the issues they deal with, thay also be detrimental to each
other. For example, if reforestation projects wuee CO2 give preference to
monocultures of exotic species, this can have athegimpact on biodiversity
(whereas natural regeneration can strengthen hodiviersity and the
conditions needed for life). Therefore the objextivf the different conventions
must always be kept in mind and weighed againgt etdwer. This is a difficult
task, especially in poor countries, where tenshmts/een the need for rapid



economic improvements and that for long-term emrirental conservation are
particularly high."2*!

“In many cases, existing international environmklagislation does not lead to the
establishment of collective solutions to environtaéproblems or for sustainable
development, whether coordinated or synergetic.c€aa international agreements are
often negotiated on the basis of specific regutetiproduced in relative isolation. Each
agreement tends to be based on an artificial bmakaef the causal difficulties in quest
of a practical means of management. The agreeraemtsanaged by specialist
ministries or functional organizations within foraroreated by international agreement
negotiations.

The process for drawing up treaties is excessiogly. It took a decade to move from
the programme elaboration phase, using a frameagngement, to negotiation of the
first operational protocol for collective actionvén after the protocol agreement, its
ratification depends on governments’ degree of céyp#o create a consensus at the
state level, or whether they backtrack and allosvghestion of scientific uncertainty to
re-emerge for political reasons, thus delaying prodonging the process.

Until now, the formulation of environmental polisiat the international level has been
divided by theme, sector or territory, resultinghie negotiation of treaties that overlap
or clash. This generates needless complicatiotieadtate level, since the signatories
try to respect their obligations under multipleesggnents. Internationally, there are
attempts to coordinate environment institutionghsas the Inter-Agency Coordination
Committee and the Commission for Sustainable Dewvetnt, but these institutions are
not powerful enough to effectively incorporate theee aspects of sustainable
development.*2®!

Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAS)

These are agreements between several countriesiafgrhationally or regionally, and
concern a variety of environmental questions inicigdhe atmosphere, living matter,
marine life, desertification, ecosystem protecti@fiyusal of dangerous substances and
marine contamination. There are currently over Btilateral Environmental
Agreements (MEAS), including 45 of global geograjahiscope with at least 72
signatory countried?? Several further agreements cover regional envieorai
problems, such as deforestation in Borneo or gohun the Mediterranean. Each
agreement has a specific mission and objectivédgethby a variable number of states.
The MEAs represent international environmental law.

“The environmental governance structure definetheyRio and Johannesburg
Summits is sustained WYNEP, MEAs and developmental organizations and coneists
assessment and policy development, as well asgbiopplementation at the country
level.

The governance structure consists of a chain cdgzha

+ a) assessment of environment status;
« b) international policy development;



+ ¢) formulation of MEAS;

+ d) policy implementation;

+ e) policy assessment;

« ) enforcement;

« Q) sustainable development.

Traditionally, UNEP has focused on the normative nf engagement in the first three
phases. Phases (d) to (f) are covered by MEAstandustainable development phase
involves developmental organizations such as UNBPthe World Bank.*2

However, the lack of coordination between the déife types of actors, each with their
own interests, affects the development of cohagemnérnance. The report shows that
donor states support development organizationgrdic to the various individual
interests, in creating and, especially, implemenstandards. They do not, however,
follow a joint plan, resulting in numerous overlagsd duplication of work. On the one
hand, the MEAs tend not to be taken into accousat jamt frame of reference and
therefore receive little financial support. On ttker hand, states and organizations
prefer to finance the implementation of existinguiations rather than improving and
adapting them to meet variable environmental tstdairthermore, there is a lack of
adequate linkage between normative and operatamtizities in the field?®!

Background

Although not the root cause of ecological concetims traumatic experience of the
threat posed by nuclear technology and its capé&mitglestruction produced a global
awareness from the time when this type of energyedato use. Radioactive clouds,
like oil slicks, do not respect territorial bordefhie 1963 treaty prohibiting atmospheric
nuclear testing is thought of as the beginnindhefdlobalization of environmental
issues, even though environmental law only begdoe tmodernized and coordinated
with the Stockholm Conferencg 972), backed up in 1980 by the Vienna Convention
on the Law of Treatie€ A new initiative on environmental laws emergedha

1970s and 80s with the discovery of a hole in thane layer caused by atmospheric
pollution from chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and métimpmide disinfectant use in
plant nurseries. The Vienna Convention for the &todn of the Ozone Layer was
signed and ratified in 1985. In 1987, 24 countsigmed theMontreal Protocoivhich
imposed the gradual withdrawal of CFCs.

TheBrundtland Reportpublished in 1987 by the UN Commission on Envinent and
Development, stipulated the need for economic dgreént that “meets the needs of
the present without compromising the capacity tdifel generations to meet their
needs.” Two new concepts were thus introducednéaels (particularly those of the
most disadvantaged) that have to be prioritized,tha technical limits appropriate to
the development of future generations. Howeverphdyhe declarations, the
development model proposed was profoundly contradicconsisting of introducing
more technology to solve the problems caused Bxaess of technology. If
development is funded by debt and foreign invesitdrs threaten to relocate, how can




it be sustainable? The question that arises isthmaoreation of global funds like the
Global Environment Facility (GEF) only support saistaible development because it
implies a transfer of wealth from North to South?

Rio Conference (1992) and reactions

The United Nations Conference on Environment andeldpment (UNCED), better
known as the 1992arth Summitwas the first major international meeting sirfoe t

end of the Cold War and was attended by delegafrons 175 countries. Since then the
biggest international conferences that take plaeeyel0 years have been guiding the
global governance process and, with a series of 8/faying down the foundations of
international environmental regulation. Environnaditeaties are applied with the help
of a handful of small organizations callgecretariats

Over and above the action taken by internatiorstltirtions, a number of governments
proceeded to strengthen a range of internatioaatiés in the 1990s in order to check
certain global threats to the environment. Thesaties are far more restrictive than
cooperation activities and set out to change natagable production and
consumption model§Y

Agenda 21

Agenda 21is a detailed plan of actions to be implementetieiglobal, national and
local levels by UN organizations, member stateslkaydndividual groups in all
regions where human activities have an impact eretivironment. Agenda 21 is a
declaration that structures the application ofRin@ Conventions within the context of
sustainable developmerit introduces sustainable development as a legatiple
within the architecture of international environrteriaw in order so that it can be
incorporated into the structure of internationatier and the development-based
economy. The aim is to structure international @apon using the inclusion of
environmental costs in development projects aloily @onservation projects’
management mechanisms and funding.

The Agenda has been accused of recycling neoliperaiples in order to appropriate
civil society’s standpoint. For example, chapteo tentitled “International Cooperation
to Accelerate Sustainable Development in Develogingntries and Related Domestic
Policies” proposes liberalism as the solution ®ehvironmental crisis, as exemplified
in one highly revealing paragraph: “The internagibeconomy should provide a
supportive international climate for achieving eomiment and development goals by:
promoting sustainable development through traderdilization.” At the local level,
local Agenda 21 initiatives establish a territostthtegic plan based on inclusion,
incorporating the criteria of sustainable environtaéand social policies in the territory
concerned, fruit of participation and consensualgien-making by political, technical
and citizen representatives.

Actors



International Institutions
United Nations Environmental Program

TheUNEP s clearly the benchmark institution for global/eanmental management,
but it has only had a partial success. It has leffective in two key areas: as a
monitoring and advisory body, and in developingiemmental agreements. It has also
contributed to strengthening the institutional aajyaof environment ministries the
world over.

Taking sustainable consumption as one example)02 2INEP launched the lifecycle
initiative that brought together industry leadesademics and political leaders to
encourage the application and disclosure of tamlsi$sessing products’ environmental
impact throughout their productive life. The pragrae attempts to ensure that all these
institutions collaborate so that environmental éssare incorporated in the supply and
offer of goods and services. UNEP cooperates, liticpdar, with the fashion,

advertising, financial and retail industries, kgyeats in promoting sustainable
consumptiont®?

Nonetheless, UNEP has not succeeded in developimgrent and coordinated political
management processes. Neither has it managedniifydend promote best practices,
and has failed to become the institutional benchrf@ara great many international
environment conventions. This lack of robustnessheped to perpetuate an
international environmental governance that iseasmgly complex and fragmented.

According to Maria H. lvanova, although on the tia@d UNEP offers comparative
advantages in the areas of environmental monitpscigntific assessment and
information sharing, whose potential should be mmazed, on the other hand it cannot
aspire to lead all environmental management presedse to the proliferation of
international institutions and environmental NGOsak operate in an increasingly
complex and extended framework. It should insteaddpable of acting as a forum for
sharing ideas and information and for political aleh where different agencies and
networks could negotiate and pool their experiemegsthus facilitate the adoption of
agreements.

Other actors indicate other problems, such asrig@nazation’s vast internal
fragmentation and its low and unstable budget, nd@et on donations. These factors,
combined with its location in a southern countrgam that UNEP has become an
institution with little credibility and little potical clout compared to other organizations
with more extensive resources. Furthermore, theganations refuse to let the UNEP
act as their coordinator, despite the need foroadinating agent for global
environmental governance and all the work thetimstin has carried out promoting the
development of environmental protection, partidylar developing countries.

Ivanova proposes the following tasks for reformigEP:

+ initiate a strategic independent overhaul of itsswn;
+ consolidate the financial information and transpayeprocess;



« restructure organizing governance by creating amaijye executive council
that balances the omnipresence of the overly inmgosind fairly ineffectual
Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environmentria (GMEF).

Other proposals point to a new mandate for UNEPR. hndate “should produce
greater unity amongst social and environmental e@igenso that the concept of
‘environment for development’ becomes a realitywdeds to act as a platform for
establishing standards and for other types ofactesn with national and international
organizations and the United Nations. The pringiglecooperation ancbmmon but
differentiated responsibilitieshould be reflected in the application of thisised
mandate. ™33!

A number of principles need to be adopted to stresrgUNEP:

+ obtain a social consensus on a long-term visiotUfEP;

« analyze the current situation and future scendoio8INEP;

« produce a comprehensive plan covering all aspécsstainable development;

« build on existing strategies and processes;

« multiply links between national and local strategie

+ include all these points in the financial and buddan;

- adopt fast controls to improve process piloting mlhtification of progress
made;

. implement effective participation mechanisiié.

“Strengthening of UNEP: Consider the specific negfdseveloping countries and
respect of the fundamental principle of “common dhfferentiated responsibilities”.
Developed countries should promote technology temneew and additional financial
resources, and capacity building for meaningfutipigation of developing countries in
international environmental governance. Strengtigeof international environmental
governance should occur in the context of sustéendévelopment and should involve
civil society as an important stakeholder and agéiransformation.®>

Global Environment Facility (GEF)

Created in 1991, th&lobal Environment Facilitys an independent financial
organization initiated by donor governments inahgdisermany and France. It was the
first financial organization entirely dedicatedti@ environment at the global level. It
has 179 members. Donations are used for projevtsiog biodiversity, climate
change, international waters, destruction of thenedayer, soil degradation and
persistent organic pollutants.

The GEF has an institutional structure that inctute United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP), United Nations Environment Progrne (UNEP) and the World
Bank. The GEF currently acts as the funding meamarior the four environmental
conventions: the United Nations Framework Conventio Climate Change, the
Convention on Biological Diversity, the Convention Persistent Organic Pollutants
and the United Nations Convention to Combat Ddssation. The GEF is financed by
countries that are committed to helping less dgedlacountries within the framework
of these conventions. It channels the funds tdexgen of projects set up and run by
UNDP, UNEP and the World Bank. However, althoughBM\and UNDP are



responsible for coordinating and managing the ptejehe World Bank plays the

primary role in managing funds®

The annual budget of US$561.10 million, althoughbigger than the UNEP budget of
US$85 million, does not meet all the demands feirenmental management in
developing countries.

The GEF has been criticized for its historic limkigh the World Bank, at least during
its first phase during the 199¢%! and for having favoured certain multilateral
agreements relating to certain regions to the metnt of others®! Another view sees

it as a masterpiece of modern-day capitalism, lewvel with the Structural Adjustment
Policies of the 1980s and 1990s, contributing eoeimergence of a green ‘market’ on
the global level. It represents “an adaptatiortijef\WWorld Bank) to this emerging world
order, as a response to the emergence of enviraahmeavements that are becoming a
geopolitical force B, According to Zo&, European and North Americanegoments
wanted to put a face on the international develograg system. Discussions on the
conservation of the environment were marked by aelm&om developing countries
for financial transfers which would help them puaitiheir environment. There was a
need to create an organization that could respotitese demands, so that southern
countries would sign up to the three major Rio sutnaonventions. Most of them
accepted the creation of the GEF on the conditiahit was independent from the
World Bank and prioritized sustainable development.

Despite the profusion and political complexity ebate within the Facility, its
administration is subject to economic profitabilttyteria measured in outgoings and
income, as is the case for all t@nventionsit has received more funds over the course
of the first three years of its existence thanWiNEP has since its creation in 1972. The
funding granted to the GEF does not represent mhare 1% of development aid
between 1992 and 2002 and the annual cost thegiriésents is comparable to American
daily military expenditure®

United Nations Commission on Sustainable Developme(CSD)

This intergovernmental institution meets twice ary® assess follow-up on Rio
Summit goals. The CSD is made up of 53 memberssegeted every three years, and
was reformed in 2004 to help improve implementatbAgenda 21. It now meets
twice a year, focusing on a specific theme duriachewo-year period: 2004-2005 was
dedicated to water and 2006-2007 to climate chaRge.CSD has been criticized for
its low impact on state environmental policieskla€ presence generally, and the
absence of Agenda 21 at the state level specificadicording to a report by the World
Resources Institutét! Furthermore, the fact that its mission centreseguencing
actions and establishing agreements means tisapliliged to take part in negotiating
and planning the agreements, which frequently purtéo conflict with other

institutions such as UNEP and OEEB.

Secretariats
According to Bauer, Busch and Siebenhiilf&rthe underlying character of the

different conventions and multilateral agreemestpidars of emerging global
environmental regulation is turning their varioesretariats into actors with greater



influence than they usually enjoy, influence trestahes further than specialized
research. The degree of influence varies accotditige secretariat in question, the
extent of its bureaucratic and leadership efficyerand its position, which may be more
technocratic or faithful to the strict executionadifcountries’ demands, or more
engaged, via an advocacy approach, in the inteoéstrtain impacted countries, even
if this may involve offending other more powerf@wtloped countries. This applies to
the Secretariat of the Convention to Combat Ddgmtion (UNCCD).

One of the most generally criticized organizaticespects, particularly within the
United Nations system itself, is the multiplicatiohsecretariats, due to the lack of
coordination and the chaos it produces: one per MAgresenting a significant number
given the growing proliferation of agreements (@&rinational-scale agreements and
over 500 overall).

World Environment Organization (WEO)

The increasingly globalized nature of environmedtaigers has led many actors,
including a number of states, to advocate the icreaff a World Environment
Organization within the framework of the United Nat. The organization would be
capable of adapting treaties and enforcing appbisaif international standards. UNEP
has at times been considered as the embryo diutiiie organization. Further
information is provided in the paragraphmoposals

World Bank

The World Bankinfluences environmental governance through adlegors, particularly
the GEF. The World Bank’s mandate is not suffidiedefined in terms of
environmental governance despite the fact thatirtgéluded in its mission. However, it
allocates 5 to 10% of its annual funds to environtaleprojects. The institution's
capitalist vocation means that its investment isceatrated solely in areas which are
profitable in terms of cost benefits, such as demhange action and ozone layer
protection, whilst neglecting other such as adgptinclimate change and
desertification. Its financial autonomy means thaan make its influence felt
E?Acljirectly on the creation of standards, and oarimtional and regional negotiations.

Following intense criticism in the 1980s for itgpport for destructive projects which,
amongst other consequences, caused deforestatimpmfal forests, the World Bank
drew up its own environment-related standardsenl$90s so it could correct its
actions. These standards differ from UNEP’s stashglaneant to be the benchmark,
thus discrediting the institution and sowing disardnd conflict in the world of
environmental governance. Other financial institgi, regional development banks and
the private sector also drew up their own stand&dsicism is not directed at the

World Bank’s standards in themselves, which Najamsiered as “robust®, but at
their legitimacy and efficacy.

World Trade Organization (WTO)

The WTO's mandate does not include a specific principléh@nenvironment. All the
problems linked to the environment are treateduschsa way as to give priority to trade



requirements and the principles of the WTQO'’s ovadér system. This produces
conflictual situations. Even if the WTO recognizks existence of MEAS, it denounces
the fact that around 20 MEAs are in conflict witle WTQO’s trade regulations.
Furthermore, certain MEASs can allow a country ta balimit trade in certain products
if they do not satisfy established environmentak@etion requirements. In these
circumstances, if one country’s ban relating totheocountry concerns two signatories
of the same MEA, the principles of the treaty carubed to resolve the disagreement,
whereas if the country affected by the trade bah amother country has not signed the
agreement, the WTO demands that the dispute bb/eelsesing the WTO's trade
principles, in other words, without taking into aoat the environmental consequences.

International Monetary Fund (IMF)

ThelMF’s mission is to provide aid to states in ordeetncourage their growth and
development. The IMF exerts pressure on stategariaus objectives to ensure this
growth: reduced public expenditure, increased expard foreign investment.
However, each of these objectives has negativetsfte the environment of the
country concerned. In addition, the reduction dflpuexpenditure implies the
reduction of expenditure linked to states’ envir@mal policies for funding protected
areas, combating corruption, developing good gaere and creating environmental
projects“®! The environment is thus not a priority for the IMfit given the
institution’s huge financial clout, the often nagateffects of its actions on
environmental governance are not insignificant. $&pits philosophy for stimulating
growth encourages the dominant neoliberal modahstistainable growth which is
responsible for the environmental crisis and isigp@ncreasingly called into question.

Other international institutions incorporate enaimental governance in their action
plans, including:

+ United Nations Development ProgramiNDP), promoting development;

« World Meteorogical OrganizatiofWwWMO) which works on the climate and
atmosphere;

« Food and Agriculture OrganisatiggrAQ) working on the protection of
agriculture, forests and fishing;

- International Atomic Energy AgendyAEA) which focuses on nuclear security.

Over 30 UN agencies and programmes now have a st&kerironmental management,
according to Najant*? This fragmentation produces a lack of coordinatinsufficient
exchange of information and dispersion of respalitsas. It also results in a
proliferation of initiatives and rivalry betweenreti. 2!

States
Environmental governance at the state level

Alongside the respect for environmental programthasthe various states of the world
have began to develop over recent years can alsedretimid exercises in mutual and
collective monitoring between neighbouring statesther words, environmental
governance is emerging as an ideal platform faoach terms of cooperation
mechanisms developed between the two levels — ataténternational region —



although the task is only just beginning. Thesehmaisms are often developed by
regional mechanisms; the European Union providesxample of the advanced
institutionalization of joint environmental goveng® in cooperation with the state
level, based on various institutions and orgarzretidedicated to the environment. It is
worth noting the different key areas: informatidyservation and production, led by the
European Environment Agen¢iEA), and the production of norms and monitorafig
their implementation by states or local instituon

State participation in global environmental governace

States’ differing and often opposing visions asoarce of concern, since it is states,
specifically the northern sates, that pull thengsiof international funding institutions
and can thus slow, or accelerate, the various psase A significant example is the
USA's refusal to ratify the major environment agnests during recent administrations
(Clinton and George W. Bush), resulting in tensiatith Europe and Japan which put
pressure on the USA to ratify. These tensions tatteearoot of the problem of global
environmental governance, since these countrietharnmain donors to international
institutions and dictate their policies. The Amanaefusal thus produced disastrous
consequences for the credibility and applicatiothete policies. The governance
system devised by northern countries loses leg@ynaanongst southern countries
which are asked to assume their responsibilitigberface of an absence of cooperation
and coordination between donor countries. The giersie of tensions increases the risk
of a reduction in cooperation between institutiand the suspension of their funding.

This applies to the Convention for Biological Disity and the Kyoto Protocol amongst
others, as well as to UNDP. However, the Obama raidimation claims to be giving a
new direction to US environmental policy, and altbb it has not promised to sign the
protocol, it is hoped that a positive sign will gigen during the next UN conference
taking place in Copenhagen, Denmark, in Decemb@® 2énabling the USA to get
onboard and take part in defining the post-Kyoteeament that will be negotiated at
the conference.

Corporations

Environmental governance of corporations servessess how companies manage
their impacts, risks, acts and possibilities in¢hgironmental sphere. Environmental
governance implies inclusion of the following kaysiness development
considerations:

« environmental values (vision, mission, principles);

« environmental policy (strategy, objectives, tarjjets

« environmental oversight (responsibility, directibraining, communication);

+ environmental process (management systems, ingmtinternal control,
monitoring and review, stakeholder dialogue, tramspcy, environmental
accounting, reporting and verification);

« environmental performance (use of Key Performandecators, benchmarking,
eco-efficiency, reputation, compliance, liabilitiésisiness developmen?

A number of studies, including that produced by ¥#&hind Klerna®® prove the
correlation between corporations’ good environmleg@&ernance and their financial



performance. According to the authors, this coti@fais higher in sectors where the
environmental impact is stronger, probably due ¢peater public awareness of the
environmental policy of the corporation concernBaere is not yet a financially-based
tool for assessing the importance of environmegakernance within corporations as a
positive driver for productivity improvements.

Environmental events detailed and tackled withhtk of environmental governance,
and with a direct link to productive and econongtiaties, are: toxic emissions, loss of
biodiversity, spills and releases, hazardous wast&rical liabilities and climate
change.>!

Non-state actors

The question of different stakeholders taking pagnvironmental governance is
directly linked to the democratization of such gmance. According to Backstrand and
Saward?, for example, there is a consensus on the fatttheader participation by
non-state actors in multilateral environmental giecis (in varied roles such as agenda
setting, campaigning, lobbying, consultation, manitg, and implementation)
enhances the democratic legitimacy of environmegagaérnance.”

Nevertheless, there are examples where only stomadactivism is capable of gaining
the support of the people and authorities to cortiimmight deployed by companies
wanting to intervene in territorial developmentglsias mining companies. This is the
case in Cotacachi, Ecuador, where a social moveussat a combination of popular
education in environmental governance, especiatlgragst women, direct action, the
influence of local public authorities and denunoiatof the mining company’s plans in
its own country, Canada, and the support of intésnal environmental groupS3

The importance of a multiplicity of strategies Isahighlighted by Fish&f when she
talks about civil society actors who work both omming pressure within international
institutions as national delegations for participgd®Os, and organizing external events
for meeting the same international institutionsci®lomovements thus sometimes take
on the role of guarantor of laws that the governimentheir respective countries have
not respected or wrongly interpreté%ll.

But over and above the unquestionably positiveltesf social movements’ actions on
democratizing the societies they belong to, it asttv asking to what extent they can be
the key agents of change in their territories, laoa they have contributed to
generating environmental governance at the teialtt@vel (new institutions, standards
systems, behaviours, organizational forms and nm&magt mechanisms). According to
Bengoa™® “social movements have contributed decisivelyh® ¢reation of an
institutional platform wherein the fight againstyeaty and exclusion has become an
inescapable benchmark.” But despite successessiara, “these institutional changes
have not produced the processes for transform#tatrcould have made substantial
changes to the opportunities available to rurahbitants, particularly the poorest and
those excluded from society.” The reasons givenfisrfailing are as follows:

+ polarity between the cohesive force of identity #melopenness to differences
which strengthens movements;



+ capacity to boost trust between individuals to whtaoperation from other
people;

« contradiction between social participation and watmn: only in certain cases,
over and above political will, does participati@sult in a successful
transformation of the territorial economy;

« we often manage to produce goods and servicesyddb not manage to avoid
them being sold via existing conventional channelsther words, ideological
criticism of the ‘market’ is often incapable of ating a specific capacity to take
action on or organize markets.

Another question, no less significant than theassiusocial movements’ capacity for
initiative, is their ability to link up locally witin a governance framework that allows
them to work with institutional actors. One examigl@n innovative initiative in
Ecuador that involved the establishment of fedengtand management committees
made up of different stakeholders (NGOs, commu)itieunicipalities and the
ministry) for the socially successful managemerd pfotected forest”

Proposals

The essential challenge for society as a whole istl a way to develop effective,
stable and legitimate governance systems at tla, loational and international levels.
These systems must guarantee the co-evolutiontofenand human societies, with the
overall goal of attaining an effective and comprediee sustainable development model
as an alternative to the current destructive model.

The International Institute for Sustainable Devebl@nt proposes a “reform agenda” for
global governance. The main argument is that tbeeens to be a tacit but powerful
consensus on the objectives of environmental gevem at the international level.
These objectives are as follows:

« expert leadership;

« positioning science as the authoritative basioahd environmental policy;

+ coherence and reasonable coordination;

« the institutions that make up the environmentalegnance system should be
well-managed;

+ the environmental governance system should sekdoporate environmental
concerns and actions within other areas of int@nat policy and actiorf®®

Coherence and coordination between instruments anakctors

The Inforesources Focus issue dedicatedltdal Conventions and Environmental
Governancadentifies four major obstacles to global envir@mtal governance, and
describes a number of measures for dealing witloliséacles. The four obstacles are as
follows:

« parallel structures and competition, without a ceheobservation and
implementation strategy that coordinates the variastitutional actors;



+ contradictions and incompatibilities, with exampiégonventions that
contradict each other and cause mutual damage $etaey are so closely
linked with regard to the issues they deal withd do not seek trade-off
solutions when the problem arises;

« proliferation of competition between multiple agrents established by
different organizations, with different objectivesgulations and processes, the
WTO representing the most significant example. €heml lack of a coherent
joint strategy between trade agreements, envirotaheonventions and
programmes combating poverty;

« the missing link between the macro and micro scétesneed to invent flexible
ways of combining the people’s voice with globakdtives.

The measures are as follows:

+ MDGs and conventions, with the shared goal of suslde land management
and reduction of poverty and equity and benefitkegselements;

« country-level approach linking global and locallssathere has been a recent
resurgence in considering states as the key inthateelevel, since they offer
infrastructures and institutions, provide the mamtry point for international
cooperation, and are signatories to conventions;

+ coordination and division of tasks: what is neeides multilateral approach that
best supports the work undertaken by countries fgithfinancial and
organizational resources and helps to improve ¢oatidon between donor
countries and institutions;

« existing Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSIR®)Id serve as a key tool
in development planning, but need to be improvethbreasing coordination
between sector policies, until now fragmented,;

« transform conflicts springing from overlapping thestand competition between
agreements, conventions and plans into tradegffiergies and win-win options
by identifying and balancing options for actionveeén sector strategies and
plans, taking into account short-term social nesdslong-term environmental
needs, and establishing open dialogue between goest officials, the people
directly concerned and experts.

Democratization of global environmental governance

Starting in 2002, a number of autHefsbegan to view thEarth Summi(Rio 1992,
Johannesburg 2002) process as a democratic fonuimiavation capable of radically
changing the inter-state nature of the internationder and opening up the possibility
of stakeholder democracy for global environmentalegnance; the summits resulted in
a process that was deliberative rather than sipatiicipative, with key actors such as
NGOs, women , indigenous peoples, businesses ather s taking part in the decision-
making process alongside states and internatiogah@zations. Before, during and
after each summit, forums, dialogues and partne@strieements took place, in parallel
with the formal process of establishing relatioesA®een state and not-state actors.
Multilateral negotiation has been the preferred maacsm for this form of governance,
characterized by:

« the importance given to scientific and technicaisiderations during
negotiations;



+ the official and unofficial participation of mangtars with heterogeneous, or
even contradictory, scopes of activities;

+ the growing uncertainty that characterizes sonteé@fssues negotiated;

« anew interpretation of international law and sbarganization models based
on new concepts and principlé§!

Nevertheless, as has already been pointed ouyfdhe underlying characteristics of
this new model of democracy is the absence of juoiles relating to the nature of
stakeholders and their representativity. This ldadbe development of non-transparent
relations which favour the more powerful stakehmdd@ number of criticism& have
been levelled at the environmental governance syseserting that it acts more as a
lobbying platform lacking in democratic regulatiopmerein specific interest groups
can influence the probability of power going toavgrnment that will subsequently be
likely to favour their interests internationallyn/lternative to these badly organized
and fairly ineffectual consultation processes wdaddhe adoption of common
standards, specific regulations, defined objecfifiekls of action, rules of conduct and
efficient organizational systems.

Institutional reform

The possibility of putting in place collective erammmental action at the global level is
open to debate. MEAs have been signed and rabfredthe last 30 years, but applying
them remains as difficult as ever. Conversely, yglaomplex, increasingly numerous
and interlinked environmental problems urgently fral coordinated solutions, even in
normative sectors other than the environment. Sime@irgency and extent of the
problems go beyond the capacity of existing instts, the possibility arises of

creating an international organization that ceitesl these issues, a World Environment
Organization (WEOQO). Another option would consist@forming theJnited Nations
Environment Programm@NEP) so that it could take on this major poéticole,
enlarging its functional structure and clarifyirnig operational mandate. However, the
debate on the possible creation of a United Natiwganization for the environment
should not undermine the importance of the cumeetd to strengthen UNEP. The tasks
that need tackling need to be clearly defined leefaldressing the form that an
institution of this type should adopt.

There are two opposing views of these issues: tliedean Union, particularly France
and Germany, and a number of NGOs are in favoaregting a WEO. The United
Kingdom, the USA and most developing countriesgaréd focus on voluntary
initiatives®? WEO partisans maintain that an organization af tfipe could offer
better political leadership, improved legitimacyanore efficient coordination. Its
detractors argue that existing institutions andr imessions already cover the needs of
environmental governance; it is the lack of coheeesind coordination between them as
well as the absence of regulations and clear dinisi responsibilities that prevents
them developing efficiently. We do not know whettex level of funding the new
institution would receive would be higher than emtrUNEP funding, or if the new
organization could guarantee efficien&§e%!

In-depth discussions within the United Nations &4 @as various processes involving
conversations, calls and declarations are addiggsisenneed to advance towards a
coherent global environmental governance systehptioaides a solution to current



problems of fragility, coordination and coherenthbis process results from the need to
develop the measures fi@aforming the United Nationgpproved in the final document
of the2005 World Summif® In the absence of consensus on the creation oi®,
deliberation is focusing on the goal of making UN&tfel environmental governance as
a whole more efficient. The resolution recognizim ‘need for more efficient
environmental activities in the United Nations syst with enhanced coordination,
improved policy advice and guidance, strengthegezhtific knowledge, assessment
and cooperation, better treaty compliance, whigpeeting the legal autonomy of the
treaties, and better integration of environmentévdies in the broader sustainable
development framework.”

A revised reporof this process highlights various elements, idirig the following
proposals:

« greater and better coordination between agencies;

« strengthen and acknowledge UNEP’s scientific role;

+ identify MEA areas to strengthen coordination, carapion and team work
between different agreements;

+ increase regional presence;

« implement theBali Strategic Plamn improving technology training and support
for the application of environmental measures iargmuntries;

+ demand that UNEP and MEAs patrticipate formallylinelevant WTO
committees as observers.

Other points that UNEP should try to promote as pithe reform process are:

« strengthen its financial situation;
« improve secretariats’ efficiency and effectiveness.

In conclusion, one of the main reports addressiimissue® offers the following
recommendations, which include initiatives thatidtdde taken by the United Nations
Secretariat or General Assembly:

« establish a clear definition of the division ofkadetween development
organizations, UNEP and the MEAs, indicating thegpective spheres and type
of activities in normative and operational capatitylding for protecting the
environment and promoting sustainable development;

« endow the United Nations as a whole with a polititeection in matters of
environmental protection and sustainable developmeéthin the UN strategic
framework for the biennial programme plan;

+ the General Assembly should take the decision tiooaize the UNEP
Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environmentrim to adopt the UNEP
medium-term strategy as an instrument applicabtbeentire system and an
integral part of the UN strategic framework;

« propose mechanisms allowing Member States to fatawnd administer
MEASs in a more satisfactory manner, avoiding theation of an independent
secretariat for each convention;

« UNEP should receive the support it needs to setation its own process of
periodically examining MEA reports in order to syuehd assess their
application and ensure their coordination and cernes;



+ the General Secretary should present the Genesaimi{sly with directives for
setting up national and, where necessary, regatbrms based on
environmental protection and sustainable developpelicies capable of
incorporating the application of MEAs in the Comm@ountry Assessment
(CCA) process and United Nations Development Aasct Framework
(UNDAF); 69

+ encourage organizations’ executive powers and MigAdaborate a joint
planning framework at the overall system levelrff@naging and coordinating
environmental activities;

« the General Secretary should collaborate with abthganizations to launch a
study of the aptitude and efficiency of environnaaictivities’ funding,
focusing on the concept of differential costs;

+ the General Assembly should examine the study edeffine the concept of
funding differential costs as applicable to exigtiimancial mechanisms;

« encourage and reconsider remits, division of tasksresponsibilities between
entities that provide administrative, financial dandnan resources management
services to the multipartite conferences. Cleaelfyre the level and type of
services that the UN offices should provide to M&e&kretariats;

+ propose measures aiming to improve the situatigarms of personnel
provision and the geographic distribution of persrior MEA secretariats;

« improve transparency in the use of resources feerwag the costs of supporting
programmes based on real expenses, and in thesfgnof services to MEAS
administered by the UN and UNEP. Draw up a joirddet for administrative
support services supplied to MEAs.

Citizen action education

From an educational point of view, the objectivactees further than education alone,
and concerns the development of different formsittden action. To this effect, a 2001
report proposes six fields of action for individsiaind organizations, modelled on an
alternative approach to governance from that adolpyanstitutions, corporations and
other major stakeholders:

« strengthen citizens' sense of critical appraisahntsure greater democratic
control of political orientations;

« develop a global and critical approach in educati®@a whole;

« encourage development of special training for teexchentred on introducing
civic education;

«+ training for certain socio-professional groups;

+ devise environmental education for the entire pafoorh;

. assess the initial experiences of civil soci&f.

Local experiences and transformation of the developent model

When it comes to altering development models, iddi& actions carried out by aware
citizens can focus on modifying consumption, baseevhat is known as voluntary
simplicity: changes in purchasing habits, simptifidestyles (less work, less
consumption, more socialization and constructivgule time, less stress). But
individual actions must not replace citizen vigtarand pressure on policiés!



Alternatives for responsible consumption and adflife have been developing over
the last few decades, primarily concerning awarenéshe political nature of

individual acts, specifically purchases, accordmghe principle that ethical
consumption should ensure that the entire populatioasic needs are satisfied. These
needs comprise the physical well being of individwand society, encompassing a
healthy diet, access to drinking water and maiagdge, education and healthcare and
physical safety™ The general attitude centres on the need to rechregumption and
reuse and recycle materials. In the case of foodwwmption, the purchase from local
stores of organic and fair trade products whichichuibtreatment of animals has
become a major trend.

In terms of transport, a number of alternativeprivate individual transport are worth
noting, including public transport, car sharing dnci/cles. In the energy sphere, we are
seeing the use of alternative energies. For indlistaste, industrial ecological
processes are being encouraged, using land whereatste from one industry is
converted into raw materials for another type distry. Further examples abound in
other areas of daily life. At the government letkére are many measures to promote
transition to a frugal economy, particularly in #h@main of tax and subsidy policies,
regulations on the use of chemical products anldifawits, definition of product
standards and labelling, promotion of organic potsiand local trade within public
establishments, et€X!

Policies and regulations

In addition to individual initiatives, it is vitdb encourage policies that guarantee a
society focused on well being rather than on dgarakent. Such a society would seek to
guarantee the conditions that promote personakaaidl happiness rather than the
increase and possession of material goods whianaay psychological studies show,
do not, above a minimum threshold, solve socialemdtional problems for people on
a low income.

Definitions of this notion of well being vary, btgnd to focus on the following
elements:

« essential needs for survival: food, housing andantaed means of subsistence;

+ individual and environmental good health;

« good social relations comprising social cohesiah@social network for
support;

« security for people and their possessions;

« freedom, notably including the capacity for alliWiduals to exercise their
potential for development.

This definition of well being is rooted in a decepiality of life, wherein activities are
developed with deliberation and without stressogiety founded on this type of
harmonious living encourages interaction with famitiends and neighbours, more
direct experience of nature, greater focus onrggllization and creative expression,
and less interest in accumulating possessions.tfjpésof society places more value on
life styles that avoid violating the existence mdividuals, our fellow creatures, nature
and the world that surrounds /8!



The policies and regulations that determine théaa options, such as subsidies that
modify prices in favour of alternative energies aoin planning texts that encourage
the use of recycled materials in construction,ext@mples of the need to promote
“infrastructures for well being” whilst addressitige political, physical and cultural
levels.

On another level, there is also a need to elimisabsidies that have a negative
environmental impact, by promoting non-sustainaleieelopment, and adopt taxes on
pollution and measures promoting workers’ persanal family development during
their free time!!

Strengthening relations between environmental goveance spheres, with
other world governance sectors and between territaal levels

A programme of national workshops on synergies beiwthe three Rio Conventions
was launched in late 2000, in close collaboratidth tine different secretariats
concerned. The goal was to strengthen coordinatidine local level:

+ by sharing information;

« by promoting political dialogue with all donorsander to obtain financial
support and implement programmes that incorpohetednventions’
objectives;

. by enabling the secretariats to update their joiork programmes’!

According to Campbell’®! “In the context of globalization, the questionliaking up
environmental themes with other subjects, suchaalet investment and conflict
resolution mechanisms, as well as the economiaitings to participate in and apply
agreements would seem to provide an important teksahe effective development of
environmental governance structures.” Global emwirental problems would thus
maintain a close relationship with the global ecoiwsystem and the various existing
development models. “These problems also conta&rsdéleds of a new generation of
international conflicts that could affect both 8tability of international relations and
collective security. Which is why the concept dllective security’ has arisen.”

As the ten years gigenda 2lexperience and application have shown, the quesfio
transferring decisions taken at the local levehwmglobal level is as important as the
way in which local initiatives and best practicefien fragmented, are adapted to the
concept of a global system. Kafipoints out that the emerging forces of
environmental governance (NGOs, scientists, cena@mnational institutions and
partnerships between different stakeholders) cgmtbeeduce the distance which
separates the local and international levels. Nwless, the problem, both political and
technical, of how to successfully link up the diffiet levels remains unsolved. The
issue’s political aspect springs from the diffiguitf pulling together the necessary
political will from the stakeholders concernedtdshnical aspect is a result of the
continuing lack of a consultation process in themdm of environmental initiatives
between the multiple actors that span the differemitorial levels.
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