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Strategy Paper for CPR








1.	Overview of UNEP’s civil society engagement


1.1.	Overview & definitions


UNEP realizes that engaging interested stakeholders as partners in change is important for many reasons.  External stakeholders have many different perspectives that must be taken into account in order to foster long-term, broad-based support for UNEP’s work.  Engaging a wide range of stakeholders in addressing environmental issues expands the reach and impact of strategies far beyond the capability of UNEP’s own limited financial and human resources.  Thirdly, as a global institution with little operational presence at the national level, UNEP cannot easily reach the local level where many environmental problems need to be addressed, while many of its programme partners can.





The mechanisms for engaging stakeholders, particularly those in civil society, has evolved continually over the past three decades.  In recent years there has been a growing need to respond to changes in the character and roles that civil society has assumed, especially since the UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in 1992.  The ten-year review of UNCED, the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) to be held in 2002, will be another watershed in the history of building effective global environmental governance, and hence it is critical that UNEP review and revitalize its modalities of engagement with civil society.  





The Governing Council (GC) called for such a review during its 21st session in February 2001, through decision GC21/19.  This paper is the Secretariat’s response to that directive, by analysing the strengths and weaknesses of UNEP’s existing mechanisms for engagement with civil society, and proposing options for addressing needed changes.





The paper uses the terms civil society (CS) and civil society organizations (CSOs) to refer to societal groupings that are not part of formal government or inter-governmental structures, nor of the commercially-interested sector, but who do engage in public interest activities.  Civil society thus includes formal non-governmental organizations (NGOs), scientific and professional associations, sevice clubs, community-based organizations, religious groups, etc.  Many parts of this strategy apply as well to the private sector as to civil society, and where this the case private sector bodies – including their associations or umbrella bodies – are mentioned.  In general, however, they are not included under the definition of civil society.





1.2.	Background on UNEP’s historical engagement with civil society, private sector and other major groups.


The Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment and the accompanying NGO Forum marked a breakthrough in the way major groups related to and sought to influence an intergovernmental decision making process.  Through UNEP and with its interaction with NGOs and other representatives of civil society, environment and development was put firmly on the international agenda.  This process also led to the establishment of a number of other bodies working on the environment, and many countries also followed suit.





As new areas of environmental problems were identified, either through research or through advocacy by environmental NGOs, new Multilateral Environment Agreements were established.  The Report of the World Commission on Environment & Development in 1987, popularly known as the Brundtland Report, “Our Common Future”�, further stimulated debate as the world and the UN prepared for the Rio Summit in 1992. UNCED was another watershed event, attended by representatives of some 8000 NGOs from more than 160 countries, and the Habitat II Conference in 1996 brought together some 20,000 people, including representatives of more than  500 local authorities. These conferences featured innovative mechanisms for involving major groups from the beginning of their preparatory processes. 





Globalization became an issue towards the end of the century.  Many people have been frightened of certain aspects of globalization, and have sought to challenge it. Civil society has responded in different ways.  Major global meetings have addressed globalization over the past few years, while frustrations and misunderstandings have led to confrontations, some of the violent.  The World Bank report, “Entering the 21st Century”, states, “globalization reflects the progressive integration of the world’s economies, and requires national governments to reach out to international partners as the best way to manage changes affecting trade, financial flows and the global environment…”.  





Civil society has established itself both as a responsible and as a challenging actor in these global issues.  The concept of major groups participation was accepted in Agenda 21.  A major challenge now for UNEP is to adapt its strategy for engagement with civil society to respond to these new realities.





Milestones in the history of the UNEP, focusing on its relations with civil society, are the following:


·	1972 - UN General Assembly resolution 2997, calling for the establishment of UNEP


·	1973 - NGO office established in UNEP


·	1988 - Establishment of Youth Advisory council


·	1995 - Governing Council resolution GC 18/4 calling for the development of a policy framework and appropriate mechanisms for working with the civil society, private sector and other major groups.


·	1996 - Policy statement concerning NGO participation in UNEP’s activities, also section on NGOs incorporated in UNEP’s project manual


·	1999 - GC 20 calling for establishment of NGO Civil society unit


·	2000 - the Malmo Declaration, recognition of the importance of Civil Society on a par with governments and the private sector


·	2001 - GC decision 21/19 calling for the Executive Director to submit a draft strategy for the active engagement of the civil society, private sector and other major groups in the work of the United Nations Environment programme, to the Governing Council at its seventh special session in 2002.


2.	Review of Strengths, weaknesses and challenges in UNEP’s role with civil society


2.1.	Strengths: 


UNEP enjoys a positive image externally, with the public in general and civil society in particular.  It has not been the subject of large scale criticism addressed at some other international agencies.  Given that environmental NGOs are among the most vocal critics of such agencies, this is an indicator that on balance the organization is viewed as a positive force for sustainable development.  It also implies there is a potential constituency with which UNEP can ally itself and benefit from the strength of CSO advocacy to enhance effective environmental policy and action.  Specific strengths related to the areas of policy, programme, institutional aspects, outreach, consultation, and finance are outlined below.





a)	Policy  & Consultation - As mentioned above, UNEP has a long history of interaction with NGOs and other civil society and private sector groups, and has built strong relations with a number of these groups at the levels of policy development and programme implementation.  There is considerable political will in recent years among UNEP’s governing bodies to see these relations strengthened and institutionalized, as witnessed in the adoption of the Policy on NGOs and Other Major Groups in 1996, the Nairobi and Malmo Declarations (1997 & 2000), and Governing Council’s decision 21/19, among other initiatives.  The response of civil society groups has been positive and constructive, especially through their contribution of time and ideas in consultations with UNEP at Malmo, during GC 21, and the subsequent meetings in Nairobi in May 2001.  This momentum promises to pave the way for future changes to enhance modalities of collaborative engagement.





b)	Programme - At the operational level, there are a number of examples of successful engagement with civil society.  The Division of Early Warning and Assessment has promoted mechanisms for engagement with CSOs in information-sharing and assessment activities, such as with GEO, UNEP.Net and Infoterra.  The UNEP-GEF is proactive in identifying and collaborating with CSOs in the design and implementation of medium sized projects (MSPs).   A number of convention secretariats and regional and out-posted offices have fostered strong CSO constituencies that they work with on a regular basis.  The Regional Office for Europe, for example, has been particularly successful in promoting activities with CSOs, including a significant number of UNEP national committees in the region.





c)	Outreach - The Communication and Public Information Division implements many of its projects in partnership with civil society and private sector groups, and has spearheaded UNEP’s outreach to youth organizations.  These and other programmatic initiatives provide good examples of strategies for UNEP to enhance its impact through catalytic engagement with civil society actors.





d)	Institutional & Financial - The establishment of the NGOs and Civil Society Unit in the Division of Policy Development and Law in 2000 was a major step for UNEP in building on the above strengths and moving more systematically towards a far-reaching and integrated framework for working in partnership with civil society at all levels.  Budgetary allocations to provide for the NGOs/CS Unit, though modest, are an indication of the organization’s commitment to strengthen its work with civil society.  The success in obtaining additional donor funding for CSO participation in the preparatory process towards the 2002 WSSD is an additional encouraging feature.


2.2.	Weaknesses:


a)	Policy – In spite of the strengths identified above, at the level of policy formulation there are no clear mechanisms for civil society to bring its vast experience and innovative perceptions to inform decision-making.  Virtually the only formal procedure available is a provision for a few international NGOs to present verbal or written statements to the GC, but in practice NGO speaking slots are allocated at the end of plenary discussions, and there is no obligation or incentive for either the government delegations or the secretariat to take these contributions into consideration or even to respond.





Aside from the lost opportunity for UNEP’s governance processes to gain from civil society policy ideas, this gap diminishes the motivation of non-governmental actors to contribute at this level.  It should also be noted that the existing UNEP policy for NGOs, although agreed in 1996, is yet to be fully implemented.





b)	Legislative – Rule 69 of the GC’s Rules of Procedure limits the participation of civil society to representatives of “international NGOs having an interest in the field of the environment”.  This limitation means that a vast array of groups with national or local level focus, but with often high levels of competence in environmental matters are not eligible to attend.  International NGOs often have little experience with local level concerns, and thus GC deliberations are denied input from a range of perspectives that are critical to informed decision-making.





It is furthermore not the case that only international NGOs possess competence in international policy issues.  At least since UNCED in 1992, many fora have broadened accreditation procedures to admit certain categories of non-international organizations, and as a result literally thousands of national and local level groups have been participating in inter-governmental meetings and conferences over the past decade.  The limitations set by Rule 69 have become antiquated, and deny UNEP the opportunity to gain from this collective experience in civil society.





c)	Programmatic – The 1996 UNEP NGO policy states that “UNEP shall institutionalize NGO/Major Groups participation in project design, implementation and evaluation”.  As outlined above, a number of programmes have certainly incorporated at least the spirit of this prescription, but it cannot be said that programmatic engagement with civil society has yet been mainstreamed in the organization.  UNEP’s programme & project manual does mention that stakeholders should be consulted in project design, and considered for participation in implementation activities, but little is provided in the way of guidelines for doing so, and standard formats and procedures for planning and reporting do not apparently require documentation of CSO engagement in activities.  Other agencies, for example the GEF, require documentation of how stakeholders have been consulted in the design process for a project proposal, and how they will be involved in implementation.  Without such prescription it is inevitable that many programme officers, lacking an individual concern or understanding of the value of working with CSOs, will not choose to do so.





There is also a capacity gap in mainstreaming civil society in programme activities.  Lacking good direction from the programme manual, specific training in how to capitalise on CSO strengths, or personal experience, it is difficult for many staff to know even where to begin in this endeavour.  Many CSOs as well do not have adequate skills or reach to deliver the quality of output expected in a UN project, and tools are not available in the system to adequately assess partner capacity.  The UNEP-GEF office, for example, has faced considerable frustration in identifying NGOs capable of meeting the rigorous demands of implementing an MSP.  UNEP.Net faces similar difficulties in identifying key NGOs capable of serving as national focal points for the civil society component of country profiles.





d)	Institutional – Apart from establishing the NGOs and Civil Society Unit no institutional changes have yet taken place to implement the 1996 NGO policy decision.  There is no adequate mechanism in place to facilitate CSO input to policy development.  There are no rigorous procedures in place to ensure a coordinated mainstreaming of CSO participation in programme/project design and implementation.  Regional and out-posted offices lack a coherent strategy for strengthening relations with major groups, and despite the relatively intense participation of CSOs in the work of UNEP conventions, there is no significant link between these networks and the work of the secretariat.  In short, the ad hoc institutional arrangements that exist for interacting with civil society deprive UNEP of the opportunity to foster a supportive constituency of CSOs that could potentially strengthen the organization politically, significantly increase the impact of its programmes, and ultimately ensure its sustainability.





e)	Outreach – Although UNEP enjoys a positive image in the eyes of those who are aware of its work, it must be recognized that the organization has a relatively low profile compared to many other multi-lateral institutions.  A general lack of awareness of UNEP policies and programmes means that the rich array of information and technical resources it has at its disposal are not being accessed by many potential users.  In addition it has been stated by CSOs that even if they are aware of these resources it is not easy to access them.





Communication is a two-way process, and just as it is important to have input from non-governmental actors to policy and programme design, it is also critical to have access to the success stories and best practices of these actors in order to enrich global learning about how to best address environmental issues at all levels.  The exemplary work of UNCHS in mobilizing civil society to  gather and share information on best practices has not been matched by UNEP.  Strengthening outreach to UNEP’s civil society constituency, based on the principle of two-way communication, could redress this gap.  The development of UNEP National Committees, which could potentially be an important link in such a strategy, has been inconsistent and largely ineffective, and so the strategy needs to be reviewed.





f)	Consultative – Recent initiatives to convene CSO consultations at Malmo, GC21, and the May 2001 Nairobi conference, are positive developments.  Nonetheless, concerns are still expressed by CSOs that consultative mechanisms have not been institutionalized and there is as yet little evidence that UNEP is developing a capability to listen and respond to the outcomes of such periodic consultations.  Due to its lack of national and sub-regional structural presence, UNEP does not have the opportunities that other organizations have of reaching directly to civil society.  Consequently UNEP lags behind other agencies in this regard and needs to develop strategies for regular and meaningful consultation with civil society.  Without such a shift in consultative strategies, the trend towards more attention being paid by civil society to the CSD, WB, UNDP and others will continue, to UNEP’s loss.





g)	Finance – Declines in funding of UNEP have had debilitating effects on many areas of its work, but the manner in which the organization adjusts budgetary priorities in response to this needs to be reformed.  The failure to provide resources for activities aimed at strengthening engagement with civil society creates the impression that this is not a priority focus.  The seriousness that UNEP attaches to its CSO strategy must be reflected in the allocation and adjustment of its budgetary resources. 


2.3.	Opportunities: 


a)	The opportunities afforded by a stronger and more strategic engagement with civil society are many.  Among these are expanding UNEP’s reach, strengthening political support, achieving better informed policy development, broadening “buy-in” to policy implementation, sharpening  monitoring capability, strengthening regional networks, strengthening UNEP credibility and profile through the WSSD process, and fostering stronger public policy networks for consensus building and action.





b)	The underpinning rationale for strengthening engagement with major groups is based on the necessary link between environmental management and broad stakeholder participation.  This rationale is based on Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration on Environment & Development, to the effect that environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned citizens; nations shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and participation by making environmental information widely available. 





The management of natural resources, ownership of the processes to address environmental issues, and the adoption of demand driven solutions all require participation of stakeholders at all stages of strategic action.  There is a significant opportunity for UNEP to work with its civil society constituency to provide global leadership in understanding how participatory approaches to environmental management can be a key to achieving sustainable development.





c)	The up-coming WSSD in September 2002 is a major opportunity for UNEP to significantly enhance its role in international environmental governance.  Its ability to convey to the international community UNEP’s capacity as a principal broker of joint action between governments, inter-governmental bodies, the scientific community, civil society and the private sector, will be decisive in accomplishing such a task.  Agreement by the Governing Council on the following strategies for strengthening engagement of civil society in UNEP’s work need to be seen in this perspective.


2.4.	Challenges


a)	The principal challenge is for UNEP to be a global leader in designing policy and strategic action frameworks that build on principles of consensus, stakeholder ownership, and joint action partnerships.  The strategy and policy for civil society engagement should reflect this challenge.





b)	A second, though equally important challenge for the strategy to address is to ensure that the strategy itself is “owned” by its principal target, the civil society organizations UNEP needs to engage in its broader work.  In order for this to happen there needs to be substantial consultation with these stakeholders: prior to finalization of this strategy, the Committee of Permanent Representatives (CPR) and the secretariat should hold in depth and wide-ranging dialogue with CSO/private sector representatives to solicit their input and reach consensus on the way forward.





c)	A third challenge, in light of the radical developments in the political, social and security environments of recent times, is to design mechanisms to safeguard freedom of expression and association, and access to information and public participation in environmental decision-making.  At a time when governments and their inter-governmental institutions are facing unprecedented criticism and often violent opposition to their normal decision-making channels, how do we find the means to continue, and indeed strengthen, constructive dialogue with civil society?  And at a time when the enshrined rights of access to information are confronted with the evident willingness of anarchist groups to use information – provided in the spirit of augmenting public safety and security – for destructive purposes, how do we move forward in promoting public participation in decision-making?  These sobering questions form the background to the strategy proposed in this document for strengthening UNEP’s engagement with civil society.


3.	Needs & Options for enhanced civil society participation in UNEP’s work


3.1.	Policy


a)	The core need in the area of policy development is to provide much more effective mechanisms for ensuring a high calibre contribution of civil society to UNEP’s policy formulation processes.  Such a mechanism should guarantee the CSO voice will be heard, even though they do not have a vote on the final decision.  The principles of access to information and participation in decision making need to be central to the CSO engagement policy.  This implies that all documentation is available to accredited CSOs, measures are in place to ensure capability of CS to participate in decision-making, mechanisms are agreed to ensure policy decision making takes account of CSO contributions, and CSO official contributions receive substantive response.





b)	To address these needs it is proposed that civil society organizations be afforded a more institutionalized relationship with the GC and the secretariat through a high-level body of representatives modelled on the Global Ministerial Environment Forum (GMEF).  This body, to be called tentatively the Global Environmental NGO Forum (GENGOF), would meet in parallel with the GMEF, and also have joint meetings with GMEF.





The GENGOF would consist of representatives of civil society as described under Institutional Options (section � REF _Ref527429257 \r \h ��3.4�), and in addition to regularly conferring with the GMEF, would be empowered to present draft decisions to the GC (a maximum of five per session).  Such draft decisions would go before the GC only if democratically endorsed by the members of the GENGOF.  The GENGOF would not have a vote in the final decision, but may be asked by the chair to respond to questions raised during plenary discussion of the draft decisions.  Through such a mechanism UNEP would be able to guarantee that policy proposals from civil society are given full consideration.  This guarantee, in turn, would significantly strengthen the motivation of civil society to engage in serious policy dialogue with UNEP.  It will also address the issue of UNEP’s lack of presence at the national and sub-regional levels (as mentioned in � REF _Ref527972210 \r \h ��2.2� f).





c)	The report of the Secretary General’s Task Force on Environment and Human Settlements identified the need to engage civil society in global policy processes, and this has been carried forward in the current deliberations on International Environmental Governance.  UNEP’s input to these discussions needs to be informed through extensive dialogue with CSOs and the private sector.  Although this is already happening to a large extent, in future such dialogue on the external governance environment - as well as internal – could be greatly facilitated through a body such as GENGOF.  For example, they could nominate members to the IEG.





d)	The principle of major groups’ engagement in implementation strategies is already enshrined as policy�, but has not been systematically mainstreamed, and should be addressed by re-visiting the policy statement to ensure it provides clear enough direction to the secretariat to ensure that all programmes and projects take into account opportunities for multi-stakeholder approaches, including participation of major groups in design, implementation and monitoring/evaluation.





e)	Accountability and learning frameworks are needed to guide future policy development with respect to civil society engagement.  Robust mechanisms for monitoring/evaluating quality and impact of multi-stakeholder approaches should be established.  This would include substantive reporting on progress to be received and considered by the GC/GMEF.


3.2.	Legislative Issues 


a)	Section 69 of GC Rules of Procedure needs revision in order to achieve changes in policy processes, as well as other institutional arrangements recommended in this report.  Specific changes should include the following:


(i)	As the restriction to international NGOs is inappropriate, categories of groups to be allowed observer status should include International NGOs, representatives of civil society networks (including national level designated reps), national/local NGO members of global multi-stakeholder networks dealing with environmental policy, national NGOs with documented contributions to global environmental policy processes, and NGOs accredited to CSD or an international environmental convention.


(ii)	Oral statements from CSOs to be guaranteed equitable time slots during the session, in order that they be taken into consideration by government delegations; at least one CSO statement at/near the beginning of government statements to be afforded.





b)	An amendment will likely be required to allow the tabling of a limited number of draft decisions proposed by the GENGOF (see � REF _Ref527457317 \w \h ��3.1.b)�.





c)	Accreditation and assessment procedures need to be revised in order to (a) align with the revised Section 69, and (b) to provide a basis for strengthening the quality of input from CSOs to policy development and expand the range of potential implementation partners.  By viewing accreditation and assessment procedures as a facility in the engagement process beyond mere participation in governance activities, it takes on a much broader role as, in a sense, a gateway to engagement.  Well formulated assessment criteria can assist UNEP to identify CSOs with capacity and areas of technical expertise that can be valuable for programme implementation.  It will be important, therefore, that the NGOs/CS Unit, Infoterra/UNEP.Net, the CSO working group, and regional offices contribute to the development of such criteria.


3.3.	Programmatic issues


a)	As already mentioned, a more systematic implementation of the UNEP NGO policy needs to be pursued, to ensure that inclusion/consideration of major groups in design of activities is a standard requirement.  In line with the policy recommendation (see � REF _Ref527532137 \r \p \h ��3.1 выше�) programme/project planning procedures would require documented consideration of how civil society and private sector should participate in the various stages of the activity.





b)	UNEP.Net can be a prototype for modalities to guarantee independent voice and participation by civil society, as well as an opportunity for capacity-building and fostering national and regional networking.





UNEP.Net is the global environmental information portal being developed by UNEP in cooperation with a diverse range of partner institutions worldwide, and non-governmental organizations have a key role to play in this implementation process.  An important component of the UNEP.Net implementation strategy will be the re-engineering of UNEP’s current environmental information networking activities that are supported by a diverse range of institutions at the global, regional, sub-regional and national levels.





UNEP.Net is providing national NGOs with a practical mechanism to promote their activities and joint cooperation with UNEP.  However, UNEP needs constructive feedback as to how the NGO section of the country profile can evolve into a comprehensive NGO bulletin board on UNEP.Net that facilitates a two-way information exchange process between UNEP and NGOs at the national level as recommended in the UN Secretary-General’s Task Force on Environment and Human Settlements.





UNEP.Net will be underpinned by a metadata tool called The Environment Directory which is being developed with funding from the GEF. The Environment Directory can be used to develop and manage an authoritative database on NGOs.  Global, regional, sub-regional, national and even local NGOs can register themselves in the Environment Directory.  The NGO Liaison Office will have a powerful decision-making tool to assess the comparative strengths and weaknesses of NGOs working at all levels and identify those that can be engaged in the delivery of UNEP’s programme of work.





c)	Improving the effectiveness of CSO participation will require strengthening capacity to participate, especially for NGOs from developing countries and from Central/Eastern Europe and newly independent states.  Two main areas of capacity-building are: skills to contribute to policy dialogue, and skills in project design and management.





With respect to the latter, UNEP training projects (e.g. in environmental law) should accommodate CSO participants, and training programmes can be developed targeted specifically at CSOs, such as in monitoring MEA implementation, advocacy and awareness raising.  With respect to the former type of training, the NGO and Civil Society Unit should develop this, possibly in collaboration with NGLS.  If such training were conducted as part of periodic civil society meetings, the cost implications would be minimal.





d)	UNEP staff need to be more aware of how to optimise engagement with civil society/private sector, including recognizing benefits of engagement, assessing partner capacity, designing/managing multi-stakeholder processes, etc.  This function can also be assumed by the NGO and Civil Society Unit, with a particular focus on staff identified in other divisions as focal points for CSO issues (see below).  Staff members in regional and out-posted offices will also require this sort of training.


3.4.	Institutional/governance issues


a)	The Global Environment NGO Forum (GENGOF) will be established to advise the Executive Director and the UNEP Secretariat on an ongoing basis, and serve as a forum for input to GC/GMEF discussions as outlined under policy options, above.  The structure and composition of GENGOF should be designed in full consultation with UNEP’s key CSO constituency, as they have already had much discussion on the matter, and need to buy into it to make it effective.  To facilitate discussion on this highly critical institutional innovation, a possible structure is proposed below.�



�������������������


�
b)	Principles of legitimacy and fair representation should guide the selection and rotation of GENGOF members, supported by a mixed, but balanced system of nominating or appointing, as illustrated in the chart.  Although no representativity will ever be perfect, focusing on CSO representative networks and umbrella groups as the basis for representation to GENGOF at least allows the existing governance norms within those constituencies to provide a foundation for addressing these norms. 





c)	A more substantial mechanism for interaction between civil society and the CPR as a subsidiary body of the GC is also needed.  Once the GENGOF is established, this body should agree with GC/CPR on modalities for relations with subsidiary bodies (e.g. permanent observer desk at CPR to be filled by a GENGOF designee, with reporting responsibility back to GENGOF).





d)	Regional Offices need to be proactive in strengthening and working with regional CSO networks, and these can be encouraged to have an institutional link with GENGOF.  Ideally, a substantial portion of the GENGOF should be elected by regional networks, but in some regions this will take time as at present such networks are weak or non-existent.  Funding sources will need to be found to support the ROs in this activity, particularly for identifying appropriate CSO partners and convening periodic consultations with them in order to foster regional networking structures.





e)	Every UNEP division – as well as regional and out-posted offices – needs to have a focal point for CSO issues.  Even though it is argued below that the NGO/CSO office will require increased allocation of resources, this office in isolation cannot achieve the mainstreaming of CSO engagement.  Integration will require a focused effort by all parts of UNEP.  The NGO/CSO office should therefore coordinate with the different programmes to identify CSO focal points, and establish a working group that will meet on a regular basis to address common issues related to CSO engagement.  The working group should also meet periodically with the GENGOF to review and strengthen common strategies.  The CSO focal points will also provide support to the monitoring process mentioned above.





f)	UNEP’s strategy for National Committees should be more responsive than proactive.  They should be supported where they are strong and can generate their own resources.  Otherwise a strategy needs to be determined to provide a platform for future development of new committees in new countries, based on linkage mechanisms through UNEP.Net and RO strengthening of regional networks.  National structures can also feed into policy dialogue through GENGOF.





g)	UNEP needs to strengthen the NGO/CS Office with human/financial resources, to act as secretariat for GENGOF and to develop a training program to address internal and external capacity building, as described in 3.3 � REF _Ref527269446 \r \h ��d)� above.


3.5.	Outreach


a)	There need to be put in place mechanisms for strengthening communication with UNEP’s civil society constituency.  When it is fully operational UNEP.Net and the Environmental Directory should provide the primary contact base for such communication.  The NGO/CS Unit should be responsible for providing regular communication to this contact base on matters of interest to the constituency.  There are numerous communication tools that can be utilised to strengthen the engagement of civil society, and the NGO/CS Unit will need to design a comprehensive strategy to fulfil its outreach potential.





b)	In order that UNEP’s outreach to civil society becomes more than simply an information dissemination process, but rather a mechanism of engagement through which organizations interact in dialogue with UNEP and with each other, share information and identify emerging issues, the NGO/CS Unit will have to explore with different programmes strategies and options to accomplish this.  Critical sections to engage in this discussion would be regional offices, Infoterra/UNEP.Net (which could provide a platform for this kind of information sharing), the youth programme of the Communication Division, the UNEP-GEF office, and GEO.





External stakeholders will, of course, have to be consulted to develop such strategies usefully.  Key informants would be the GENGOF members, existing national committees, and current implementing partners with other programmes.  Their information requirements have to be identified, and, in particular, problems they may have experienced in the past in accessing information from UNEP.  The NGO/CS Unit should conduct a detailed information needs assessment together with the NGO sector.  An efficient communication system will be the highway on which effective civil society engagement will be sustained.





c)	Many environmental CSOs are involved in awareness raising activities and advocacy.  Many are carrying out highly skilled information/ education/communication (IEC) approaches in their own countries or internationally.  The collective capacity of civil society to reach the global public is immense, and there is great impact to be obtained through working collaboratively on IEC initiatives.  All outreach activities, if possible, should engage CSO/private sector partners for design and implementation of joint action strategies.


3.6.	Consultative


Many of the options and strategies outlined above imply greater and more meaningful consultation with civil society.  While certain institutional changes will provide a basis for this, there are many opportunities for consultation outside of these formal structures.  Policy formulation needs to be informed through stakeholder dialogue and consensus building, as do good project design and implementation.  





Opportunities for exchanges need to be created, such as through dialogue sessions during GC meetings.  The proposed joint meetings of the GENGOF and the GEMF will serve to promote the commitment to inter-sectoral dialogue in the pursuit of sustainable development.  But to achieve meaningful impact, the principle of consultation has to be mainstreamed at all levels of the organization.  This means that consultation modalities have to be designed and implemented for GC subsidiary bodies such as the CPR, and for operational structures in the secretariat as well.





3.7.	Finance:


a)	The level of commitment to civil society engagement will be reflected in resource allocations.  Although it may not be possible to prescribe a base percentage of all programme budgets that should be directed to work with civil society, procedures for programme design and management need to reflect resource allocations. CSO engagement monitoring should include indicators of budget allocations by percentage.





b)	A trust fund is likely the only viable way of obtaining the level of resources that will be necessary to support a substantial engagement strategy, including implementation of institutional, capacity building and programmatic measures as described.  Such a trust fund should not be designed as a small grants fund to respond to a myriad of CSO projects, as it would be difficult to administer and there are alternative sources for such funding.  The trust fund, instead, should be designed for targeted use to support implementation of the larger CSO strategy.





c)	Clearly, new resources will be required for the NGO/CS Unit itself in order to build the internal capacity that will be required to support implementation of this strategy.


4.	Legislative and Financial Implications


4.1.	Legislative Implications


Rule 69 of the GC Rules of Procedure require revision as per recommendation under item � REF _Ref527531905 \r \h ��3.2�, above.


GC decision 19/32 will require amendment in order to establish the Global Environment NGO Forum (GENGOF).


GC Rules of Procedure may require revision to allow GENGOF to table draft decisions at the Governing Council.


Accreditation procedures will need to be reviewed to reflect the revised Rule 69.


4.2.	Financial Implications


Budget will need to be allocated through the NGOs/CS Unit to support meetings and other operations of the GENGOF.


Budget allocation required for Regional Offices support to CSO regional networks.


Minimal resources needed for capacity-building activities of NGOs/CS Unit.


External resources will need to be solicited for the CSO Trust Fund.


Increased core budget is required for the NGOs/CS Unit.


5.	Recommendations for Further Action


Most of the options proposed in this strategy will require some level of follow-up, either to determine the feasibility of the option, or to implement where feasibility is clear.  Below is a summary of the main recommendations for action emanating from the proposed options.


5.1.	Actions to be undertaken by the Governing Council





Establish a high-level forum of CSO representatives on the model of the Global Ministerial Environment Forum (GMEF)


Rule 69 of the GC Rules of Procedure require revision as per recommendation under item � REF _Ref527531905 \r \h ��3.2�, above.


GC decision 19/32 will require amendment in order to establish the Global Environment NGO Forum (GENGOF).


Re-visit the NGO policy statement to ensure it provides clear enough direction to the secretariat to guarantee that all programmes and projects must take into account opportunities for multi-stakeholder approaches.


A CSO Trust Fund to be established, and donor support solicited, to support the targeted implementation of this strategy.


5.2.	Actions to be undertaken by the Secretariat


Develop tools for monitoring and evaluation of civil society engagement in the work of UNEP.


Environment Directory to be developed and managed as UNEP’s authoritative database on NGOs, in close collaboration between DEWA, the NGOs/CS Unit, and the GC Secretariat (for accreditation purposes).


Further develop UNEP.Net as a mechanism to engage NGOs/CS in information exchange.


NGOs/CS Unit to develop a training programme for CSOs, as well as for UNEP staff in skills for working with major groups.


Regional Offices to develop strategies to foster regional CSO networking structures.


NGO/CSO office to coordinate with the different programmes to identify CSO focal points, and establish a working group to address common issues related to CSO engagement.


The CSO working group to develop a CSO communication strategy in consultation key external stakeholders.


Accreditation and organizational assessment procedures to be revised to reflect the amended Rule 69, and to support more effective engagement of CSOs in the work of UNEP.


6.	�
Appendix I


6.1.	Draft Revision of Rule 69 of the Rules of Procedure of the Governing Council





The Governing Council





Recalling resolution 2997(XXVII) of 15 December 1972 of the General Assembly, in particular its section IV, paragraph 5, as well as chapter 28 of Agenda 21;


Recalling the United Nations Millennium Declaration and General Assembly resolution 55/162 of 14 December 2000 concerning the follow-up to the outcome of the Millennium Summit;


Also recalling its decision 18/4 of 26 May 1995, which called for the development of a policy framework and appropriate mechanisms for working with  the civil society, private sector and other major groups and a subsequent policy of the United Nations Environment Programme concerning non-governmental organizations and other major groups, issued on 30 October 1996,


Stressing paragraph 14 of the Malmц Ministerial Declaration,


Taking note with appreciation of the work of the United Nations Environment Programme with respect to the civil society, private sector and other major groups,


Also taking note of the civil society statement presented during the twenty-first session of the Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum;


Aiming at further developing the relationship between the civil society, private sector and other major groups and the United Nations Environment Programme and its governing bodies, based on arrangements recommended in the Executive Director’s report on implementation of decision GC 21/19.





Therefore, recognizing that the rules of procedure of the Governing Council, in particular rule 69, which allows “international non-governmental organizations having an interest in the field of the environment to sit as observers at public meetings of the Governing Council and its subsidiary bodies”, is not in full coherence with best practice in inter-governmental relations with civil society;





Decides to amend Section 69 of Rules of Procedure in order to achieve changes in policy processes, as well as other institutional arrangements recommended in the Executive Director’s report on implementation of decision GC 21/19.  The amended Section 69 will include the following:





1.	Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) having an interest in the field of the environment, referred to in section IV, paragraph 5, of General Assembly resolution 2997 (XXVII), may designate representatives to sit as observers at public meetings of the Governing Council and its subsidiary organs, if any.  Such non-governmental organizations may include International NGOs, representatives of civil society networks (including national level designated reps), national/local NGO members of global multi-stakeholder networks dealing with environmental policy, national NGOs with documented contributions to global environmental policy processes, and NGOs accredited to the CSD or an international environmental convention.  The Governing Council shall from time to time adopt and revise when necessary a list of such organizations.





2.	Upon the invitation of the President or Chairman, as the case may be, and subject to the approval of the Governing Council or the subsidiary organ concerned, accredited NGOs may make oral statements on matters within the scope of their activities.  In order that any such statements may be given due consideration in the deliberations of the Governing Council or the subsidiary organ concerned, the President or Chairman will make every effort to schedule the presentation of such statements during the course of government statements, rather than at the end.





3.	Written statements provided by accredited non-governmental organizations referred to in paragraph 1 above, related to items on the agenda of the Governing Council or of its subsidiary organs, shall be circulated by the secretariat to members of the Governing Council or of the subsidiary organ concerned in the quantities and in the languages in which the statements were made available to the secretariat for distribution.





� Presented to the General Assembly by UNEP through decision GC 14/14.


� “UNEP Policy on NGOs and Other Major Groups”, UNEP/PS/1996/5, 30 October 1996.
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Operations


Representatives serve for three years


NGOs/CS Unit serves as secretariat


Annual Meetings held parallel to GMEF and/or GC


Joint Dialogue meeting with GMEF


Liaison with CPR








Convention NGO


Networks


12 reps


CBD


Basel


CITES


CMS


FCCC


CCD


PICS/POPS


Aarhus


Montreal Prot.





National


Coalitions


6 reps 





(1/region)


- nominated 


by ROs on rotational basis





CSD & GEF


NGOs





2 reps


- nominated


by their steering cttes.





Regional NGOs &


Networks





15 Reps


- nominated by each region





International NGOs/ Global Networks





8 Reps


- nominated by NGOs/CS Unit on rotational basis





Major Constituencies


8 reps


Youth


Women


Business


Labour


Education


Farmers


Indigenous


Religions





GENGOF 


GENGOF CITES/CMS


Biodiversity


Chemicals/POPS





Sub-committees


Governance


Capacity-building


Special Issues





Mandate


Discuss thematic issues related to GMEF/GC


Review UNEP strategy for CSO engagement


Present draft decisions to GC


Provide advice to UNEP Secretariat








Executive


Director


Nominees


7 reps





Global Environment NGO Forum (GENGOF)


58 members











