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Background

The Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy convened the fourth Global Environmental Governance Dialogue meeting in Bellagio, Italy on September 18-21, 2000.  The Bellagio conference is part of the ongoing research effort to rethink the role, structure, functioning, financing, and activities of the global environmental governance regime.  The underlying theory centers on the notion that a global environmental organization would help to address the problems of failed collective action, fragmentation, deficient authority and insufficient legitimacy that riddle the current institutional architecture.

The first Dialogue took place in June 1998, followed by a meeting in November 1998 and November 1999.  The outputs from these meetings are available at http://www.gegdialogue.org

Objectives

The goal of the Bellagio Dialogue was to develop an action plan for revitalizing global environmental governance building on the previous analyses and drawing on new expertise.  The discussions centered around three core themes:

1. Blueprint for revitalized global environmental governance

2. Action plan for lobbying in the course of the preparations for Rio+10

3. Innovative approaches to environmental governance in the 21st century

This document reflects most of the issues discussed at Bellagio but does not seek to present a consensus view of all participants.  All participants in the Dialogue acted in their individual capacities, not representing their respective organizations. 

Outputs

The fourth dialogue brought together a vibrant and diverse group of individuals (22 participants from international organizations, government, non-governmental organizations, academia, and business).  The outputs of the discussions include:

1. Policy Statement on the need for a global environmental organization to be distributed to policy makers worldwide (while informed by the discussions at Bellagio, the Policy Statement does not reflect a consensus view among the participants)

2. Establishment of a public policy network of professionals working on mobilizing state and international policy for revitalizing global environmental governance

3. Commitment to broaden the dialogue through spin-off dialogues at the participants’ respective institutions and other regional workshops

4. Commissioning of further analytical work on models and best practices for global governance

5. Launch a website to promote and encourage a global environmental governance dialogue and to serve as a communication device for the public policy network as well as a depository of accumulated knowledge and experience: http://www.gegdialogue.org

Main Discussion Points

The first day of the meeting focused the discussion on current institutional arrangements at the global level, the essential functions of the global environmental governance system, and the windows of opportunity for change.

Institutional Structures/Models

· WTO

· Characterized by a strong centralized structure which allows for coherence of policy

· The well-developed dispute resolution mechanism has been a success 

· Has provided a forum for norm development, with soft guidelines hardening over time

· Possesses a single vision and a set of core principles but currently faces a serious legitimacy challenge

· Greening of the WTO will not be a sufficient response to environmental problems; there is a need to build a counterpart environmental regime as part of a global governance structure (Seattle made clear that the organization suffers considerable weaknesses, lack of transparency, participation, integration etc.)

· WHO

· Health and Wealth debate similar to Environment and Development discussions

· Unsuccessful as a coordination and integration mechanism due largely to the organizational structure and mandate (Regionalization – each region elects a head, leading to power games)

· Need to clarify the organization’s role and operation technically and politically (former politicians as heads but health ministries are weak national ministries)

· Overly high expectations (constitution outlines 22 functions), set up as a normative, knowledge organization but required to possess high operational capacity in developing countries

· OECD

· Policy making institution emphasizing common approaches and consensus building

· Focus on (1) enhancement of effectiveness of policy instruments in member countries, (2) assistance to non-member countries in capacity development, (3) accountability through a systematic collection of data

· Is the OECD an appropriate forum or model for pre-negotiations on sensitive global issues?

· World Bank 
· Evolving mission – from promoting economic growth to poverty reduction through sustainable development

· Need to balance environmental, social, and economic dynamics

· Shifting environmental policies – from “do no harm” to “do more good”

· Draft of an environmental strategy –  integration of environmental concerns into poverty alleviation and economic development strategies / recognizing the close links between environment interventions and poverty reduction outcomes (improving people’s health, enhance the livelihoods of the poor, reduce people’s vulnerability to environmental risks)

· CEC (NAFTA)

· Concrete results achieved

· Promotes a sense of obligation to enforce domestic laws (citizen complaint/shaming)

· Developed a methodology for assessment of trade and environment issues; looking at win-win opportunities

· Relies on and encourages public participation

· Other models to examine and draw lessons from

-
UNAIDS

- 
Law of the Sea

-
Land Mine Ban

-
IUCN

Functions of the Global Environmental Governance System

Key Questions

· Who needs to do things differently?

· What do they need to do?

· What will encourage them?

Chatham House Project  http://www.riia.org/research/eep/eep.html
Features of an ideal global environmental governance structure:

(1) Transformation of leadership for change

(2) Clear and early identification of problems, including prioritization

(3) Identification and assessment of response options and management objectives, including BCA

(4) Effective implementation

(5) Coordination of activities

(6) Effectiveness

(7) Integration of environmental conservation in other policies

(8) Mobilization of the private sector

(9) Transformation of traditional industrial model

(10) International equity/solidarity

(11) Legitimacy

(12) Institutional adaptability – innovation and learning

World Environmental Organization (WEO) Models

(1) Cooperation Model

· UNEP ungraded; other organizations and programs unaffected

· Improve environmental cooperation

· Better norm-setting (e.g., ILO, WHO)

· Better scientific information – more resources are needed

· Efficiency gains – “global environmental capital”

(2) Streamlined/rationalization Model

· Abolishment of existing organizations and programs

· Integration of environmental treaties into one body

· Common dispute settlement and reporting mechanisms

· Hierarchical coordination mechanism

(3) Hierarchization Model

· Discipline, sanctioning power – solve the free-rider problem

· Issues for Debate:

· WEO – operational activities

What environmental problems would the WEO address – transboundary, global issues only?

Environment/development nexus

· Membership – Would ratification of treaties be a requirement for members?

· Funding – assessed contributions, innovative mechanisms

· Organization structure – by issue or by sector?

· Hard law versus soft law/codes of conduct 

· Candidates for abolishment

· Time scale

· All 3 models are top-down approaches – need to balance top-down with bottom-up approaches; balance strong carrot with soft stick

· Effectiveness and feasibility of approaches

Windows of Opportunities for Change

Rio+10 Process

· Emphasis should be on new, fresh start, with a new name

· Potential themes: institutional architecture, energy, land and water, deforestation, ecosystem management, impact of globalization on sustainability

· Concern - underlying undermine of Rio+5

-
Lack of timetables, vision, and modalilties for review

-
Gap between political will and ecological decline

-
North-South divide; Southern priorities not sufficiently addressed

-
Divide between Europe and the U.S.

-
Need for more regional consultation

· Ensure that our proposals (with regard to structure, functions, etc.) feed into the process

· The private sector – need to engage 

· Issue – private funds with no accountability/transparency (WHO experience)

· Link with other issues – e.g., sustainable development, climate change

· Differing opinions on the virtues/practicality of linking with poverty

· 3rd wave of sustainable development

The main points from the discussions of the first day include:

· The current system is performing badly and needs to be revitalized and reformed
· There is an urgent need for the creation of a structure for joint development and implementation of international environmental policy

· A set of international implementation mechanisms is necessary

· Broad-based participation is crucial

· Need for innovative mechanisms – public policy networks

The second day focused the dialogue on the three core themes – (1) blueprint for revitalized global environmental governance; (2) action plan for lobbying in the course of the preparations for Rio+10, (3) innovative approaches to environmental governance in the 21st century.

Major functions of a revitalized environmental governance system

Five essential functions of effective organizations

(1) Strong scientific basis

(2) Strong normative approaches

(3) Strong compliance and dispute resolution mechanisms

(4) Mechanisms for financial transfers

(5) Mechanisms for participation by NGOs and private sector

Gaps in the current system

· Problem identification and assessment

· Multiplicity of secretariats and environmental agreements – duplication, misallocation

· Advantages of redundancy – e.g., reduced risk of blocked funding 

Action plan for lobbying

The 2002 conference will provide a forum for discussion on environment and development issues, a lever for closing off other environmental processes such as convention negotiations and a platform for revitalized governance.  It is thus critical to feed into this process as well as into other international initiatives with governance implications.

Potential venues for influence

· Preparatory process for Rio +10

-
Regional conferences

· UN Conference on Finance and Development, June 2001

· Broader UN reform effort

· Conference of the Parties for the conventions, e.g. Climate Change COP, Biodiversity COP, etc.

· UNEP Governing Council meetings

· GEF Council meetings

· Global health meetings

· G-7, G-20, G-77 meetings

· World Economic Forum

Innovative governance mechanisms

Broadening Participation/Public Policy Networks

· In the 21st century, a worldwide consensus on the value of democracy is emerging.  In the environmental field, no group should be left out of the policy process.

· The time is right for public policy networks – “relatively stable sets of private and public organizations that negotiate in a horizontal, coordinating manner.”  Ideally, they bring together the public sector (states and international public organizations), civil society (NGOs, community groups, and others), and the private sector (corporations, other businesses, and their associations).  Actors converge around various policy problems and interact through the sharing of information, expertise, and political support.  

· Issues/Concerns

· How to engage others

· National governments’ objections to NGO participation

· Developing countries are especially sensitive/fearful of open participation – human rights issues and security concerns

· Lack of capacity for NGO participation in/from developing countries

· Perception that NGOs are driven by the North

· Need to address the fears, rather than exclude the interests

Environmental Sustainability Indicators

· Dissemination of information on national accounting practices, ecological footprints at the national and firm level is critical for better governance

· “Expense to the Earth Reporting”

· Assist developing countries in data collection and analysis and use of indicators about the magnitude of ubiquitous environmental threats

Rule Making

· Combine Internet and traditional practices for initiating and maintaining a public debate on environmental topics

· Promote public-private partnerships

· Treat stakeholders as equals

· Promote ecological accounting rules for companies

Values

· All environmental discussions rest on values, forming the underlying principles of institutions

· A new global governance structure needs to commit itself to a democratic discussion of values and principles from the outset

· The absence of environmental values in the trade system has caused its failure to address these concerns

· The Rio Declaration is a basis for a values discussion

The third day focused on elaborating an Action Plan for moving the Global Environmental Governance Dialogue Forward.  The following major activities were outlined:

1. Model a global public policy network

· Theoretical analysis and practical implementation

· GEF as a model for an emerging network

· World Commission on Dams

2. Develop options along a continuum of change

· A vision – a feasible starting point 

· Options for the CSD in a new regime

· Options for the conventions

· Finance options

· Review of other constituencies (non-governmental, business)

3. Analyze models for institutional change

· Thematic survey of best practices

· Model institutional constitutions
· Lessons from other Models

· GEF

· FAO

· IPPC

· UN AIDS

· Land Mine

· IUCN

· ILO
4. Build and expand the global environmental governance dialogue

· Initiate spin-off dialogues

· Include new partners

· Deepen partnership with LEAD

· Promote greater developing countries engagement

5. Launch a global environmental governance dialogue website

· http://www.gegdialogue.org will be available in January 2001

6. Begin a fundraising effort for the continuation and expansion of the dialogue

We are grateful to all participants for their valuable inputs and ideas and to the Rockefeller Foundation, the MacArthur Foundation, and the Rockefeller Brothers’ Fund for providing financial support for the current and previous global environmental governance dialogues.
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