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1. The first meeting of the Task Force on Access to Justice established by the Meeting of 
the Parties (decision I/5) was held in Brussels on 10-11 March 2003 at the invitation of the 
Belgian Government. 
 
2. The meeting was attended by delegations from the governments of Armenia, Austria, 
Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, 
Georgia, Germany, Italy, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Monaco, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Republic 
of Moldova, Romania, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia and United Kingdom.  
 
3. The Commission of the European Communities was represented. 
 
4. The United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR) was also represented. 
 
5. The following regional and international non-governmental organizations were 
represented: Earth Justice; European ECO Forum; GLOBE Europe; Environmental Law 
Association of Central and Eastern European and the Newly Independent States (GUTA 
Association), European Environmental Law Association, the Regional Environmental Center for 
Central and Eastern Europe (REC) and the Russian Regional Environmental Centre. 
 
6. The following national non-governmental organizations were represented: Albanian 
Lawyers for Environmental Protection, ECO Globe (Armenia), Inter-Environnement Bruxelles 
(Belgium), Inter-Environnement Wallonie (Belgium), Young Researchers of Banja Luka (Bosnia 
and Herzegovina), Center for Environmental Law (Bulgaria), Association Equilibrium (Croatia),  
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Environmental Law Service (Czech Republic), Environmental Law Club (Georgia), Legal 
Society Association (Georgia), CENTRAS (Romania), Ecological Society “GRADAC” (Serbia 
and Montenegro), Nature Protection Team (Tajikistan) and Journalists’ Legal Environmental 
Centre (ERINA) (the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia). 
 
7. The working languages of the meeting were English and Russian. 
 
8. The Belgian Minister of Consumer Protection, Public Health and Environment, Mr. Jef 
Tavernier, opened the meeting and welcomed the participants to Brussels. He stated that the 
principles of the Convention – access to information, public participation and access to justice – 
were important because they promoted public awareness of environmental issues and public 
awareness led to a more participatory and thus a healthier democracy. He emphasized that access 
to justice was needed to ensure that environmental questions would not be marginalized but 
given appropriate recognition – also in the courtrooms. In this context, the Minister said that 
allowing for wide access to justice for NGOs in environmental matters would be a way of giving 
greater prominence to the environment in a modern democracy. Belgium had ratified the 
Convention in January 2003 but the right to a healthy environment was already laid down in its 
Constitution; thus this was a legitimate interest as well as a legitimate right in Belgium. 
Providing no access to justice in environmental matters could therefore be interpreted as a 
deliberate attempt to marginalize this right. 
 
 

I. ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
 
9. The Meeting of the Parties having accepted the offer of Belgium to lead the work of the 
Task Force, the Task Force elected Mr. Marc Pallemaerts as its Chairman. Having taken the 
chair, Mr. Pallemaerts recalled that the Task Force would be addressing issues related to the 
implementation of article 9 as set out in mandate of the Task Force in decision I/5, adopted at the 
first meeting of the Parties. 
 
 

II. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 
 
10. Having regard to its mandate, the Task Force adopted the following agenda for its work:  

1. Election of officers 
2. Adoption of the agenda 
3. Implementation of article 9, paragraph 3, of the Convention 
4. Implementation of article 9, paragraphs 4 and 5, of the Convention 
5. Non-legal obstacles to the effectiveness of access to justice  
6. Organization of future work  
7. Any other business  
8. Consideration and adoption of conclusions 

 
11. The Chairman drew the Meeting’s attention to an informal discussion paper raising a 
number of specific questions related to the implementation of article 9, paragraphs 3, 4 and 5, 
that had been prepared by the lead country and made available in English and Russian to the 
participants in advance of the meeting.  
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III. IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE 9, PARAGRAPH 3  
 
Criteria for standing 
12. In the informal discussion paper, several questions relating to the issue of criteria for 
standing had been raised, such as which criteria would be allowed under paragraph 3; whether 
these could also relate to the scope and the content of the obligation to provide access to justice; 
and in what form criteria could be laid down.  
 
13. It was noted that criteria could take the form of legislative provisions or could be 
developed through case law. It was furthermore recognized that where criteria were in place, 
these would regulate the means of implementing the obligation rather than its scope and content. 
 
14. An additional question was what the situation would be with respect to standing in a 
country where no criteria had been laid down. The prevailing understanding of paragraph 3 was 
that in such a situation there would be ‘free’ standing. Some participants mentioned that to 
introduce criteria on the basis of article 9, paragraph 3, where none existed before, would be 
considered to contravene article 3, paragraph 6, of the Convention, which stipulates that the 
Convention should not require any derogation from existing rights to inter alia access to justice 
in environmental matters.  
 
15. Several delegations considered that it would be desirable to develop some guidance or 
some basic principles for establishing national criteria for standing, if not establishing the criteria 
themselves. Others were of the opinion that any attempt to establish criteria would limit the 
provision and thus the extent to which members of the public would have standing under 
paragraph 3. Some delegations expressed some doubts as to the usefulness of such guidance or 
common principles given the differences in the legal systems throughout the UNECE region, 
which had been demonstrated both at the workshop in Tallinn (September 2001) and in the 
Handbook on Access to Justice (see para 49). 
 
16. Some participants emphasized that if a Party chose to apply criteria for standing in its 
implementation and application of paragraph 3, it would be important to ensure that the criteria 
would be applicable for all categories of members of the public, including natural persons and 
NGOs. Furthermore, several delegations were of the opinion that natural persons and 
organizations should be granted standing in cases related to the environment without having to 
prove an interest. In this context, some participants drew the attention to the definition of ‘public 
concerned’ in article 2, paragraph 5, that could be taken into account in the consideration of 
criteria for standing. Reference was also made to the UNECE Sofia Guidelines on Public 
Participation in Environmental Decision-making (1995), paragraph 26, which stated that “[i]t is 
desirable that standing should be given a wide interpretation in proceedings involving 
environmental issues.” Some participants expressed the opinion that any criteria for standing 
should allow for wide access and should not be such as to effectively prevent any access under 
paragraph 3. The difficulty in creating special standing provisions just for environmental cases 
was considered and it was suggested that an equally strong case might be made with respect to 
other ‘public interest’ fields, such as health etc. 
 
17. Some delegations explained how the issue of criteria for standing had been handled in 
their law and practice. In one country, standing was granted on an ad hoc basis by the courts 
themselves with the result that in practice NGOs and members of the public had access to the  
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courts. In another country, standing generally required legal interest or impairment of rights. In a 
third country there had been no criteria for standing for two years, but this had not seemed to 
overburden the court system. 
 
18. The Task Force’s consideration of criteria for standing related to the implementation of 
article 9, paragraph 3, resulted in the following points for further consideration by the Task 
Force: 

(a) There was no obligation on Parties to establish criteria for standing; 
(b) If no criteria were laid down in national law, it was assumed that standing was 

open to all members of the public; 
(c) If a Party chose to apply criteria, these should be laid down in national law; 
(d) The Task Force should consider drawing up proposals for recommendations on 

good practices for the application of criteria by Parties that opt to have criteria; 
(e) Some members of the Task Force suggested that any criteria should:  

(i) Be consistent with the objective of the Convention to provide wide access 
to justice for the purpose of enforcing national law relating to the 
environment and not be such as to impair the right of access to justice 
itself; and 

(ii) Allow for access to justice for persons other than natural persons whose 
rights have been impaired, including non-governmental organizations 
promoting environmental protection and meeting appropriate requirements 
under national law. 

 
Administrative and judicial procedures 
19. In article 9, paragraph 3, the term administrative or judicial procedures was used. The 
discussion paper raised some questions related to the use of these types of procedures and the 
requirement in paragraph 4 for these procedures to be fair and equitable.  
 
20. The Task Force shared experience with and views on the use of administrative and 
judicial procedures. In the discussions, several participants considered that the two types of 
procedures could be complementary, either one after the other, e.g. the decisions of the 
administrative review body could be brought before a court of law, or according to the 
characteristics of the specific case, to one or to the other. In this context, attention was drawn to 
various types of hybrids between administrative and judicial procedures that had been 
established in different countries, e.g. non-judicial administrative review bodies with some 
characteristics of judicial bodies and specialized environmental tribunals, as well as alternative 
dispute resolution, such as mediation and arbitration.  
 
21. In considering the advantages and disadvantages of providing access to justice by means 
of administrative procedures or judicial procedures, the Task Force paid attention to the 
following elements: availability of environmental expertise in the review body, complexity of the 
matter, timeliness of the decision, effectiveness and costs in the two types of procedures and the 
authority and powers of administrative review bodies. The issues of independence and 
impartiality of the review body and the notions of fairness and equitability were also discussed. 
It was noted that administrative procedures were often quicker and cheaper but in some cases 
were not perceived as being as independent as judicial proceedings and in some cases could not 
deliver binding decisions.  
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22. Some participants considered that it would not be realistic to establish national 
environmental courts given the number of environmental court cases and in particular because it 
could prove difficult to finance such institutions. A better solution, it was argued, would be to 
ensure the environmental expertise or perhaps even specialized judges in traditional general 
courts. However, some countries had already established environmental tribunals. 
 
23. With respect to the question of independence and impartiality in administrative review 
procedures, some partic ipants emphasized the relevance of the jurisprudence of the European 
Court of Human Rights related to the interpretation of article 6, paragraph 1, of the European 
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, even if not dealing 
directly with cases relating to the environment. In one country the interpretation of the notion 
‘fair and equitable’ in the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights was also used in 
the implementation and application of the Aarhus Convention. 
 
24. The Task Force’s consideration of issues related to administrative and judicial procedures 
resulted in the following points for further reflection by the Task Force: 

(a) Parties might choose to apply administrative or judicial procedures or both; 
(b) Whatever procedures were applied, these should be fair and equitable and provide 

adequate and effective remedies in accordance with article 9, paragraph 4; 
(c) When administrative procedures were applied, the administrative review body 

should be independent of the public authority whose act or omission was challenged or its 
decision should itself be subject to review by a judicial body; 

(d) The Task Force should consider the elaboration of proposals for 
recommendations on good practices on how these requirements can be met taking into account 
where relevant the case law of the European Court of Human Rights on the application of article 
6, paragraph 1, of the European Convention on Human Rights. 
 
Actionable acts and omissions 
25. Article 9, paragraph 3, refers to ‘acts and omissions by private persons and public 
authorities’. The discussion paper had raised the question whether it would be possible or 
desirable to draw up an indicative and non-exhaustive list of such acts and omissions. The Task 
Force briefly discussed the issue and agreed that ‘acts and omissions’ was already further defined 
by the last words of paragraph 3 and concluded that no additional work would be required to 
further define the actionable acts and omissions.  
 
Provisions of national law relating to the environment  
26. Article 9, paragraph 3, contains the phrase ‘provisions of national law relating to the 
environment’ and the discussion paper had raised questions as to which fields of national law 
could be considered to be covered by this expression and whether the definition of 
environmental information in article 2, paragraph 3, would provide any useful guidance. 
 
27. The Task Force exchanged views on the necessity and desirability of further 
exemplifying or defining the phrase used in the Convention or elaborating some guidance for the 
interpretation of the specific phrase. Some participants noted that already the notion ‘relating to 
the environment’ was very broad and could include various types of legislation. Others were of 
the opinion that the notion needed to be further defined and that some criteria to be used in this 
definition could be inter alia the objective of the legislation (i.e. aimed at environmental 
protection or regulating the use of natural resources). Finally, some participants thought that  
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guidance could be useful, in particular to make it clear that the phrase should not be understood 
to be limited to ‘environmental legislation’. Some participants thought that article 2, paragraph 3, 
could provide some grounds for this interpretation whereas others felt that this would be too 
broad. 
 
28. The Task Force’s considerations resulted in the following points for further reflection by 
the Task Force: 

(a) The notion of national law relating to the environment is broader than national 
legislative provisions specifically aimed at the protection of the environment. 

(b) It includes any provisions of national law whether statutory or regulatory whose 
enforcement has an effect on the state of the elements of the environment or on factors and 
activities or measures affecting or likely to affect these elements. 
 
 

IV. IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE 9, PARAGRAPHS 4 AND 5 
 

29. Article 9, paragraph 4, sets out some general requirements with respect to the 
administrative and judicial procedures in place to fulfil the obligations under paragraphs 1-3 and 
paragraph 5 concerns the public availability of information as well as assistance mechanisms to 
remove or reduce barriers to access to justice. 
 
Remedies and timeliness 
30. On the basis of the discussion paper, the Task Force discussed whether it would be 
possible and desirable to draw up guidelines or recommendations concerning injunctive relief. 
The discussion paper had also raised the issue of identification of other ‘effective remedies’. It 
was mentioned that injunctive relief or legal prohibition could be an effective means to stop 
environmental damage that could otherwise sometimes be irreversible and that experience with 
its use should be further explored and shared. In particular the balancing of interests seemed to 
be causing problems in the use of this type of remedy. Courts tended to be more familiar with 
assessing the potential costs to a constructor or entrepreneur of temporarily or permanently 
stopping a specific activity than the risks for the environment if the activity continued and as a 
result the bonds for an injunctive relief would therefore often be set at a prohibitively high level. 
Delegations mentioned that it would also be useful to share experience with respect to other 
remedies and their effectiveness.  
 
31. The notion of ‘timely’ procedures was also discussed. One participant referred to a 
decision on access to specific information which came seven years after the request had been 
made. It was mentioned that considering that no answer to a request for information is 
tantamount to a refusal could speed up the review procedures. Some delegations thought that it 
should be considered to develop some guidance or a set of recommendations on the issue. Such 
guidance could take account of the extensive jurisprudence of the European Court on Human 
Rights on the notion of ‘reasonable time’. One delegation mentioned that a system of ‘time 
management’ of court cases had successfully been introduced in the national courts to reduce the 
time of a court decision. 
 
32. Some delegations thought that it would be impossible to establish concrete time frames, 
as each case would be different and require a different amount of time to be reviewed and 
decided upon, and preferred to use the notion of ‘reasonable time’. It was noted that the case law  
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under the European Court of Human Rights provided some guidance as to what constituted a 
‘reasonable’ time. 
 
33. It was suggested, in particular by delegations from countries where no specialized bodies 
were in place, that the possibility of establishing an international environmental tribunal should 
be further explored. However, it was pointed out that the mandate of the Task Force only 
concerned the national implementation of the access to justice provisions of the Convention. 
 
34. The Task Force’s consideration of issues related to the implementation of article 9, 
paragraphs 4 and 5, of the Convention resulted in the following preliminary conclusions and 
suggestions for further work, without prejudice to the Parties’ positions on the interpretation of 
the provisions of the Convention: 
 

(a) The Task Force should continue the examination of good practices with a view to 
identifying remedies which can be considered adequate and effective in the specific context of 
the environment and consider the formulation of proposals for recommendations on such good 
practices. 

(b) In view of the often irreversible nature of the consequences of violations of 
provisions of national law relating to the environment, special attention should be paid to the use 
of injunctive relief which will often be appropriate in this context, including financial 
impediments to such relief. 

(c) The timeliness of the procedures should be considered bearing in mind the general 
obligation to reach a decision within a reasonable time taking into account the circumstances of 
the case and to ensure that any remedies resulting from the decision will be effective to prevent, 
where possible, or otherwise restore the consequences of the violation. 
 
Public accessibility of decisions of courts and other review bodies   
35. It was clear that the availability of case law from both courts and administrative review 
bodies would be of assistance to persons seeking access to justice and to legal professionals 
providing advice to such persons even if the status and the relevance of the case law varied from 
one country to another. Furthermore, making case law available would also be educative for the 
public and raise awareness of the issues. Many participants considered that the most appropriate 
way to make case law available would be to ensure systematic publication of relevant decisions 
electronically, preferably making them accessible through the Internet. 
 
36. The Task Force agreed that in applying article 5, paragraph 3 (d), and having regard to 
article 5, paragraph 7 (b), Parties should give special consideration to the fact that public 
accessibility of decisions of courts and other review bodies in cases within the scope of article 9 
would facilitate the application of their national law implementing the Convention and more 
generally their national law relating to the environment and consequently make every effort to 
ensure such accessibility by electronic or other means.  
 
 

V. NON-LEGAL OBSTACLES TO ACCESS TO JUSTICE AND WAYS TO 
OVERCOME THESE 

 
37. The discussion on non-legal obstacles to access to justice and possible solutions to these 
focused on practical issues related to the implementation of article 9 of the Convention in  
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accordance with paragraph 3 (c) of the mandate of the Task Force, such as access to information 
about review procedures, training of legal professionals and various schemes for legal aid, 
including schemes to overcome financial obstacles to access to justice.  
 
38. Delegations shared experience on activities to improve the knowledge and capacities of 
judges and other legal professionals in the field of environmental law. Some examples of 
activities included cooperation between a ministry of justice and the law faculty of a university 
to organize regular training seminars on environmental law for interested legal professionals; 
public dissemination of successful cases as an encouragement to use the existing mechanisms as 
a means to enforce public rights; identification of capacity building needs for the implementation 
of all three pillars of the Convention; sharing of information between various types of review 
bodies inter alia through national networks of judges and through publication of guidance for 
sentencers in the form of case studies illustrating inter alia the application of the polluter pays 
principle. Also an already existing network of researchers to collect and make available 
information on research on environmental law, science and policy was briefly introduced.  
 
39. A centre for advocacy services in Bulgaria had recently been established as part of a 
Regional Environmental Reconstruction Programme (REReP) project under the EU stability 
Pact. The advocacy centre was focusing on three types of activities: training, advocacy and free 
expert assistance e.g. to the Ministry of the Environment.  
 
40. A number of delegations, in particular from countries in transition, expressed an urgent 
need to improve legal professionals’ knowledge and awareness of environmental law issues, e.g. 
through training, collection and dissemination of experience and through easier access to written 
material on environmental law.  
 
41. The Task Force discussed possible solutions to overcome financial barriers to access to 
justice. With respect to court fees, it was suggested that a fixed court fee instead of a percentage 
of the case could be a solution in some cases where even a small percentage of the value of the 
claim could be a huge amount. However, the system would be difficult to change only for one 
category of cases (i.e. environmental cases) as it usually applied to the entire system. 
Furthermore, it could be difficult to argue that a specific ‘rate’ should apply only to 
environmental cases because it could be argued that issues such as human rights, minority 
groups, refugees and human health would also deserve such a special treatment with respect to 
court fees.  
 
42. With respect to fees of legal experts or lawyers representing the environmental interests 
in the court, reference was made to the experience of pro bono lawyers and the good cooperation 
between academia, lawyers and judges in some cases. It was suggested that academia could 
provide assistance to environmental NGOs in gaining access to the courts. Another solution 
could be to bring forward a few ‘pilot cases’ into which all available expertise could be pooled 
and which could get some public attention and thereby raise public awareness of judicial 
procedures and results of these. Several examples of legal aid schemes were mentioned, 
however, it was sometimes a problem that the lawyer assigned to the case and paid by public 
funds would not have sufficient expertise in the field of environmental law. 
 
43. Finally, another way to avoid the high costs of court proceedings would be to promote 
the use of more ‘low-key’ administrative procedures which were often inexpensive and where  
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lawyer would not necessarily be needed. 
 
44. The Task Force reached the following preliminary conclusions and suggestions for 
further work without prejudice to the Parties’ positions on the interpretation of the provisions of 
the Convention: 
 

(a) With respect to the need for training activities on environmental law and access to 
justice for the judiciary and other legal professionals, the Task Force noted that there was a 
significant need for such activities, especially in countries in transition. It proposed that the 
Chairman in cooperation with the secretariat and other interested members of the Task Force 
examine ways to identify specific needs and possible activities that could be undertaken in 
cooperation with academia and specialized environmental law organizations in order to meet 
those needs. In this context, participants in the Task Force were requested to report to the 
secretariat needs and offers of available expertise and materials, such as the Costing the Earth 
publication made available by the United Kingdom, that could be taken into account in this 
process. 
 

(b) With respect to the implementation of the requirements in article 9, paragraph 5, 
to remove or reduce financial and other barriers to access to justice, the Task Force 
recommended that studies and further research be carried out on mechanisms for limiting and 
reducing costs of review procedures and financing access to justice, taking into account the 
polluter pays principle, as well as the potential use of alternative modes of dispute resolution 
which could lower the access to justice threshold. 
 
 

VI. OTHER RELEVANT DEVELOPMENTS 
 

Johannesburg Principles 
45. Mr. Luc Lavrysen, Judge at the Belgian Constitutional Court, spoke about the 
Johannesburg Principles on the Role of Law and Sustainable Development, adopted at the 
Global Judges Symposium held in South Africa prior to the World Summit on Sustainable 
Development (August 2002). The symposium had been organized by the South African 
Constitutional Court in cooperation with UNEP and had been attended by some 70 judges from 
all over the world, including some 30 Chief Justices, and was believed to be the largest gathering 
ever of senior judges to discuss environmental and development issues. The Johannesburg 
Principles were presented by Mr. Lavrysen and were also made available to the participants. 
They can be found in all six official UN languages on the UNEP web site: 
http://www.unep.org/dpdl/symposium/Principles.htm.  
 
46. With respect to the follow-up to the symposium, a meeting had been convened by UNEP 
in January 2003 to consider the development of a plan of work relating to capacity building of 
judges, prosecutors and other legal stakeholders. The Meeting had established an Ad Hoc 
Advisory Group of Judges representing various geographical regions and legal systems to advise 
UNEP in the development and implementation of the programme of work especially with respect 
to training and capacity building activities. In response to the report made by the Chair of this Ad 
Hoc Advisory Group to the UNEP Governing Council (February 2003), the Governing Council 
had inter alia called upon the Executive Director of UNEP to support the improvement of the 
capacities of judges, prosecutors, legislators and other relevant stakeholders to carry out their  



MP.PP/WG.1/2003/3 
Page 10 
 
 
functions with respect to promoting, implementing, developing and enforcing environmental law 
at national and local levels. This would be undertaken with a view to mobilising the full potential 
of the judiciaries around the world for the implementation and enforcement of environmental law 
and promoting access to justice for the settlement of environmental disputes, public participation 
in environmental decision-making, the protection and advancement of environmental rights and 
public access to relevant information. The Governing Council had encouraged the Executive 
Director to work in partnership with relevant organizations in the design and implementation of 
these capacity-building activities. 
 
47. On the European level, it had been suggested to create a European network within the 
judiciary for the implementation of the Johannesburg Principles on both European and national 
levels. The Council of Europe and the European Commission were being invited to support this 
initiative. A conference on the role of the Judiciary in the implementation and enforcement of 
environmental law planned to take place in Rome on 9-10 May 2003 would provide an 
opportunity for this matter to be discussed further. 
 
48. The Task Force took note of the Johannesburg Principles adopted by the UNEP Global 
Judges Symposium and the planned follow-up activities, in particular the training and capacity 
building activities planned for judges and other legal stakeholders such as prosecutors, 
enforcement officers, lawyers, public interest litigation groups and other relevant groups engaged 
in the process of enforcement of environmental law. The Task Force recommended that the 
Aarhus Convention and its implementation should receive full attention in the context of such 
programmes in the UNECE region and recommended that the secretariat explore possibilities for 
cooperation with UNEP to this effect. 
 
Handbook 
49. Mr. Stephen Stec, REC, presented the Handbook on Access to Justice under the Aarhus 
Convention which was the main output of the work of the first task force on access to justice, led 
by Estonia. He gave a brief overview of the content of the handbook and emphasized that the 
approach of the handbook was the dissemination of good practices, in particular through the 43 
case studies involving issues covered by the Convention, and not to promote one or more 
specific interpretations of article 9 of the Convention. The Handbook would be printed in 500 
copies in Russian and English, sent to all national focal points as well as to all participants 
present at this meeting of the Task Force and made available on-line and on CD-ROM.  
 
50. Most delegations expressed the view that the handbook was a good tool for sharing 
information and in particular in countries in transition, written material of this kind seemed to be 
urgently needed. Some emphasized that it would be useful to translate the handbook into the 
national languages. 
 
51. The Task Force welcomed the publication of the Handbook on Access to Justice and 
recommended that it be widely distributed and used as a practical tool for the implementation of 
the access to justice pillar of the Convention. It recalled the decision of the Meeting of the 
Parties that the handbook should be made available on the Convention web site and updated as 
necessary and noted in addition that the handbook contained a useful list of available guides on 
access to justice in various languages and recommended that links to these also be established 
through the Convention web site. 
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VII. ORGANIZATION OF FURTHER WORK 
 
52. The Task Force agreed that the second meeting of the Task Force should be scheduled for 
November 2003 in Geneva. The Chairman recalled that there was a standing appeal to all 
countries to contribute financially to the work of the Task Force through the budget of the work 
programme adopted by the first meeting of the Parties. 
 
53. With respect to specific tasks to be performed in advance of the next meeting or in 
preparation of it, the Chairman offered to develop some suggestions prior to the meeting in 
consultation with the secretariat and to communicate these suggestions to all members of the 
Task Force and national focal points for the Convention.  
 
 

VIII. ADOPTION OF CONCLUSIONS AND CLOSURE OF MEETING 
 
54. The Chairman presented a set of conclusions of the meeting which were reviewed and 
revised by the Task Force and subsequently adopted. The conclusions are incorporated in this 
report.  
 
55. As there were no points raised under any other business, the Chairman proceeded to the 
closure of the meeting. He thanked all participants for their contributions to the discussions at the 
meeting which had been a good start of the work of the Task Force. He expressed the hope that 
the high level of interest would continue.  
 


