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Part One 
 

ANALYSIS 
 

I. FROM DOBRIS TO KIEV: MAJOR ACHIEVEMENTS 
 
1. The EfE process was launched in 1991 at Dobris Castle near Prague at the initiative of 
Mr. Josef Vavrousek, Environment Minister of the then Czechoslovakia, who saw the 
importance of the environment as a theme for building cooperation across the entire pan-
European region. The Dobris meeting marked a new departure for the region: helping the 
countries in transition from a centrally planned to a market economy to attain the level of 
environmental protection established in western democracies, and, at the same time, working 
to raise these standards throughout the region.  
 
2. During the subsequent conferences in Lucerne, Switzerland in 1993; Sofia, Bulgaria, in 
1995; Aarhus, Denmark, in 1998; and the preparations for the fifth in Kiev, Ukraine in May 
2003, the process has involved all countries of Europe, North America, Caucasian and 
Central Asian States, as well as international organizations and institutions including the 
European Commission, UNECE, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the 
World Health Organization’s Regional Office for Europe (WHO/EURO), the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the Council of Europe, the 
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the World Bank, the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), the Regional Environmental Center 
(REC) for Central and Eastern Europe, the European Environment Agency, as well as civil 
society organizations and other major groups.  
 
3. The major driving forces of the EfE process have been: 
 
(a) The engagement by countries in all parts of the region in a joint effort on a high political level 
to improve the environment; 
 
(b) The engagement by international organizations and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 
active in the region to draw attention to their own agenda in a unique cooperative setting; 
 
(c) The ministerial conferences themselves, the organization of which has required the selection 
of the most demanding policy issues and tight deadlines for completing negotiations on new legal 
instruments for signature by Ministers and for producing substantive documentation; 
 
(d) The strong ownership of the host country in preparing the conference. 
 
4. The agendas of EfE conferences have reflected the priority concerns of countries in 
the region and struck a balance between subregional and regional issues. The EfE process has 
evolved steadily into “the major long-term pan-European political framework”1 to discuss 
key policy issues, develop programmes, prepare legally binding instruments and launch 
various initiatives including new institutional structures for the environment. 
 
5. In response to the urgent need to promote policy reform, strengthen institutions and 
promote environmental investments in economies in transition, the Lucerne Conference 
adopted the Environmental Action Programme (EAP) for Central and Eastern Europe and 
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established an EAP Task Force and a Project Preparation Committee (PPC). The EAP Task 
Force has been playing an effective role in promoting environmental policy reform and 
capacity building in economies in transition, particularly in the preparation of national 
environmental action programmes, environmental financing and environmental management 
in enterprises. The PPC has been instrumental in mobilizing and channeling external 
financing to resolve priority environmental problems in countries in transition, as well as in 
ensuring coordination among clients, host governments, donors and international financial 
institutions (IFIs). 
 
6. Also at Lucerne, the EfE process initiated the extension of the OECD programme of 
environmental performance reviews (EPR) to countries in transition. Since 1994, nearly 20 
countries have been reviewed through the UNECE EPR programme. This has made it 
possible not only to assess, through the international review mechanism, the effectiveness of 
countries’ efforts to manage the environment, but also to offer the Governments concerned 
tailor-made recommendations on how to reduce the overall pollution burden, to better 
integrate environmental policies into sectoral policies and to strengthen cooperation with the 
international community2. 
 
7. The publication of periodic pan-European assessment reports on the state of the 
environment is another achievement of the EfE process. The reports that were produced by 
the European Environment Agency (EEA) in 1995 and 1998 helped to identify major threats 
and challenges for the development of regional environmental policies. They laid the ground 
for the preparation of the Environmental Programme for Europe, which was endorsed by the 
Sofia Conference as the first attempt to set long-term environmental priorities at the pan-
European level and to make Agenda 21 more operational in the European context.3 The 
ongoing preparation of the third report (“The Kiev Assessment”) has been accompanied by 
an intensified exchange of environmental data and information between countries and 
international organizations as well as by specific efforts to improve national systems to 
monitor the environment and collect, process and manage data, particularly in economies in 
transition, and to make these systems compatible throughout the region. 
 
8. The EfE ministerial conferences have adopted and signed a number of important 
legally binding instruments promoting environmental protection and sustainable development 
in the region. These include the Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in 
Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters, and the Protocols on 
Heavy Metals and on Persistent Organic Pollutants adopted in Aarhus in 1998. Furthermore, 
the preparations for the Kiev Conference have given a fillip to the drawing-up of protocols on 
strategic environmental assessment, civil liability, and pollution release and transfer registers. 
The environmental law making that has been undertaken within the EfE process has added 
value to EU legislation (e.g. on public information and participation) and UNEP global 
initiatives (e.g. on persistent organic pollutants). Environmental agreements developed under 
the EfE process complement and strengthen the regional environmental legal infrastructure 
that has been built by the conventions on air pollution, environmental impact assessment, 
transboundary waters and industrial accidents.  
 
9. Other important policy tools highlighted by the EfE conferences include the Pan-
European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy (PEBLDS), the Policy Statement on 
Energy Efficiency and the Guidelines on Energy Conservation in Europe, as well as the 
Strategy to Phase out Leaded Petrol. Their development and implementation have required 
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cooperation and joint effort by various international organizations. An example is the 
establishment by UNEP and the Council of Europe of a joint secretariat for PEBLDS. 
Coordination has also been established between the EfE process and other pan-European 
ministerial processes such as environment and health, transport and environment, and the 
Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE). 
 
10. The preparations for and the organization of ministerial conferences have made it 
possible to involve civil society organizations, local authorities, trade unions, and business 
and industry in the EfE process. A great number of environmental non-governmental 
organizations (NGO) participating in the process organized themselves in the Environmental 
NGO Coalition, which later evolved into the broader ECO-Forum. The EfE process initiated 
the establishment of new RECs in Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia. The 
Aarhus Convention is recognized as the most ambitious venture in the area of “environmental 
democracy” so far undertaken under the auspices of the United Nations building a bridge 
between governments and civil society.  
 
11. In spite of these important achievements, the EfE process, its role and potential are not 
widely known to the general public in the region and outside. 
 

II.  CHALLENGES 
 

A. Recurrent issues to be addressed within the process 
 
12. Apart from the need to protect the region’s rich environmental resources, many 
environmental problems in the region remain unsolved 4 and political leadership would have 
to be strengthened to tackle these problems in closer cooperation.  
 
13. The EfE conferences agreed to give high priority in the future to improving 
environmental data collection and assessment to support decision-making and to improve the 
availability of reliable environmental information to the public, to ensure compatibility of 
data and reporting standards throughout the region, and to provide the necessary information 
for the pan-European state-of-the-environment reports.5 A new regional intergovernmental 
mechanism, with the active involvement of EEA, was initiated to address these issues. The 
Kiev Assessment report will cover, for the first time, the Asian part of the Russian 
Federation, the Caucasus and Central Asia. A further step may be envisaged to involve North 
America in future regional assessments. Better coordination and optimization of 
environmental reporting may be another area for concerted regional action. 
 
14. In spite of the progress made in many countries to strengthen national capacities for the 
development and implementation of effective environmental policies and for the integration 
of environmental considerations into other policies, much is still to be done, especially in 
economies in transition. No effort has been made so far to address the multiplicity of policy 
integration aspects in a comprehensive manner. The EfE process could provide strong 
political leadership to promote the sectors' own environmental initiatives and the broader use 
of price mechanisms to support policy integration, to remove trade-distorting, 
environmentally harmful subsidies and to increase market access to environmental goods and 
services.  
 
15. Environmental financing has been recognized within the EfE process as vital for 
improving environmental conditions in economies in transition. While stressing the primary 
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role of domestic financing based on the polluter-pays principle, the importance of external 
financial assistance has been highlighted as a catalyst for environmental investment projects 
and technical assistance programmes in economies in transition.6 The EfE process could steer 
the efforts of IFIs, EU and bilateral donors, as well as of the private sector, to mobilize and 
channel financial resources to resolve priority environmental problems in South Eastern and 
Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, and to help them harmonize their 
environmental approaches and policies with the rest of the region. 
 
16. Business and industry have a special responsibility for ensuring eco-efficiency, 
technological innovations and environmentally friendly production methods, products and 
services, taking into consideration the environmental and health effects at all stages of the 
product life cycle. The Environment Ministers, at their EfE conferences, have repeatedly 
invited the business community to an active dialogue on how to promote public-private 
partnerships to achieve common environmental objectives and more generally to promote 
sustainable development. Not much progress has been made, however. More efforts would be 
needed to stimulate business and industry, in particular to promote the transfer of 
environmental knowledge and experience to Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia 
in a most direct and practical way. Opportunities could be explored, in particular, of linking 
business and industry to specific partnerships and initiatives. 
 
17. Five legally binding conventions and nine protocols have been developed at the regional 
level since 1979 to tackle common environmental problems. The development of such 
instruments has taken place in response to emerging concerns to fill in gaps in the regional 
environmental framework. Some gaps and overlaps are still in existence to the detriment of 
the overall effectiveness of the legislation.7 Synergies on all levels can be derived from a 
coordinated approach among the agreements and with global and subregional ones, for 
instance in the areas of compliance and enforcement, reporting and public participation. The 
full implementation of the conventions and protocols requires considerable capacity building 
in many countries, and training and assistance are means to improve the situation. The 
upcoming three regional environmental protocols add urgency to these tasks and the EfE 
process could strengthen the efforts that have already been launched by UNECE in this 
regard.  
 

B. New issues 
 

18. The Johannesburg Summit expressed deep concern over the continuous degradation of 
the global environment and decided “to advance and strengthen the interdependent and 
mutually reinforcing pillars of sustainable development – economic development, social 
development and environmental protection – at local, national, regional and global levels”.8 
This region itself has acknowledged that many of the environmental problems of the world 
have their origin in this region and countries of the region have repeatedly reaffirmed their 
special responsibilities for contributing to solving these problems.9 The Environment 
Ministries of the region might use the EfE process to contribute to the development of 
“objectives that could include specific goals and targets to confront negative environmental, 
economic and social impacts of present development inside and outside the region”.10 They 
could also consider launching initiatives and promoting partnerships and multistakeholder 
dialogues in support of the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, in particular those aimed at 
changing unsustainable patterns of consumption and production, and at protecting and 
managing the natural resource base of economic and social development. 
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19. There is growing consensus today that environmental degradation and resource depletion 
can amplify or cause conflict and instability. Environmental or resource problems that 
substantively diminish incomes or employment result in increasing poverty and crime, cause 
environmental and health hazards, aggravate insecurity, social tensions and political 
instability, and pose threats to national security. Furthermore, conflicts over shared natural 
resources and ecosystems may lead to tensions within and between States. Conflicts in some 
parts of the region may have an impact also on other parts, directly or indirectly. All this 
undermines the efforts of the countries themselves and of the international community to 
promote an economically prosperous, and environmentally and socially sound region. The 
EfE process could contribute to strengthening environmental security and human safety in the 
region in close cooperation, in particular, with OSCE. 
 
20. The regional assessment11 of progress made in the implementation of Agenda 21 
highlighted the diversity in the region and underscored major problems on the road to 
sustainable development in individual subregions. The Regional Ministerial Meeting for the 
World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) held in 2001 in Geneva recognized 
“that different levels of economic development in countries of the region may require the 
application of different approaches and mechanisms to implement Agenda 21”.12  Important 
initiatives on environment and sustainable development have been developed or are under 
way in the subregions such as the development of the Environmental Strategy for Eastern 
Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia; the Central Asian Agenda 21; OECD work on 
sustainable development, the EU sustainable development strategy; the North American 
Commission on Environmental Cooperation; the Baltic Agenda 21; and the Mediterranean 
Agenda 21. The EfE process could encourage experience sharing and inter-subregional 
cooperation promoting the environmental pillar of sustainable development. 
 
21. The upcoming enlargement of the EU is another challenge for the EfE process. Some 
twenty-five countries will soon be implementing the same environmental policies, standards 
and rules. New EU members that require financial or technical support will have access to 
Community funding. There will be implications also for EU internal policy development and 
for technical cooperation with the economies in transition of South-Eastern and Eastern 
Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia. The EfE process would therefore focus more of its 
resources on the latter countries in order to promote a convergence in environmental policies 
and conditions.13 Opportunities might be explored, for instance, for establishing bilateral or 
subregional cooperative arrangements as part of an overall regional cooperation, making it 
more effective.  The experience of the accession countries in resolving their priority 
environmental problems could be exchanged with South-Eastern and Eastern Europe, the 
Caucasus and Central Asia. 
 

GOALS FOR THE REGION-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS 
 
22. The Regional Ministerial Meeting for the WSSD underscored that sustainable 
development must be supported by a common regional approach. It acknowledged that EfE 
conferences, along with other ministerial processes in the region, regional environmental 
conventions and EPRs, should continue to play a significant role in developing the region in a 
sustainable way.14  
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23. In view of the current problems and new challenges, the region needs:   
 
(a) To promote region-wide cooperation in the areas of environmental monitoring and 
assessments, policy responses, integration with other two pillars of sustainable development, 
and governance, particularly involvement of civil society, business and industry;  
 
(b) To strengthen the implementation of regional environmental instruments, especially 
conventions, protocols and policy commitments, and to help to ensure coherence and 
comprehensiveness of the overall regional environmental framework to increase its efficiency 
and effectiveness and to reduce overlaps; 
 
(c) To provide a broad political platform for environmental initiatives for or by subregions 
(e.g. East-West Environmental Partnership: Environmental Strategy for Eastern Europe, the 
Caucasus and Central Asia; and the recent initiative by Central Asia on water, environment 
and security); 
 
(d) To support the United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development (UNCSD) by 
strengthening the environmental pillar of sustainable development at the regional level, and 
to improve communication between and facilitate synergy with, the regional approaches of 
United Nations bodies and organizations (in particular, UNECE, United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP), United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and 
WHO/EURO) and other international organizations and institutions such as OSCE, OECD, 
the Council of Europe and the European Commission, as well as the REC for CEE and the 
REC for EECCA; 
 
(e) To encourage IFIs, EU, bilateral donors and the private sector to mobilize financial 
resources and to establish linkages with the Global Environment Facility to support the 
implementation of regional environmental instruments and subregional initiatives including 
capacity building; 
 
(f) To support inter-regional cooperation (e.g. with the Economic and Social Commission for 
Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) and links with the global environmental regime. 
 
24. There is still a great need for long-term region-wide environmental cooperation and the 
EfE process should be continued. In considering possible adjustments or reform that might be 
needed to make the process even more effective, weaknesses and inefficiencies that exist in 
both the process itself and overall regional environmental governance should be overcome. 
Any adjustment or reform should however not affect the level of environmental ambition nor 
lessen the relative importance of the legal instruments approach versus the policy 
coordination approach.  
 

IV. IMPROVING THE EfE PROCESS 
 
25. If the interval between the EfE conferences remains as wide as between Aarhus and Kiev, 
there will be a need or temptation to convene, at least, subregional ministerial meetings like 
those held in Szentendre (Hungary) in June 2000 and in Almaty (Kazakhstan) in October 
2000. Furthermore, Environment Ministers will continue to take part in the “Environment and 
Health” conferences (the next one to be held in Budapest in 2004) and the “Environment, 
Health and Transport” ministerial or high-level meetings. Many Environment Ministers 
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participated in the Regional Preparatory Meeting for the WSSD, which took place in 
September 2001 in Geneva, and the regional follow-up process may require similar 
ministerial meetings in the future. 
 
26. The existing preparatory mechanism for the EfE conferences needs to be adjusted, in 
particular, to avoid duplication between the UNECE Committee on Environmental Policy 
(CEP) and the Working Group of Senior Officials (WGSO). Topics for ministerial 
conferences could be set well in advance to avoid unnecessary competition and 
overproduction of initiatives and meeting documentation. 
 
27. A variety of institutional mechanisms and instruments have been established in the region 
to address specific environmental issues. In order to achieve prompt and concrete results in 
response to political demands, these institutional mechanisms and instruments have 
sometimes been created without due consideration of how they might interact with the overall 
system. Questions have arisen concerning the coordination of this multifaceted institutional 
and instrumental architecture. There is a risk that environmental meetings, processes and 
legal documents in the region are dealing with similar issues, leading to competition and 
contradiction.  
 
28. The increasing number of meetings puts a strain on human resources of the Environment 
Ministries, particularly in small countries, and complicates the coordination at both national 
and international levels. In addition to the regular environmental committees’ meetings of 
UNECE, OECD and EU, senior officials today have to attend meetings of parties or 
signatories to an increasing number of regional and subregional legally binding instruments 
on the environment. Often the high-level segments of these meetings involve the participation 
of ministers. Once the three expected protocols have been signed in Kiev, the number of 
meetings will further increase. 
 
29. Donors are currently requested to make financial contributions to preparatory processes 
and meetings (paying for organizational costs, international staff and travel compensation for 
experts from countries in transition and NGOs). Most of the money is raised from individual 
donors; they are not many, they have their own conditions (both political and bureaucratic) 
and it takes a lot of effort to gain their commitment every year. Efforts to increase the number 
of donors, to simplify their conditions and to gain their long-term commitment are sometimes 
– but often for a short period – successful. Proposals for more structural changes 
(membership fees, multi-annual commitments, untied trust funds) have not received much 
support. 
 
30. The challenge is how to ensure sufficient coherence – both in principle and through the 
coordinated implementation of activities - within the multitude of institutions and 
mechanisms that have been built since the early 1990s, and in a political context vastly 
different from that of 1991. Coordinating and clustering meetings, programmes and 
instruments could be one response. 
 
31. Clustering could be seen as a helpful principle for addressing common issues and 
rationalizing resources. This may not be always appropriate, however, for all programmes 
and legally binding instruments. To adjust and strengthen the process, a more effective 
(avoiding overlap and contradictions) and a more efficient architecture (using information, 
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money and expertise more coherently) would be needed with regard to both the instruments 
(conventions, strategies and guidelines) and the institutions (organizations, processes and 
meetings). 
 
32. When considering possible options, effective linkages would need to be established 
between a renewed EfE process and the global environmental and sustainable development 
regimes. The WSSD made some important decisions to improve intergovernmental 
governance. It called for the strengthening of international bodies and organizations dealing 
with sustainable development, while respecting their existing mandates, as well as for the 
strengthening of relevant regional, national and local institutions. It urged the international 
community, among other things, to fully implement the outcomes of decision I on 
international governance adopted by the UNEP Governing Council. Specific provisions of the 
WSSD Plan of Implementation address institutional arrangements at the regional level.15  
 
33. UNECE at large has started a consultation process to this end and it is expected to take a 
decision on a possible institutional arrangement in spring 2003. The time is ripe for the 
regional environmental community to enter into these discussions and to offer its vision of 
the place and role of the EfE process in both the future regional sustainable development 
infrastructure and the global environmental regime. 
 
34. Consideration should be also given to establishing links with a strengthened UNCSD, 
which was called upon by the Johannesburg Summit, among other things, to more effectively 
use regional experience.16 The unique experience gained in the EfE process in developing a 
common platform between very diversified subregions with their specific needs, bringing 
together various international actors to work on joint agendas, involving sectoral ministers in 
cooperation on environmental issues, and in raising public support through the active 
participation of civil society organizations, might indeed be relevant to other parts of the 
world. 
 

 
Part Two 

 
ROAD TO REFORM 

 
I. MINISTERIAL MEETINGS 

 
35. At present, up to two to three ministerial meetings are organized in the region per year. This 
frequency should be limited by clustering ministerial or high-level meetings in a back-to-back 
range of meetings. Such clustering will improve coordination at the regional and national levels. 
 
36. The Ministers in Kiev could invite therefore the two distinct ministerial processes – 
Environment and Health, and Transport, Environment and Health - to consider joining processes. 
They could invite Education Ministers also to join the EfE to develop and implement the Strategy 
for Education for Sustainable Development. The cooperation with the Ministerial Conference on 
the Protection of Forests in Europe could be further developed. The above-mentioned ministerial 
processes and Ministers would be actively involved in the future EfE conferences.  Preparations 
for and outcomes of the EfE process should be brought to the attention of the Governing Bodies 
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of UNEP, UNDP, the Global Environment Facility, World Bank and regional development banks, 
as appropriate.  These institutions are also requested to inform and consult on the EfE process on 
matters of mutual interest. 
 
37. The CEP and its Bureau could serve as coordinating preparatory body and executive 
committee, respectively, of the EfE process.  If necessary, the CEP could consider enlarging its 
Bureau, choosing its Chair and determining frequency of meetings. The CEP would continue to 
respect the independent responsibilities and contributions of all partner organizations in the EfE 
process. Every effort should be made to arrange for preparatory meetings back-to-back. 
 
38. Ministerial meetings need to be held on a regular and predictable basis. In general, they could 
continue to be hosted by interested countries to keep ownership of the process by the country 
concerned. Conferences could take place, alternatively, in Geneva. This would allow, inter alia, 
more input from Governments through permanent missions, exposure to international media and 
use of the United Nations premises, translation and interpretation facilities. Funds of member 
countries would be less decisive with regard to the organization of ministerial conferences. 
 
39. With regard to the frequency of ministerial conferences, there seem to be two major options, 
as follows: 
 
Option A 
 
(a) Ministerial conferences will be convened annually. This would make the EfE process 
more stable and could ensure the continuity of Ministers’ involvement. This approach would 
follow the example of yearly Global Ministerial Environment Forum and annual meetings of 
Environment Ministers in some other regions (e.g. in Africa). There would be no need to hold 
sub-regional ministerial preparatory meetings between the EfE conferences. Furthermore, there 
would be no need to have separate high-level segments of governing bodies of regional 
environmental agreements. 
 
Option B 
 
(b) Ministerial conferences will generally be convened every three years. Their agendas 
would be similar to that of the Kiev Conference. The discussions would focus on multi-year 
programmes of action including the discussion of funding needs. There would continue to be a 
need for convening, in between the conferences, subregional ministerial preparatory meetings, 
ministerial segments of meetings of parties or signatories to regional environmental agreements, 
and joint meetings with other sectors.  
 
40. For both options, each ministerial conference could have the following elements: 
 
(a) Plenary and panel discussions on assessments, priorities and programmes; 
(b) Joint segment with NGOs. 
 
The following elements could appear on the agenda of the Ministerial Conferences as needed: 
 
(c) Joint segment with sectoral ministers;  
(d) Ministerial segments of governing body (ies) of selected MEA(s) 
(e) Subregional segment; 
(f) Coordination segment focusing on the regional follow-up to WSSD. 
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41. Close involvement of civil society should be maintained. CEP and other major payers in the 
EfE process, could consider, for instance, including representatives of environmental citizen 
organizations into their Bureaux, Committees and other formal and informal bodies, as observers. 
 

II. TOOLS 
 
42. To respond to the needs presented in chapter III of Part One, regional environmental 
policy should be developed with a long-term approach. Ministerial declarations would serve 
as basis for a regional framework to structure the EfE process and conduct its reviews. This 
would help to assist Governments to establish a longer-term commitment to environmental 
policy issues within the context of sustainable development. 
 
43. The Ministers in Kiev might invite CEP, as the overall coordinating institution for the 
continued EFE process, to monitor and assess progress in implementation of the EPE, 
findings of the Kiev Assessment and EPRs as well as global environmental commitments 
especially those covered by the WSSD Implementation Plan. Links and synergies with 
MEAs, pan-European cross-sectoral programmes (environment, health and environment; 
transport, health and environment; and protection of forests) and the major sub-regional 
programmes (e.g. Strategy for Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, and the 
Regional Environmental Reconstruction Programme (REReP) for South Eastern Europe) 
could be also explored 
 
44. The implementation of regional environmental agreements and other instruments like 
strategies and guidelines would be a recurrent topic for the Ministerial Conferences. Regular 
reporting on the progress made would be a requirement. Where possible, CEP could facilitate 
the organization of joint meetings of bureaux of the relevant governing bodies to improve 
cooperation on policy and programming activities. National coordination of positions held 
under different dossiers will have to be improved. 
 
45. The Ministerial Conferences could provide overall policy guidance and political advice, 
where relevant, on improving the effectiveness of the regional environmental legal 
infrastructure and coordination of activities under individual conventions and protocols. The 
CEP could continue, on a regular basis, to look into common issues of compliance, capacity 
building and public participation, and promote the development of implementation guides. 
 
46. A communication strategy may need to be developed to get recognition for the EfE 
process from a wider audience of actors and the general public based on the achievements of 
the process. 
 

III. INSTITUTIONS AND FUNDING 
 
47. There is a need to take a look at the institutions created by the EfE process, including both 
intergovernmental committees  (EAP Task Force and PPC) and their respective secretariats, 
OECD, EBRD and REC Szentendre. With the EU enlargement and the creation of REReP to 
cater for the special problems of the SEE countries, the architecture of these organizations 
may need to be reexamined, while recognizing that work on Eastern Europe, the Caucasus 
and Central Asia seems to be more important than ever. 
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48. To respond to the changed situation, respective members of the EAP Task Force and the 
Project Preparation Committee (PPC) might continue their work together in one task force, 
with a common Bureau and a renewed mandate, to support implementation of the Pan-
European Environmental Strategy for Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia by 
promoting partnerships to facilitate policy and institutional reform, capacity building, 
development of civil society, transfer of lessons learned and best practice, cross-border 
cooperation and environment-related investments. Many of the projects would be carried out 
locally. The task force should keep CEP informed of the progress of the Strategy.  It will 
consist of countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia and their partners from 
other subregions, bilateral donors, as well as international organizations and IFIs.  
 
49. The OECD secretariat of the EAP Task Force and the EBRD Secretariat of the Protect 
Preparation Committee are invited to provide jointly a coordinating secretariat for the task 
force for the next three years. Ministers at the sixth Ministerial Conference “Environment for 
Europe” will be requested to decide on the possible transfer of the secretariat to Eastern 
Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia.  In this context, the new RECs could play an active 
role, while also ensuring implementation of their mission to support public participation.  In 
the next three years, some of the tasks might already be delegated to them. 
 
50. In developing its work plan, the task force should agree on work-sharing responsibilities 
with international organizations and institutions that were actively supporting the elaboration 
of individual parts of the Strategy. A close link should be promoted with EPRs of countries in 
Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, and capacity-building activities under the 
regional environmental agreements. New RECs, environmental citizens’ organizations, such 
as Eco Forum, and the private sector will continue to be invited to take part in its activities to 
promote multi-stakeholder dialogue and the development of environmental civil society.  The 
REC for CEE could play a useful role by transferring the relevant experience from CEE, 
including the REReP for SEE, to the EECCA region. 
 

51. Stable adequate and predictable funding is vital for strengthening EfE. Clear financial 
commitments to be presented at the EfE ministerial conferences would be indispensable to 
support initiatives such as the Strategy for Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia. 
The EfE ministerial conferences might provide an overview of all funding sources, such as 
bilateral donors, the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the World Bank and relevant 
regional banks.  
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