PARTNERSHIP CONSULTATION

NEW YORK (19.07.2002)

IUCN convened a meeting involving governments, NGOs, and the business community on Friday, July 19, 2002, to help clarify outstanding issues relating to proposals for partnerships (also known as “type II” outcomes) for implementation of sustainable development.  The meeting took place in the Church Center for the United Nations, across the street from the UN Headquarters in New York.  The meeting was co-chaired by Ms. Diane Quarless of Jamaica and Mr. Jan Kára of the Czech Republic.  IUCN meeting organizers Juanita Castaño and John Waugh were the co-rapporteurs.   

Participants included, from governments, representatives of Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, the Czech Republic, Egypt, France, Germany, Greece, India, Indonesia, Italy, Mexico, Morocco, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, South Africa, Sweden, Uganda, the United Kingdom, the United States, and the European Commission.  The business community was represented by Shell, Croplife International, and, for the International Chamber of Commerce, the US Council for International Business.  NGOs included Greenpeace (through Greenpeace Brazil), Worldwide Fund for Nature (through WWF Denmark), Women’s Environment and Development Organization, CARE, the Stakeholder Forum (UK), Earth Media, and the National Wildlife Federation (USA). The Southern Co-Chair of the CSD NGO Caucus was present on behalf of southern NGOs.

Co-Chair Diane Quarless introduced the meeting as a brainstorming session and not as a political discussion. The purpose of the morning session, (which was primarily for government representatives) was, she noted, to get a better sense of the steps to be taken to address the issue of partnerships, the kind of framework needed to operationalize the partnerships, and the ways to manage the process. Information was exchanged on the activities being undertaken by different governments to advance partnerships, additional areas where work is done, and promotion of an understanding of the framework for incorporating partnerships in the products of the World Summit on Sustainable Development.

In the afternoon, participants were joined by NGOs and business representatives to discuss the elements of effective partnerships, drawing upon the experiences of NGOs.

Morning:

Luis Gomez-Echeverri, coordinator of the WEHAB initiative for the UN Secretary General
, briefed participants on the five thematic papers being prepared. Gomez-Echeverri explained that the papers are intended to provide an overview of the issues, actions underway, and gaps in implementation under each issue, and provide practical guidance on ways forward.  Gomez-Echeverri stressed the desire for as wide an input as possible to this work.

Juanita Castaño of IUCN introduced a matrix showing how partnership activities could be linked to expected outcomes of the WSSD.

A general discussion of the definitions and characteristics of partnerships ensued, and the following key points were raised:

· Scope of partnerships.  There was a general understanding that what was being discussed was partnerships in the context of sustainable development, and specifically, in the context of implementation of the UNCED and the WSSD decisions for sustainable development, hence in the context of the UN.  Many participants indicated that partnerships should not be limited to the WEHAB themes.  There was the suggestion that Type IIs can serve as a bridge between negotiated outcomes and processes such as national strategies and Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (such a connection is made explicit in the Guiding Principles presented in Bali).
· Criteria for partnerships for sustainable development.  Most participants affirmed the conclusions of the co-chairs from Prepcom IV, which set forth criteria for partnerships, but it was noted that these still required approval.

· Relationship of partnerships with ODA.  It was mentioned by some participants that partnerships should be financed with additional funding and not a substitute for ODA, nor the principal financing source for implementation. Type II initiatives should not draw resources away from other forms of implementation.  There was some discussion about the continued need for new and additional resources to promote and nurture partnerships.  

· Characteristics of partnerships.  The difference between partnerships and other kinds of projects for sustainable development was raised.  Discussions clarified that Type II outcomes are not necessarily different in substance from other partnerships. The difference is that they are forged in the context of the UN System and officially recognized as outcomes of the Summit. As such, they involve more "liability", and implementation of their goals should be subject to stronger monitoring than in other cases.
· Relationship between partnerships and the plan of action. Many participants expressed confusion over how partnerships could be formulated by a deadline that would enable them to be announced at the WSSD, in advance of the conclusion of the negotiated outcomes, given the general support for the idea that partnerships are complementary to the negotiated outcomes of the WSSD.  Some support was expressed for the notion that partnerships should be seen as a continuing process which will only starts in Johannesburg and continue after it. 
· Most expressed support for the use of matrix such as that proposed by IUCN (Annex 1), as a way of organizing the relationship between the partnerships and the negotiated outcomes.

· Need for a coordination mechanism.  There was general agreement that the CSD would in some form provide the mechanism for coordination and oversight of partnerships, but several participants expressed discomfort with the notion that the criteria for partnerships, including their monitoring and evaluation, might not be fully developed until one or even two years after the end of the Summit.

Afternoon session
The morning discussions were constructive and positive.  Co-chair Jan Kara introduced the afternoon session by directing the discussion away from further rehashing of the fuzziness of Type II outcomes towards practical and concrete actions that would promote clarity.  The notions of flexibility and the recognition of the evolving nature of partnerships were highlighted as being very important. We should not, he continued, be overcautious about Type II outcomes, but should seek maximum involvement and scrutiny of partnerships by governments and major groups, to guarantee that the exercise is going the right way.

Some participants responded that partnerships were indeed a bonus and the best way to advance them was to bring forth some very high quality partnerships as examples for discussion and debate in Johannesburg.  

NGOs stressed the need to link Type II outcomes to the negotiated Type I outcomes, expressed extreme discomfort with the notion that implementation of the WSSD could be in any sense “privatized”.  It was also stressed that partnerships themselves will require new and additional funds. At a level of abstraction there was clearly a lot of agreement, but a great deal of effort was required to work out the details. In general, there was a high level of comfort with the notion of “model” partnerships, which could be studied and learned from, rather than a flood of partnerships that no one is prepared to deal with effectively.

Power relationships between partners was a matter of some concern, and NGOs stressed that equity stakes in partnerships ought not to be merely a matter of finance.  Human capacity and in-kind contributions must also be recognized, and measured, as meaningful contributions to partnerships.

The private sector indicated that it is seeking a very solid structure in which it could operate.  Private sector representatives sought a more balanced discussion between the issues of monitoring and evaluating and the need for enabling frameworks for implementation.  

It was understood that the voluntary nature of partnerships did not exempt them from follow up, which implies transparency, as one of major preconditions for monitoring and fair evaluation of partnerships.

Specific steps being taken:

A meeting was announced for water, to be convened jointly by Japan and the United States on the 26th of July.   The EC noted that they were planning for partnership meetings for the European Union in the areas of energy (July 23rd) and water (August 8th).  Morocco also announced through an envoy that they will host a meeting on energy with UNEP in September after the Summit, as there is so little time left to prepare meetings before Johannesburg.

Some participants called for a mechanism to better focus on partnerships at the Summit, including, for instance, a “partnership day”.  The Secretariat (DESA) noted that there would be five events on partnerships in the first week (not necessarily tied to the five WEHAB areas). There were four goals to these meetings – to recognize existing partnership initiatives, identify gaps, discuss the roles of multilateral organizations, and identify new partnerships.

Conclusions: 

There is common interest in making partnerships work, and, at an abstract level, general agreement.   Much additional work would be required to dovetail the partnership initiatives with the type one agreements, including other means for their implementation. Ultimately, we are at a starting point in terms of generating concrete action for sustainable development. It will be necessary over time to reorient relations with civil society and the private sector in order to enable them to play appropriate roles in the process.  

There are continuing concerns on the definition of partnerships in the context of the UN, and on the issue of complementarity between Type I and Type II outcomes. Johannesburg must produce a clear statement to clarify this.

While it may not be possible to fully identify what constitutes a good partnership, NGOs noted from their own experiences it was certainly possible to identify characteristics of bad partnerships and that work should proceed along these lines.  This would apply as much to official implementation activities as much as to voluntary partnership initiatives. 

Although it was raised that there is a need to agree on a framework so that when we talk about partnerships, some of the ambiguity is eliminated, the fact is that in Johannesburg, for the first time, there will be a picture of this process. But some participants stated that to leave this until the first meeting of the CSD after Johannesburg would create many uncertainties, as we are at the start of this experiment, and we have no experience with its implementation. Partnerships will be discussed in Johannesburg, but it was not clear from the debate if a fixed framework can be attempt for them at that time, and therefore if we would have to live for a while with a certain degree of ambiguity.

Finally, there was a sense that pressure to force partnerships prematurely would be damaging.  It will be necessary to test the hypothesis that partnerships are going to be effective and will mobilize more sectors of society and additional resources to implement the outcomes of the Summit.  The Summit will have to produce clear commitments to do this. 

Participants, led by the co-chairs, may wish to consult with the Secretariat to determine if there can be a document on the table for consideration at the Summit.  This was thought to be very important for the legitimacy and validity of the process.  

Since there is no Bureau, we have to stress the importance of the informal consultations on sectoral levels to take this forward.  Out of these processes, we look for model partnerships of sufficient maturity to use as a platform to highlight the commitment of stakeholders to the further implementation of Agenda 21 per the mandate of the WSSD. 

� WEHAB is the UN Secretary General’s proposal for five areas where significant progress can be made in the WSSD, on (W)ater, (E)nergy, (H)ealth, (A)griculture, and (B)iodiversity. 





