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I. OPENING OF THE MEETING

1. The Meeting of the Government-Tesignated Exparts to Review and Revise a
Global Programme of Action to Protect the Marine Envirconment from Land-Based
Activities was convened by the Executive Diregtor of the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) in accordance with UNEP Govexning Council
decigion 17/20 of 21 May 1993 in which the Council authorized the Executiva
Director to organize a atructured and saguenced preparatory process leading
to a two-week intergovernmental meeting in late 1995 for the purpose of
adopting a programme of action for the protectior of the marine environment
frem land-based activities. The Meeting was convenad as the final
preparatoxry meeting in the process before the intergovernmental conference to
be held in Washington, D.C,, from 23 Q¢tober te 3 November 1595. The meeting

wag held at the Sc¢andic Hotel Loftleidir, Reykjavik, from & to 10 March 1593
ar the invitation of the Government of Iceland.

2, The meeting was opened at 10 a.m., on Monday, 6 March 1395 by
Mr. Peter Schréder, Directsr of the UNEP Cceans and Coastal Areas Programme

Activicy Centre (OCA/PAC).

3, The meeting was attended by experts from the following 68 countries:
Argerntina, Australia, Bangladesh, Benin, Brazill, Cambodiz, Camarceon, Canada,
Chile, China, Colombia, ¢osta Rica, Cote dfIvoire, Croatia, Cuba, Deamark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, France, Gazbon, Germany, Ghana. Guinea, Honduras,
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Malawi, Maldives,
Maltz, Mauritanis, Mauritius, Namibia, Nauru, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Republiq of Korea, Romania, Samoa, Senegal, Sierra lLecne, Slovenia,
South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Thailand, Tonga, Tunisia, Udganda,
Tnited Kingdom of Great Britain and Northexn Ireland, United Republic of
Tanzania, United States of America, Viet Nam and Zaire.

4. In addition to representatives from the United Nations Secretariacs
represented hy the United Nations Environment Programme {UNEP) and the United
Nationg Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law ¢f the Sea (UNDOALOS),
representatives from the following specialized agencies and organizations of
the United Nations were present:; Intergovernmental Oceancgraphic Cemmission
{I0C) of UNESCO, International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Internatlonal
Maritime Organization (IMO), United Natiena Induscrial Development
Qrganization (UNIDQ), World Kealth Organization (WHQ} and the World Bank.
Also repreasented were the follewing intergovernmencal organizations:

Comisién Permanente del Pacifico Sur (CPPS), Eurcpean Commission and Helsinki

Commiggion,

5. Observerxs from the following non-governmental organizacions were alsc
pragsent: Advisory Committee on the Protection of the Sea (ACOPS), Conseil
Buropean de 1‘'Induatrie Chimigue {CEFIC), Friends of the Earth, Gresenpeace
International, The World Conservation Union {IUCN} and world Wide Fund for
Nature (WWF). The list of participants is contained in annex I belaw.

€. Opening statementa were made by Ms. Elizabeth Dowdeswell, Executive
Divector of UNEP, Dr. Ossur Skarphédinsson, Minister for the Environment of

VA
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Iceland and Mr Tzwokthy Wirth, Under-Secxetary for Global Affairs in the
United Staces Dezartment of State.

7. Ms. Dowdeswzll welcomed the participants and expressed hex graticude to
the Government of Iceland for its hospitality and for the arrangements made
for the me=cing. She said that it was now realized that Governments had been
more preoccupied with the control of dumping and marine pellution by tankex
accidents than th= less visible damage resulting from land-baged activities,
which accounted Z:sr 77 per cent of all marine pollution. The meeting offered
an opportunity ts develop an integrated systemic approach to the problem,
congisting of a croper mix of political, social, sconomic, managerial,
technical, scienz:£ic, legal and institutional measures and mechanisms. ghe
walled for inncvzzion on the part of all concerned, particularly with regard
to financial res-:urces and the participation of ncn-State actors and loeal
authorities in t=2 process. The challenge was te develop a Programme of
Action tha= was =cye than just a document. UNEP would make the iassgue of
conktrol of land-tzsed activities a priority and was prepared to provide the
gecretariat for tha2 implementaticn procsgs., She saggested thak ths Meeting

[

ghould draft a dsecision for the Governing Council of UNEP to ensuxre that UNEP
could continue suzporting the process,

8. Dx. SkarphéZinsson welcomed parciclpants to Zceland. He gaid that the
cengequences cof continued and increased pollution of the oceans weuld have
perious imp-icaticaz for the glohe as & whele. It was also important to be
mindful of the advarse socio-economic implications that degradation cf the
oceans had for coumbtries that bhased their existence on the rasources of the
corans. Pollutan:ts were now reaching the most remote corners of tae world,
ag, for example, =z=seasments of the waters around Iceland cleaxly
illustrated., Tha:t underscored the nesd for expedient and effactive global
action to reduce and eliminate pollutioa of the marine envirenmant from land-
based activities. Particular importance-must be placed on reaching consensusg
on effective meazures to reduge and eliminate such glchal threats as
pollution &y perz:ictent organic compounds and contaminatien by vadicaccive

-

aubstances. Ia tzat context, he noted that the Nordic countries would during
the meeting intrecsuce a proposal for the egtablishment of an
Intergovernmental ranel on Pexsistent Organic Pollutants. Of egual
importance was tnat the meeting should generate a consensus for the
establishment of 2= international revolving fund and & clearing-house to
assist primarily =ze developing countries to deal aeffectively with
degradation of the oceans from land-based activities at the regional and

national le-wrels.

9. Mr. Wirth szid that his country was lecking forward to hosting the
Intergovernmental Zonference in Washingten, D.C., in November 1995, He said
that today the werlid was threatened by global environmental degradation. The
game approach had to be taken as that in the Cold war era where risks had to
be evaluated careiully and poasible responses measured, together with their
coat and efiectivanegs. Then a decision could be taker whether investment
could be made to rrevent disaster. The task was to follow the same careful,
realistic ard aciantifically sound approach as had been applied on such
issues as populat:sn and the protection of the ozone layer. The problems of
degradatiorn of tka marine environment were outstripping the earlier efforts

chat had besn mads to cembat them. The United Sates stood ready to work as a

/o..
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partner, to share its experience, to commit its talents and resources, to
cooperate on techrologies and to seek help and advice on common problems. He
hoped that the Meeting could achieve the following four specific and tangible
goals: develeopment of a methodolegy to assist Governments and regional
crganizations to identify approaches and prioritize actiens to deal with
land-based activities; development of a clearing-house to link expertise,
programmes and rescurces with needs and requests; development of an cutline
of policy guidance for the important and rapidly evolving funding
institutiens, such as the Global Environment Facility and the World Bank;
and, finally, a careful approach to the troubling issues raised by Sertain

persistent organic pollutants.

IZ, ORGANIZATION OF THE MEETING

A. Rules of procedure

10. Tha Meeting decided to apply the rules of procedurs of the Governing
Council of UMEP muzatis mutandis to the conduct of its proceedings

B, Election of officers

11. The Meeting elected by acclamation the following officsrs:

Chairman: Mr. M. Johanresson {Zceland)
Vice-Chairmen: Mr. T. Neroni Slade {Samoa)

Mr. T.L. Laughlin (United States)
Rapporteurs: Ms. E.D. du Preez {South Africa)
. Lt,.Cdr, M. Zufiiga Fernandsz {Chile)

Mr. D. Stanislawski {Poland)

12. In his cpening statement, the Chairman observed that a surmountable task
had to be accomplished during the course of the meating and reminded the
experts that it was the last intergovernmental preparatory meeting before the
Washington Conference., He added that the Meeting would not be finalizing the
Programme of Action for adoption at the Meeting, but that it would adept the
resulzs of its deliberations. He expressed the wish that the Mesting would
work efficiently and progregsively towards its goal as set by the United
Nations Conference cn Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro almoat

three years ago.

13, It was agreed to establish twe Working Groups and that Mr. Slade (Samoa)
would gerve as Chairman of Working Group I and Mr. Laughlin (United Staces)
as Chairman of Working Group II., During the meeting, Ms. E.D. du Preez
(South Africa) acted as Rapporteur for the plenary sessions and Lt. Cdr. M.
Zufilga Fernandez (Chile} and Mx. D. Stanislawski (Poland) acted as
Rapporteurs for Working Group I and Working droup II, respectively.

¢. Organizaticn of work

14. The representative of the secretariat introduced a propcesed programme of
work For the Meeting. The proposed programme was adopted with amendments.

e gy =
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IIT. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

18, The representative of the secretariat prasented the provisional agenda
as contained in document UNEP/ICL/1G/1/1, The meeting adopted the agenda as
propoesed by the secretariat (see annex II below), with the understanding that
under agenda item &, the provisicnal agenda for the Washington Conference
would be digoussed and the drafting of a decision for the eighteenth session
of UNEP Governing Council would be considered.

TV, REVIEW AND REVISICN OF THE DRAFT GLOBAL PROGRAEMME TO
PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT FROM LAND-BASED ACTIVITIES

16. In considering agenda item 4, the Meeting had befare it the drafe Global
Programme of Acticn to protect the Marine Environment from Land-based
Activities (UNEP/IQL/IG/1/2). It also had hefore it a number of informatiorn
dacuments (UNEDP/ICL/IG/1/INF.1-INF.27/Rev.l) {(see the list of documents in

annex III).

17. The draft Programme of Action was intreduced by the Director of QCa/pAl
at the 1lst plenary session of the mesting,

A. General Discussion

18, 1In the ensuing general discusggion of the draft Programme, statements
were made by experts from 45 Governments, as well as by several observers
from United Natiens and other intergovernmental bodies and two
non-governmental organizatiecns.

19. During the general discussion, some experts statsd that the late regeipt
of documents f£or the meeting meant that a full discuszion of the ilssues
involved could not be organized or completed at the required ministerial
leveld in theiy countries, As a result, they would have to reserve their
pogition with regard to the outcome of the meeting. The Chairman
acknowledged that fact and concluded that, as a ¢ongequence, the results of
the meeting would be adopted ad referendum.

20. There were varying copinions regarding the nature of the document tc he
adopted at the forthcoming meeting to be held in Washington, D.C. Many
experts stated that their governments were in favour of the elaboration of a
global legally-binding instrument on the prevention of marine pollution from
land-based activitiea. Some sxperts felt that the threat to coastal and
marine resources posed by the degradation of the marine environment called
for a legally binding imscrument. A numbex of experts stated that the lack
of success with the 1385 Montreal Guidelines could be attributed to their

non-legally binding status.

21. However, some expertsd pointed out that the forthcoming Washington
Conference had been called to diacuss a global programme of action, not a
global convention, and that language with binding connotations should he
avoided. Others noted that a legally binding instrumenz would ke of little
value tc countries which had already enacted legislation to control pollution
and enforce acandards at the national level. It was further stated that
problema differed fxcm region to region. Therefore, priorities and existing
laws should be brought into harmony, to matsh national and regional needs and

/Q‘.



UNEP/ICL/IG/1/5
Page 5

problems. The attention of the Meeting was alsc drawn to the need for a
time-bound programme of action at global, regicnal and national levals in a
cooperative framework rather than through legally-binding instruments. A
definite and effective programme for capacity-building, funding mechanism and
non-commercial technolegy transfer should be put in operation to enable
developing countries to meet their obligatioms.

22, Some experts pointed out thalt they could not enter into negotiations of
a document of a legally binding natures and szuggested that such a discussicn
could take place only at the Washington Conferenge. The terms of refarence
of the Governing Council decision 17/20 should be borne in mind and the
meeting could, although the intent was not to create a binding instrument,
cextainly launch a process to develop such an instrument. Some experts
stressed that the Washington Action Programme would not be legally binding,
although later consideration in that direction weould not be precluded. In
this regard, several experts felt that an intermacional agresment needed much
more detailed consideration and c¢onsultation, but thar non-binding guidelinesa
might be an alternative,

23. During the discussion, a number of experts pointed out that land-based
activities were the predominant cause of marine pollutien and that action
should be taken to eliminate polluticn at sgource. The issue was a glcbal
one. However, geveral experts stressed that there was no need for a global
convention; emphasis should be laid on regional agreements and regional
action. Some experts gave examples of the arrangements that had been made at
regional and subregicnal levels, which they felt were effective,

24, Several experts pointed out that in scme countries every &conomic sector
would be implicated at a time when declining resources and fallering
econiomies would not make the task an easy one.

25. The Meeting wasg reminded of the fundamental importance of the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea for the development of an effective
Global Programme of Acticn, as already recognized by Agenda 21 itself. The
significance of the Convention in that raespect was furthey underlined by its
entry into force on 16 November 19%4.

26, One expert, supported by a number of others, appealed for attention to
be paid to the provigions ¢f Agenda 21, which centained an action plan, and
urged the meeting to build on the work of the Montreal meeting held in June
1994, bearing in mind that its purpose was to identify objectives, agree on a
timetable containing targets and make recommendations, both of which would be
of agsistance to States, and would provide guidance to internatiecnal
financing ingtitutions to direct their programmes.

27. With reqgard to the issue of the funding of the actiong to be taken as
well as the transfer of tachnology required for thelr implementaticn, several
experts emphasized that States responsible for pollution should kear the cost
of such actionsg. One expert said that States should not permit the export of
banned products, or pollutants prohibited in their own country, and should
remember that such products eventually found their way into the glohal
envirenment and ¢ould therefore affect human health. Many experts agreed
that theze was a need to control persistent organic pollutanta (PORS) in view

[one
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of the threat they posed to the global environment., Several also pcinted out
that transboundary tranafers were usually related to toxic substances and
radionuelides, which were a source of global contamination.

28. A number of experts stressed the need to involve land-locked States,
particularly those whose inland waters emptied into the seas or oceans. One
expert said that the draft Programme of Acticn mentioned land-locked States
only briefly, and that the rslevant sections ¢ould be expanded. Several
experts said that pollutien control should start at the gource ¢f polluticn
and that assistance had to be given to countries so that they could take the
appropriate action, mindful of the political and economic situations of such
countries and their sustainable development needs. Some other experts said
that funding and/or assistance should alsv be provided to economies in
tranaition which, for various reasons, werxe facing the same difficulties as
developing countriea. A number of experts made special mention of the needs
of small island develeoping States in view of the degree to which they wers
exposed to transboundary pollution.

29, Some experts emphasized the role of public awareness programmes, without
which little progress would be made at the naticnal level.

30, The observer for the Internatiomal Atemic Energy Agency (IAEA),
referring to her Agency’'s slatement in document UNER/ICL/IG/1/INF.1§,
indicated that the IAEA General Conference had, in 1593, adopted a reselution
regarding the development of a Convention on the Safety of Radioactive Waste
Management. The first meeting to draft the Convention had been held in
February 1995. &he urged that the Programme of Action be consisten:t with the
IAEA Convention and other safety standards and guides provided by the Agency.

31. The cbserver for the World Health Organizaticn (WHO) explained that by
far the majority of remedial measures would be taken on land, which
underscored the importance of ineluding consideration of drainage basins in
marine action plans. He sald that it would be easier to proceed if global
igsgues were separated from naticnal izgues. There was alsc a need to
amphasize econemic analysis ag a part of the Programme of Adtion, ag well asm
te congentrate on what could actually be done rather than what was simply

degirablea.

32. The obsarver for the International Maritime Qrganization (IMO) =maid that
IMO administersed a number of global conventions related to ssa-based sources
of marine pollution. Many of the implementation strategies were, however,
regional, subregional or naticenal. He offered the assistance of his
organlzation, where possible, for the implementation of the Programme of
Action in view of the experience it had gained at thoae levels,

323. The observer for the United Nations Division of Qcean Affairs and Law of
the Sea (DOALQOS) drew attention to the General Assembly resolution 4%/28 by
which the Assembly rscognized that it was che forum respongible for
monitozring the implamentation of the United Nations Convention on the Law of
the Sea (UNCLOS). By the same resoliution, the Assembly had requasted the
Secretary-Genersl to submit a comprehengive report in 1996 on the impact of
the entry inte force of UNCLOS on related proposed or existing instrumenss

/AN
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and programmes. The DProgramme of Action weuld be included in the report as
one such instrument.

34, The ohserver for the European Commission recalled that, as expressed
officially in the framework of the recent implementation of the

United Nations Convention cn the Law of the Sea to which the European
Community was a contracting party, its member States (which, as of

1 January 1995 numbered 15) had transferred competencies to the Buropean
Community conserning, inter alia, certain aspects of agriculture and
fiaheries and of the protection and preservation of the marine environment.
A3 a result, the European Community had participated in certain regional
agreements (i.e. the Paris, Barcelona and Helsinki Conventions, and the
countries on the Rhine and the Elbe) and in a series of Community directives
related o the issue. The Commissier would therefore participate actively
in the efforts towards achieving as much progress as possible in the current
meeting, although there had been a lack of time for adequate preparation.

35, The observer for the Helsinki Commissicn (HELCOM), raferring to his
Commission’s statement in document UNER/ICL/IG/1/INF.17, indicated that a
large part of the Commission’s work dealt with marine pollution from land-
based activicies. The Baltic Sea Sraces had committed themselwves to take
measures in the entire drainage area of the Baltic Sea. He mentioned also
the Baltic Sea Joint Comprehensive Environmental Action Programme (JCP} which
particulary aimed at the eliminatior of the major sources of poellution of the
Haltic Sea area. The work involved international financial institutions,
i.e., the European Bank for Reconstruction and Revelopment, the European
lnvestment Bank, the Nordic Investmeant Bank, the Nordie Environmenc Finance
Corporation and the World Bank. Apart from the parties to the Helainkdi
Cenvention, including the European Commission, Norway and four land-lockad
states, ay wall as non-governmental organizations, alsn participated in the

implementacion of the programme.

36. The obaerver for the Permanent Commission f£or the South Pacific (CPPS)
said thak eince 1983 the countries of the region had a Protocol for the
Protection of the Marine Environment of the South-sast Pagific Against
Pollution from Land-based Sources. CPPS had held a coordinating meeting on
the draft Global Programme of Action, which had rasulted in the agreed
regional peosition contained in documents UNEP/ICL/IG/1/INF.15 and
TWEP/ICL/IG/1/INP 19. The latter aiso reflected the position of Costa Riea

and Cuba.

37. The Meeting was informed about the Protocol for the Protection of the
Mediterranean Sea Against Pollution from Land-based Sources, which had besen
adopted by the Mediterranean countries in 1980 and was currently under
review. Document UNEP/ICL/IG/1/INF,9 contained an coverview of the
achievements and shortcomings of the implementation of the protocel and
propose principles and concrete actions for the Mediterranean Action for the
Protection of the Marine Environment f£rom Land-based Activities.

38. The ohservaer for Greenpeace International welcomed the statements of
those countries who supported the acdoption of global legally binding
measures., Persistent organic pollutanta, especially organchalogens, and
artificiazl radionuclides that were trangported over long distances once they

Jees
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reached the environment were two cases in point, justifying the adeption of
binding glokal measures aiming at their elimination. He Ffurther indicated
that the elimination of nuclear reprocessing would be a feagible, effective
measure to prevent marine pollution by radicactive wastes.

39, The chserver for the Advisory Committee for the Protection of the Sea
(ACOPS) said that local authorities must be mores involved in the process,
especially as the protection of coastal and marine environment would play an
important part in the preparations for Habkitat IT, There could be no
commitment at the national level without ministerial consultations to ensure
gupport for the Programme of Action from all c¢oncerned ministries. Finally,
he =aid that it was crucial that the global discussions henefited from the
experience of the regional seas programmes, particularly in terms of funding
and transfer of technolaogy, and the many land-based scurces protocols under
the various regional seas conventions.

40, The meeting noted also the valuable information provided by various
regional bodies, describing their activities relevant to the protecrtion of

the marine and coastal environment against pollutieon from land-based
e hr i Ll wa wwsdemlam? Lid LIAT eluvadlll LOLQITWATION AGCUMents

{(UNEP/ICL/IG/1/INF.5,9,11,13 and 14).

B. Review of the propaosed outline

41, The Meetling reached consensus that the outline of the Programme as
contained in section A of document UNEP/ICL/I&/L/2 could be used ag a basis
for further discussicn of the draft Programme of Action by the Meeting.

C. Review and further develovment of the proposed Programme of Actisr

42, The Meeting decided that chapters IX-IV of the draft Programme of Action
would be considered in Working Group I and chapter V would be taken up in
Working Group II. <Chapter I would be considered in plenary.

43, At the start of the discussion of chapter I in plenary, the expert from
Colombia introduced some proposed amendments to the chapter as contained in

document UNEP/ICL/IG/1/INF.19 submitted by Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Beuador, Panama and Peru, After some digcussion, the Meeting decided to
defer its consideration of the chapter until a later stage in the

proceedings.

44, After informal comsultations the Chairman submitted a working paper ag a
basis for diacussion in plenary. The working paper was adopted with
amendments and incorperated into the revised draft Programme of Actien as

chapter I.

45, Working Group I held 7 meetings from 6 to 10 March to considar
chapters II-IV of the draft Programme. It presented its report to plenary



UNEB/ICL/IG/1/5
Page 9

together with the amended text of those chapters at the ¢lcsing session of
the Mesting, on 10 March 19%5 (UNEP/ICL/IG/1/L,3/Rev.1).

46. Working Group II held 7 meektings from 6 to 10 March 1995, It too
pregented its report te plenary, together with the amended text of chapter Vv,
at the closing session of the Mesting (UNEP/ICL/IG/i/L.4 and Add.1).

47. Some experts expressed their congern over the unavailability of the
reports of the Working Groups in French and Spanish. The representative of
the Secretariat explained that this was due to time constraints in view of
the fact that the Working Groups had finished their delikerartions too latae go
enable translation of their English reports inte other languages.

48, The Mesting requested UNEP te provide the Washington Meeting with

information relevant to the clearing house and revelving Zund proposed in
ghapter IV "International Cooperation”, in particular, pointing out other
options and the need for and financial implications of suck institutions.

49, The Meeting also established a special working group on persistent
organiq pellutants to gonsider paragraphs 66-70 of the drait Gleobal Programme
of Action and paragraphs 85-91 of chapter V of the draft Programme as
prepared by Working Group II (UNEP/ICL/IG/1/L.4). The Working Group
submitted an alternative text for paragraphs 66-70 (UNER/ICL/IG/1/L.5), which
wag approved with amendments by the Meeting for inclusion in the revised
draft Programme. The meeting also approved the working grsup’s suggestion
that, as a consequence, paragraphs 91 (e) and {f) of ghapter V as prepared by
Working Group II should be deleted.

V. PREPARATIONS FQR THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CONFERENCE TC PROTECT THE MARINE
ENVIRONMENT FROM LAND-BASED ACTIVITIES

Statemert by repregentatives of the United States of America

§0. At the invitation of the Chairman, the representative of the

Unitad States made a brief statement on the arrangements for the
Intergovernmental Conference to Adopt a Glokal Programme of Action for the
Prataction of the Marine Environment from Land-based Activitiss, to be held
in Washington, D.C. from 23 October to 3 November 1585, A number of avents
were being organized to coineide with the Confarence, including a technology
fozum., A&n information package would be gent to participants either with the
letter of invitacion or under separate cover. KHis Government was looking
forward te receiving the participants at the Conference.

Si, Another repregentative of the United States described in more detail the
technolegy forum that would be held in conjunction with the Conference. He
gald that the forum would focus ofl pollution prevention and reduction as well
as low-coat easily available and easily maintainable technologies. The forum
would have four main thrusts:; techmology; <¢apacity-builgding; public
education and outreach; and funding.

52. The representative of the secretariat informed the Meeting that the
raport of the Meeting, together with the draft Programme of Actieon ag
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produced by the Working Groups and adopted by the Meeting, would be finalized
in two weeks’ time and sent to the Chairman of the Meeting and the two
Chairmen of the Working Groups for comments. Upon receipt of the Chalrmen’s
clearance, the documents would ke produced in English and sent to UNEP's
Conference Services for translation by mid-April 1525. The Sacretariat
further indicated that the report and draft Programme of Action could be sent
to all participants of the Meeting (im English only) as socn as finalized,
but their translated versions {in all Uniced Natiomns languages) would be sent
out to all Governments in their respective languages as soon as possible,
but, well in advance cf the aix-week deadline prior to the Washingten
Conference. Any propesals or submisaions relevant to the Washington
Conference sheuld reach the secratariat by 1 July 18%5, to allow their
inclusion in the documentation of the meeting.

Statement by ehe observer for the Advisory Committee for the Protection of
the Sea (ACODPS)

53, The obhserver for the Advisory Committes fox the Protection of the Sea
{ACOPS) reported on preéparations Zor a conference that ACOPS was planning to
hold in Ric de Janairo from 18 to 22 June 1995 aa a contribution t¢ the
process leading to the Washington Conferencs. The Conference would be
attended by Ministers of the Enviromment from developing countries and
Eastern EBurope drawn from elsven zegional seas, as well as overaseas aid and
foraign affairs ministers and high-level officials from developed countries.
The primary purpose of the ACOPS meeting was te seek political ¢onsensus and
to ensure that there was a degree of cabinet debate in the countries whose

ministers would be attsnding.

Draft decision on the protection of the marine environment from land-based

activities for submiaasdico e the Governing Council of UNEP at itg eighteenth

gesgdion

54, In accordaace with the undergtanding reached during the adoption ¢f the
agerda (see paragraph 13 above), a conference room paper was circulated
containing a draft decision on the protection of the marine environment from
land-hbaged activities, which a number of Governments participating in the
Meeting intended to introduce into the preparations for a decision on the
issue by the Governing Council of UNEP at its eighteenth gession. The
Meeting took note of the intention of thuzse Governments to make such use of

the draft decision.

Provisional agenda for the Intergovermmental Confarence to adepnt a Global
Programme of Acticn for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-

baged Activities

55, The Meeting approved with amendments the draft provisional agenda
proposed by the secretariat for the Intergovernmental Conference to Adopt a
Global Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from
Land-baged Activities, to be held in Washington, D.¢., from 23 Qetober to 3

November 1985.

56, The draft provisional agenda, as approved, is contained in annex IV to
the present report.

/ae
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VI. OTEER MATTERS

Interacveramental Panel on Persigtent Organiec Pellutants {IEPCP) ; Nordic

proposal

§7. Uader this item, the expert from Iceland, speaking on behalf of the
Nordic countries, introduced the Nordic propesal on the establishment of an
Intergovernmental Panel on Persistent Organic Pollutants (IDPEQP), which had
beer circulated as document UNEP/ICL/IG/L/INF.25. He algo drew the Meeting’s
attentien to the position paper of the Nordic c¢cuntries on global measures on
persistant organic pollutants (UNEP/ICL/IG/1/INF.3). He said that the Nordie
countrias were proposing that an Intergovernmental Panel on Persistent
Organic Pollutants (POPs) ke established to address the growinhg problem and
threat pesed by POPs and to develop proposals for a concerzed global means
for reduecing and/or eliminating their emissions, diacharges and losses to tha

environment.

§8. All expexts who teock the floor in response to the Nordic proposal
expressed concern over the gquestion of pergistent organic pollutants and
found that some type of internatienal action was necessary. Some felt that
further scientific asgessments wexe called for but beliesved that it might be
possible to carry out the necessary work in other forums, such as the
Intergovernmental Forum cn Chemical Safety. Others, however, believed that
scientific knowledge already at hand wag sufficient for immedlate action to
be taken and expressed concern at the possibility that the panel could delay
guch immediate international action, as well as at the expanse inveolved in

its esztablishment,

8s, One expert, supported by several others, called for ths initiation of an
intergevernmental negotiating committee process aimed at a gleobal, legally
binding instrument for eliminating emissions and discharges of POPs, with
pricrity on PCBs and organchalcgens compounds in general.

0. Qne expert called for inviting the Joint Group of Expcrts on the
Seientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection (GESAMP) to undartake a
preliminary agsegsment of the sources, transport, fate and effects of POPs in
the marine envirsnment so as to assigt the Washington Conference in its

deliberations.

€1. Many experts expressed concern about the difficulties facing developing
countries, for whom the alternatives were neither cost-effactive nor
practical. Several of those experts favoursed a atep-by-step, time«~bound ban,
which would give the developing countries time to resolve the practical
gquestions. One of those experts suggested that a United Nations mechanism
should be established to provide grants to developing councries for the
purchase or manufacture of altexnatives.

62. One expert ohserved that the develeopment of the work on pexsistent
organic pollutants (POPs) should take aceount of any relevant work of the

Intergovernmental Forum on Chemical Safety.

63. Following the disc¢ussion, the Meeting established a apecial working
group under the ¢hairmanship of Mr. A. Simccck (UR! Lo consider the Nordiws
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proposal. The final text produced by the group was adopted unanimously with
a few amendments and incorporated into the draft Programme of Action

(aee paragraph 44 above).

Mechanism for attaining coordinated policies with international financing

arganizations

64. The expert from Honduras drew attentlon to a document entitled “General
obgservationa on the draft Glebal Programme of Action to protect the marine
environment from land-based activities” submizted by Baﬁgladesh, Brazil,
Cameroon, Costa Rica, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuader, Ghana, Honduras, Kenya,
Nigeria, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Sierxra Lsone, Uganda and United
Republic of Tanzania (UNEP/ICL/IG/L/INF.26). Thode countries believed that
the draft Programme of Action, as well ag other commitments undertaken, wera
often at odds with international financial policies and requested UNEP to
look for mechanisms for attaining coordinating policies with international
financial organizationsg in oxder to avoid such coptradictions.

65, After a brief discussion, in which all experts who teok the Lloor
expressed their support for the document, the Meating requested UNEP to
investigate the posgibility of setting up such a mechanism,

Mechanism for channelling rssources towards managemen® and treatment of wagrce

water

66. Saveral experta expregged concern over the public health proklems and
ecolagical degradation caused by inadequate disposal of waske watera in
¢oastal areas. These experts reguested that mechanismz be studied te channel
additional resouxces to developing countries for addressing this problem,

VII. ADQPTION OF THE REPORT

€7. The meeting adopted its final report on 10 March 1995 on the basis of
the revised draft repart contained in decument UNEP/ICL/IG/1/L.1/Rev.l.

VIII. CLOSURE OF THE MEETING
68. After the customary exchange of courtesies and expression of thanks to

all invelved in the organization and conduct ©f the meeting, the Chairman and
the Dixector of UNEP-OCA/PAC declared the meeting closed at 10.35 p.m. on 10

March 1995,.
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