20th November 2020

Norwegian comments to the Medium-term Strategy 2022-2025, Programme of Work 2022-2023 and budget.
[bookmark: _Hlk56674145]Comments:
· Norway believes that the most recent drafts of the Medium-term Strategy, Programme of Work and Budget have largely improved, and we agree with the overall direction. 

· Overall, we still believe that the text could more explicitly highlight the particular competencies, role and value-added which UNEP has in respect of responding to the situation analysis. 

· Environmental governance is an integral part of UNEP's work. We noted with disappointment that the sentence concerning monitoring threats against environmental defenders has been removed. We would have strongly preferred to keep this reference. We will also use this opportunity to take note of the interest in other delegations to work further on clarifying our common understanding and basis across the UN system on environmental rights. We would note that human rights is a fundamental component of the 2030 Agenda. Also, taking into account Human Rights Council resolution 40/11 of 21 March 2019 that was adopted by consensus, recognizing the contribution of environmental human rights defenders to the enjoyment of human rights, environmental protection and sustainable development is a sufficient basis on which we should act, work and continue to build. In the resolution, UNEP is specifically commended for their work on environmental human rights defenders. Human Rights Council Resolution 40/11 was also recalled by UNGA in resolution 74/146, also adopted by consensus, which affirms the role human rights defenders including environmental human rights defenders, can play in supporting efforts to strengthen sustainable development and reaching the 2030 Agenda and its pledge that no one will be left behind. Norway believes the UN and its member states have a responsibility to ensure the development of strong institutions with the necessary capacity to ensure the effective protection of human rights defenders, including UNEP. We look forward to engaging constructively with all delegations on this both here and in the other appropriate UN organs.

· Norway supports the integration of SCP throughout the document. It is also important to maintain references on green finance, green recovery, circular economy and sustainable food systems. 

· Furthermore, the chapter on science-policy is very important to Norway. We believe that this chapter can be clearer and more to the point, for instance by improving headings and sharpening up some of the content. Also, there are some key tools and concepts which are not mentioned, such as synthesis, multidisciplinary and transdisciplinary research, ci-creation and level of uncertainty. Moreover, it is very important that UNEP's products must be inputs to the Global Sustainable Development Report. . UNEP should also consider prioritising the work which will have the most immediate impact, like environmental data and/or syntheses about smaller thematic areas. The MTS should also not prejudge the outcome of UNEA-5 on the future of the Global Environment Outlook. Also, developing a toolbox about how to execute science-policy processes on local and national level is an area where UNEP could provide great guidance. 

· Regarding the Programme of Work, there is still no narrative information explaining how change will happen in the theory of change. We therefore recommend that UNEP develop a short narrative for each of the theories of change. A narrative would also explain and clearly state which target groups UNEP plan to include and reach. 


· We note that UNEP will report on each of the strategic objectives separately. Even though there is not one overall ToC that links all three strategic objectives in one figure – this does not mean that the reporting cannot be done in a more integrated manner to illustrate how all how all three strategic objectives are interlinked. 

· The results framework should also indicate which outcome the indicators are linked too, especially at the thematic sub-programme level. The way they are listed now makes it difficult to understand which outcome thy want to measure. 

· We note that UNEP has included an outcome on gender, with four associated indicators and this is very positive. However, one of the indicators will measure: Full implementation of UNEA4/17: Promoting gender equality and the human rights and empowerment of women and girls in environmental governance. How will you measure that “full implementation” has been achieved? This needs to be concretized. In general we would have liked to see gender better integrated into the sub-programmes, but adding an outcome at the executive direction and management level is a good start for improved reporting on the topic.

· Some of the outcomes are quite comprehensive and include many different elements. It is important to ensure that, if an outcome includes more than one objective, that all the planned results are monitored.

· There is a list of SDG indicators that UNEP will contribute to and here we can also decipher the relevant SDGs. However, it would still be useful if the ToCs also included information on which SDGs are relevant for each ToC. 

· In the third ToC in figure 4, the outcome is called “MTS 2030 outcome” while in the other two ToCs this is called “2030 outcome”. In order to minimize misunderstandings, the objectives in the ToCs and in the indicator list should be identical and be called the same.

· Finally, we appreciate that UNEP has developed objectives and targets at the organizational level, as this will facilitate the tracking on how you deliver on your mandate. 



