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The  
Johannesburg 

Summit 
  As we enter the final phase of the 2002 
World Summit for Sustainable Development 
we must be strategic in our thinking and 
practical in our actions. David Hales & 
Derek Osborn, Stakeholder Forum’s Special 
Advisor & Chair respectively provide some 
guidance on how that can be achieved. 
  It is easy to argue that the Summit will fall short of 
the role it should have played, and the potential that it 
seemed to have only a year ago. Easy, but also a waste 
of time. 

  We are where we are, and the situation is as it is. 
Over the next two weeks, we still have the opportunity 
to accomplish two strategically important imperatives. 
Whether we do so will largely determine whether the 
next decade of the transition to sustainability will be 
materially different from the last. 

  It is necessary first that we recommit ourselves to the 
fundamental wisdom of Rio. Societies that are just and 
sustainable are achievable, but only through the inte-
gration of economic development, environmental pro-
tection, and social development. The transition to sus-
tainability is not easy, but it is possible, and since the 
alternatives are so disastrous for our future it is im-
perative. The existence of the opportunity and the 
price of failure create the responsibility. The political 
declaration must be unequivocal on this point, and the 
negotiated text and voluntary partnerships must be 
fully consistent with it. Sustainable development will 
always be a complex of issues and agendas that can be 
addressed in competition or in co-operation. The les-
son of Rio is that the competitive, isolated special in-
terest approach is ultimately impotent. We will reach 
susses on all three components of sustainable develop-
ment together, or not at all.  

  It is also necessary that we complete the delibera-
tions here with outspoken honesty in regard to four 
fundamental lessons of the past decade. The Johannes-
burg response will enable or prevent successes as we 
pursue the transition to sustainability. 

  First, virtually every challenge to sustainability that 
we face today was identified at Rio, and addressed in 
Agenda 21. It has not been confusion over their nature 
and importance that has kept us from addressing them 
effectively. While there have been significant changes 
in the context within which we must address these 
challenges, the challenges themselves were already 
identified and focused. All that has changed is that 
many of the problems have become even more urgent 
and pressing over that decade. We do not need more 
analysis and agenda setting. We need implementation 
and action. 
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  Secondly, we need much more rigorous monitoring 
of our progress - or the lack of it. Nations made more 
than 3000 promises to themselves and to those they 
represented at Rio, but have set no clear priorities or 
benchmarks against which progress can be regularly 
assessed and corrective action taken. The Millennium 
goals, and the WEHAB priorities now offer the possi-
bility of a more focused effort over the next ten years. 
But there is still no clarity on the process for monitor-
ing progress, and keeping everyone on track towards 
the targets. 

  Third, no nation, nor the international community, 
have created the context in which these challenges and 
promises can be rigorously monitored and managed. 
National authorities remain fragmented, unfocused, 
and even where there are organizational foci for sus-
tainability issues, they are usually politically weak, 
and lack clout in the all important debates for power, 
resources and influence. The CSD has been marginal-
ized within the UN system, and dominated by petty 
issues – a recipe for an interactive witches brew of 
irrelevance. The other organizational fiefdoms of the 
UN and the Bretton Woods system all too often value 
their autonomy more then a cooperative search for 
sustainability results. We must either strengthen the 
CSD and its capacity to drive action on sustainability 
forward, or place responsibility in some other more 
powerful and effective part of the international ma-
chinery. And of course such strengthening of the inter-
national machinery will only make sense if countries 
are at the same time taking steps to reinforce their 
own national machinery for driving sustainability for-
ward from the centre of national government. 

  Fourth, no individual nation, nor the international 
community, is yet investing their resources domesti-
cally or internationally as though the problems of sus-
tainability were real and central. Our rhetoric at Su m-
mits, and at meetings of the Commission on Sustain-
able development says one thing. Our behaviour for 
most of the 1990s spoke far more loudly, and trans-
mitted a different message. Now for the first time for a 
generation several major countries seem to be shaping 
up to at least to begin to move in the right direction 
with new programmes for some of the major sustain-
ability issues nationally, and some additional commit-
ment of resources to help poorer developing countries 
with their own pressing development and sustainabil-
ity needs. But it is only a beginning, and political 
memories and promises are short. We need much 
clearer and more effective machinery for measuring 
results and keeping ourselves up to the mark on finan-
cial commitments to sustainability. 

  There is a cynical perception around that nations 
meet in Johannesburg reluctantly, driven by the tyr-
anny of the calendar, rather than a sense of purpose, 
with no definition of success for the meeting, and hop-
ing to avoid the commitment of new and additional 
resources, particularly in terms of domestic agenda 
and policies. The Summit that should be a spur to ac-
tion has become, to too many powerful nations, an 
onerous task, and a civil society and public relations 
gauntlet of conflicting interests to be run and to be 
survived with as little new commitment as possible.  

                                                 www.earthsummit2002.org                                                 1 



Stakeholder Forum                                 Issue I                                    26th August 2002
  Some of the official delegations appear to be operating on a mini-
malist brief: 

1.   Prevent the adoption of specific goals, particularly at the na-
tional level, where accountability can be established. 

2.   Where goals are adopted, ensure that they are global, incapable 
of being disaggregated, and that they are patently unrealistic 
and unachievable; 

3.   Oppose any specific commitment to new and additional re-
sources from governments; 

4.   Prevent the adoption of priorities 

5.   Be sure that there are no fixed reporting responsibilities for gov-
ernments and that there are no institutions where nations can be 
held accountable, even for basic reporting of data 

6.   Oppose the commitment of resources to develop methodologies 
and institutions that can independently measure and publicly 
report progress. 

7.   Treat Sustainable Development as primarily an international 
issue. Support intergovernmental processes and institutions 
where responsibility and authority are separated and where sub-
stantive foci are narrow and fragmented 

8.   Quibble about the need for reforming Bretton Woods and UN 
agencies and institutions. Insist that all the details be known be-
fore a commitment to reorganization and reform is adopted. 

  As ministers leaders arrive to take over the reins in this last stage 
of the negotiations there is at least a chance to break out of this de-
spairing minimalism and to push for a significant and inspiring po-
litical commitment by the heads of government and political lead-
ers who will be present next week.  

What are the essential points we need in the political declaration? 

  A clear reaffirmation of the Rio principles, and recognition of the 
additional inspiration of the Earth Charter. 

  Clear commitment to changes in government policies and actions, 
demonstrated by domestic reforms and commitment of human and 
financial resources. 

  A clear focus on results, with clear and realistic commitments to 
quantifiable targets and effective ways to gauge progress and en-
sure accountability. 

  A clear commitment to fundamental institutional reform at the 
international level 

  Even at this late hour there is much that could be achieved on 
these lines during the days ahead. 

David Hales & Derek Osborn, Stakeholder Forum 

 

Vienna Style  
Informal 

Negotiations 
Report on the Weekend WSSD Sessions 
  As delegates filed into a tiny and cramped room, NGO's were in-
vited to leave by the chair, who said they had “no reason to be ob-
servers of the negotiations.”. It is understood, however, that the 
negotiations continued in a similar way to those in Bali - pa infully 

slow. Only the bold and bracketed text were discussed - those is-
sues, that had not been resolved for the past two Preparatory meet-
ings. Leaving one to ask the question how then could agreement be 
reached in a mere two days? In order to assist the process of con-
flict resolution contact groups were set up.  

  Despite the ongoing problems of the negotiations, progress was 
made on Saturday - but at what cost we have still to find out. Bi-
latteral negotiations are certainly taking place, where targets and 
stronger language are being traded. This process is not unexpected, 
but also it is unlikely to give us a strong Plan of Implementation. 
Hearsay and supposition indicates that some sort of an agreement 
may have been reached on certain key areas, such as to allow inclu-
sion of the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities 
within Para 2. But this has caused unease amongst delegations, 
who are concerned about what has been given up in return. Agree-
ment was reached for around 10 paragraphs, after 6 hours of nego-
tiations. However, this progress was not met positively by all. 
Agreement on Para 6(e), met with no objection regarding support 
for 'sustainable harvesting' of renewable resources by indigenous 
communities. As some NGOs pointed out, this ambiguous term 
could open the way for the “sustainable” harvesting of key species 
such as whales i.e. species which could really do without the addi-
tional pressure.  

  Chapter 6 on Health and Sustainable Development kicked off the 
Sunday morning’s informal negotiations. The chair announced that 
an “agreed” paragraph of the text (47) on health care systems had 
since been questioned by Canada, who felt that the text hadn’t actu-
ally been agreed during Bali and that they wanted to insert new text 
about delivering basic health services “in conformity human rights 
and fundamental freedoms”. There was an immediate backlash 
from the US, Holysea (Vatican) and G77, who protested that the 
paragraph had been agreed as an entire package. The Holysea has 
an unspoken objection to recognise such “freedom” because, by 
inference, it might mean supporting the right of women to have 
abortions. As a result the Holysea announced that if Canada in-
sisted on inserting this text then the whole paragraph would have to 
be re-opened. However, in support of Canada, the Danish represen-
tative for the EU quoted the Bali negotiation. During which, they 
said, Canada, EU, New Zealand and Australia had clearly stated 
that the sentence was NOT agreed. The chair, in a desperate bid to 
get through everything by the end of the day, moved quickly on 
from this issue, but it is clearly one that will not be easily resolved. 
This first stumbling block was then followed by skipping a number 
of outstanding paragraphs, either being dealt with by one of many 
breakout groups that emerged from Saturday, or avoided because 
of lack of consensus.  

  Sunday afternoon, the group was left awaiting report backs from 
some of the contact groups. This includes a group focusing on the 
Rio Principles which, at the time of writing, was trying to clarify 
the scope of “Common but Differentiated Responsibilities”. With 
regards to discussions on the water sanitation target, Canada re-
ported that no compromise had been reached, pointing to a lack of 
real will to find agreement. The groups then tuned to outstanding 
issues in the text. The G77 took on para 9.b, regarding respect of 
ILO core labour standards. They proposed new text but this put to 
one side to allow other governments to review it. One result was 
achieved with the US accepting a target for UNEP’s Global Pro-
gramme of Action in 2004 (paragraph 52.e). However another tar-
get emerged in the afternoon, which was not so easy to agree. Para 
23 on reversing the current trend in loss of natural resources by 
2015, remained problematic, especially for the US and Australia, 
and was left open for later resolution.   

  Representatives from South Africa, JUSCANZ, EU, G77 indi-
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gaps. They can comprise of: 

-       strengthening / supporting existing partnership initiatives 

-       broadening existing partnership initiatives, ie adding a 
wider range of partners 

-       replicating good practice partnership initiatives 

-       creating new partnership initiatives 

  Particular attention is being paid to the means by which the action 
plans are to be financed.  In some cases the action plans are being 
financed by the partners involved; some are broadly commercial in 
nature and able to access commercial funding; whilst others require 
financial support of some kind, in which case steps will be taken to 
identify and secure that support. 

 

The objective is that, by the end of the conference, stakeholders 
will commit to concrete, agreed and owned collaborative action 
plans aimed at implementing the Sustainable Development Agree-
ments in the four issue areas. These outcomes will be made avail-
able to the Summit itself and a follow-up process will be launched. 

Framework of the IC process 

  All possible IC outcomes should benefit from the value added 
through a multi-stakeholder approach, namely: 

-       increased quality by integrating a wider range of expertise 

-       increased credibility by integrating different perspectives / 
interests 

-       increased outreach into various stakeholder communities 

The process draws heavily on Stakeholder Forum's projects on 
multi-stakeholder processes, which led to the book Multi-
stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability – Beyond 
Deadlock and Conflict (Earthscan 2002) by Minu Hemmati and 
others.  The book offers a set of principles for multi-stakeholder 
processes and a checklist for those developing. 

The IC itself 

  The Implementation Conference itself commenced on Saturday 
with an opening plenary with contributions from John Turner, US 
Assistant Secretary of State, Dr Sekobe of the South African Health 
Department and Nitin Desai, Secretary of the WSSD who each 
gave their own slant on the role of partnerships in contributing to 
the implementation of sustainable development.  The objectives of 
the conference were outlined, the results of which will be seen on 
Monday afternoon.  
www.earthsummit2002.org/ic 
Robert Whitfield ,Stakeholder Forum 
 

Bio-Diversity:  
The planet’s life  
support system 

  The WSSD Agenda is as broad as it is long, with many 
complex issues due to be discussed. In the midst of it all 
though are the Secretary General’s WEHAB issues. 
OUTREACH will be taking each in succession, looking 
at why they are on the table and what can be achieved. 

cated they would work together to try and clean up these out-
standing issues. The informal group is expecting presentations 
from the contact groups for the Sunday evening session. However, 
as things stand, it seems likely that Monday morning will find a 
number of these issues are still up for the offing. 

By Rosalie Gardiner, Georgina Ayre & Catherine Budgett-Meakin 

 

Stakeholder Action : 
IC NOW 

  One of the most innovative progressions within the 
WSSD process is the increasing role being played by 
Stakeholders. Identifying exactly what those roles are 
and how the Stakeholder work together for a positive 
future is one of the big challenges for the process. 
Stakeholder Forum’s Implementation Conference pro-
vides a major contribution to answering many of those 
questions based on practical projects and partnerships.  
  The Implementation Conference: Stakeholder Action for Our 
Common Future (IC), being held here in Johannesburg from Au-
gust 24th to 26th, is acting as a hot house for bringing on new part-
nerships.  Four hundred stakeholders from over 50 different coun-
tries are working with 26 facilitators from around the globe to 
finalise by Monday afternoon 26 action plans/partnerships.  Four-
teen draft Type 2 agreements have already been submitted and the 
potential partners are striving to finalise them before the closing 
plenary.  Every few minutes it seems that a facilitator comes into 
the conference office seeking to type up the outcomes of a new ac-
tion plans. 

  The IC closing plenary is to be held in the brand new Kgotla 
Room at the Indaba Hotel, Sandton at 3.00 pm at which the newly 
finalised action plans/partnerships will be announced.  WSSD par-
ticipants are welcome to attend.  Announcements of the new part-
nerships will be interspersed with speakers including Kader Asmal, 
South African Minister of Education, Achim Steiner, Executive  
Director of IUCN and Ambassador Dan Neilson representing the 
EU Presidency. 

  The Implementation Conference itself is seeking to initiate and 
strengthen collaborative stakeholder implementation of sustainable 
development.  As such it is one, albeit key stepping-stone in a 
long-term process, which Stakeholder Forum started in the autumn 
of 2001.  Within the framework of type 1 & type 2 outcome docu-
ments for the Johannesburg Summit, the Implementation Confer-
ence is seeking to develop type 2 outcomes : partnership initiatives 
to further the implementation of the sustainable agreements. 

  Four issue areas  have been identified as being particularly recep-
tive to this approach, namely Energy, Food Security, Freshwater, 
and Health.  All four are issues highlighted by Kofi Annan in his 
WEHAB list of the five key issues for the summit.  These four is-
sues are being addressed with a view to poverty eradication, social 
inclusion and empowerment, good governance, gender equity and 
corporate / stakeholder citizenship 

  Multi-stakeholder Issue Advisory Groups  were established at the 
beginning of the year and to guide the development, identifying 
possible collaborative action plans and potential partners for each 
issue.  

IC outcomes are building on good practice and address identified 
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Jo Phillips, Stakeholder Forum, leads with Bio-
diversity. 
  Biodiversity and the essential goods and services it provides un-
derpin sustainable development, prosperity and well-being. Biodi-
versity, as well as having ethical, spiritual and community values, 
forms the life support system for the planet. It is a simple ecologi-
cal imperative that humans, along with all other animal species, 
depend on this planet’s biological diversity to provide nutrients for 
growth and reproduction and to maintain the ecological cycles that 
allow the biosphere to function.  

  If we are to achieve sustainable development and the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs), the role and relevance of biodiver-
sity, must be integrated in other sectoral areas and mainstreamed. 
There is a need to for much closer co-operation between the 
broader biodiversity sector (biodiversity, oceans, forests, freshwa-
ter etc.) and the Commission on Sustainable Development  (CSD). 
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), an important and 
significant outcome of Rio, and biodiversity experts cannot support 
sustainable development and ultimately biodiversity by working in 
isolation. There is a need for an ongoing process to integrate biodi-
versity issues into other sectoral areas, including trade and finance. 
The WSSD provides a valuable opportunity to address this funda-
mental issue as part of an on going programme of communication, 
review and monitoring.  

  The Current Plan of Implementation falls short of making these 
links and, with targets still un-agreed, there is a clear need for 
many key issues to be confronted. The ‘WEHAB’ papers1 under 
discussion during the first three days of the Summit could be ap-
plauded for aiming to “to highlight inter-linkages among the sec-
tors, to identify key gaps and challenges and to highlight areas 
where further action is needed”. However, these potentially valu-
able contributions will be wasted unless dialogued openly and 
placed into a widely endorsed context of future action. And let us 
also hope that key concerns over lack of transparency and inclusion 
in their preparation do-not lead to their being disregarded. 

  The WSSD WEHAB dialogue sessions (Monday 28th- Wednes-
day 30th) provide an opportunity to help initiate discussion on how 
we can effectively communicate around these issues to take for-
ward key elements of sustainable development and the outcomes of 
the WSSD. This opportunity would perhaps be wasted if only used 
to rehash old substantive discussion best voiced in other Summit 
arenas. Many questions arise from the proposed Frameworks and 
the examples of activities – further open consultation would help to 
answer some of these - as the biodiversity paper itself states 
“limited public participation and stakeholder involvement” is one 
of the key challenges and obstacles to making progress. As well as 
transparency and accountability, there are number of other key is-
sues: 

1) WSSD / TYPE 1 INTREGRATION - there is a clear need to 
clarify how these papers will mesh with the Plan of Implemen-
tation and multilaterally agreed. The release of these papers 
could be seen as a first stage of the ‘partnership’ process it de-
scribes (p. 25) but, most importantly, they must not be seen as 
a substitute for weak Type I outcomes.  

2) WIDER RECOGNITION THAN SECTORAL GROUPS –  
there is a need to ensure that these papers are read by groups 
outside the sector in question. The international agencies, gov-
ernments and stakeholders must all engage with the underlying 
remit of truly sustainable development. 

3) MAKING IT WORK – many of the examples of targets and 
actions do not specifically address “how” to deliver ambigu-

ous, difficult and controversial targets or who will take the 
lead on them. There is a need for dialogue to determine who 
will review and/or monitor the framework processes – this role 
could be combined effectively with monitoring and review of 
the WSSD outcomes which must be addressed. 

  The Biodiversity paper provides a valuable contribution to the 
WSSD agenda in many ways. It builds on the strengths and ad-
dresses the weaknesses of the current Plan of Implementation. It 
provides a clearer link between the Type 1 and Type II outcomes  
and a more structured approach to addressing the links to the Con-
vention on Biological Diversity (CBD). It also usefully provides a 
breakdown of action areas, indicative targets and milestones. More 
generically, it makes crucial linkages (horizontally and vertically) 
between other sectoral areas, other WEHAB issues and the Millen-
nium Development Goals, and most significantly it highlights the 
fundamental importance of biodiversity as the “planet’s life support 
system”.   

  Significant omissions are links to other broader biodiversity agen-
das such as oceans and forests. There is also concern that the paper 
focused too much on developing countries. This is despite recogni-
tion in the text that “perhaps the most basic driving force is an un-
sustainable pattern of production and over consumption of goods 
and services by a relatively small proportion of the human fam-
ily” – over-consumption by industrialised countries and by the elite 
in poorer countries has frequently been singled out as a key driver 
of biodiversity loss and increased poverty.  

  Whilst generally comprehensive, the section on ‘Challenges and 
Obstacles’ has missed some key Biodiversity issues. In particular it 
does not address possible conflicts with shareholder and profit pri-
orities, and it does not refer to the lack of understanding, and short-
termism within Economic policy and financial resources. Unless 
viewed in a long-term strategic sense, biodiversity will be con-
stantly undervalued, ultimately jeopardising the needs of future 
generations. 

  ‘Frameworks for Action’, necessitates a partners hip approach, and 
calls for “closer cooperation and integration with the public and 
private sectors and with civil society at large”. This is particularly 
emphasized in the page dedicated to the ‘Building and Implement-
ing of Partnerships’. Missing from the partnership section is the 
need to address capacity building to enable equitable stakeholders 
involvement and the adoption of a rights-based approach to ensure 
a level playing field amongst all partners. Incentives and regulatory 
measures to encourage corporate responsibility and control are also 
missing – in fact the role and impact of industry has been largely 
ignored. Resources and funding, and no reference to the Global 
Environment Facility is also a curious omission to this section. Fur-
ther to this, definition, practicality and methodology, measurement, 
monitoring and review of targets needs to be outlined. Who would 
coordinate implementation of the key processes within the frame-
work is fundamental.  

  In conclusion, whilst we are not going to solve all the outstanding 
issues tabled at the WSSD, the WEHAB papers do provide a useful 
starting point to open debate for how such issues might be ad-
dressed in the future. The key is to provide a context within which 
the most difficult and controversial can be addressed freely and 
productively. Among other things, this calls for a major change in 
the way these issues are co-ordinated by the United Nations sys-
tem. As part of this, there is clearly a need for the biodiversity 
world to interact more openly and readily with other sectors and for 
others to do the same.  

Jo Phillips, Stakeholder Forum 

 

4                                               www.earthsummit2002.org                                                   



Stakeholder Forum                                 Issue I                                    26th August 2002
  Trade & investment vs. environment & development – The 
potential for conflict between these areas has been clearly demo n-
strated in the negotiations on trade. This is by far the most domi-
nating and difficult area in the entire negotiation. For the institu-
tional section of the text, all the key points relating to trade and in-
vestment remain bracketed (para.123 –124). Many NGOs have de-
manded that Jo’burg must define the SD criteria which should 
drive the new Doha trade round. Yet certain governments remain 
clearly opposed to any substantive discussion about Doha or trade 
taking place during the WSSD. And in many ways it has certainly 
detracted from the environmental and social issues up for debate. 
However it also highlights an ongoing uncertainty in the global 
arena regarding the remit and authority of the UN to establish pol-
icy and international obligations in relation to these areas. There is 
a real need for clarification about the role of different intergovern-
mental bodies in dealing with trade and investment. A formal and 
transparent assessment should be instigated, with a sufficient man-
date to ensure some follow through of the recommendations it 
makes. One immediate option would be to utilise the existing 
World Commission on the Social Dimensions of Globalisation 
(established by the ILO) to broaden its view and incorporate envi-
ronmental, as well as social, elements and thereby develop propos-
als where these roles can be further elaborated. 

  Rio Principles  – It is disappointing that a number of pre-existing 
Rio principles including the; precautionary approach (Paragraphs 
[22], [23], [45.alt.e and e.alt] [93.e.bis]), participation (numerous), 
polluter pays (paragraphs (10.b) and (18.b)), and common but dif-
ferentiated responsibility, remain bracketed in the text. The interna-
tional community needs to be consistent in its recognition of these. 
A clear commitment to the principles is vital for establishing a 
strong basis for future progress in legal and policy frameworks. 

   Good governance -The debate on good governance took a nasty 
turn in Prep Com 4. There are now seven alternative variations in 
the text trying to tackle this concept (para 146). The G77 repeat-
edly raised concerns about the emphasis on national or domestic 
responsibility for good governance, fearing further imposition of 
“conditions” would be attached to aid provision. The call for good 
governance from the donor countries is understandable to some 
extent, but G77’s argument - that good governance should apply to 
all levels and in all countries - is an equally valid position and one 
that could be better reflected in the text. The definition of good 
governance is taken almost verbatim from the wording of the Mon-
terrey Declaration. However, there is no reference to the need for 
better horizontal and vertical integration between and within insti-
tutions.  

  Human rights and environment  - The relationship between hu-
man rights and environment (para 151) is another issue of conten-
tion in this part of the text, as are general references to human 
rights (para 120.d). There is an inherent understanding, in both the 
Stockholm and Rio Declarations, about the linkage between the 
natural environment and humans. They recognise that the environ-
ment is essential “to the enjoyment of basic human rights - even the 
right to life itself.".  The links between human rights and the envi-
ronment were also clearly identified at the Fourth UN Commission 
on Sustainable Development (1996). The UN Commission on Hu-
man Rights identified over sixty national constitutions that refer to 
the right to a healthy environment. Also the interdependent rela-
tionship between the right to a healthy environment and support for 
other human rights has been repeatedly acknowledged. NGOs and 
some governments, e.g. Norway and some EU member states, have 
indicated their strong support for this issue, yet it still remains 
bracketed in the text. Governments need to be clear in the Plan of 
Implementation about how central the environment remains to en-

Governance: 
What’s up for  

debate? 
  Among the many issues still to be resolved here in Jo-
hannesburg, governance is often over-looked. How-
ever, the institutional structures which will carry the 
Sustainable Development agenda forward, post sum-
mit, are pivotal. Stakeholder Forum’s Rosalie Gar-
diner offers some enlightenment. 
 The main obstacles to reaching agreement on the “institutional 
frameworks for sustainable development” (para 120 – 153) section 
of the Draft Plan of Implementation [June 26th 2002] are those out-
standing elements that remain bold or bracketed within the text. 
These include the following areas described below. 

  International targets - All the key International Development 
Targets or Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are currently 
included in the draft text. It is also encouraging that there are a 
number of new targets that have been introduced. These include 
targets on:  

• Ecosystems and biodiversity (paragraphs (29.d)*, [42.]**)  

• Integrated water resource management plans (para 25.)  

• Fisheries management [30.a], (30.d)  

• Marine protected areas (31.c)  

• Oceans (32.) and (34.b) 

• Food security strategies [61.a] 

• Chemicals classification, management and safety, PICs and 
POPs (22.b), (22.a), (22.c) 

• Energy supply and services, subsidies, renewables (53.a), [19.p.
bis], [19.e] 

• Decade of Education for Sustainable Development (107.d) 

• Health education (47.e) 

• Forests Assessment (43.g) 

• Ozone funds, alternative substances (37.b), (37.d) 

• Sustainable tourism (52.g) 

* (agreed references in text)  

** [references in text non agreed] 

  However, many of the new targets and even some existing MDGs 
remain in brackets, requiring further negotiation. Most disappoint-
ing has been the failure to recognise a previously agreed target on 
establishing National Strategies for Sustainable Development  
(NSSDs) by 2005 (para 145.b). The US was a clear opponent of this 
target, declining language that obliges them to produce an NSSD at 
all. Active proponents, e.g. Hungary and Norway, have sought to 
retain a reference –  although they did concede the 2002 target for 
initiating production of NSSDs. Also disappointing is that some of 
the baseline dates for the MDGs have been moved forward. For ex-
ample targets for infant and maternal mortality have moved from 
the 1990 level to 2000. In all probability, by shifting the date, this 
means there will be a reduction in the actual level of change that 
has to be implemented.  
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suring our rights, our quality of life, and in the fulfillment of our 
basic needs.  

  Finance - Specific and quantified financial commitments, includ-
ing funds for the multilateral environmental agreements (para 122.
f), further debt relief, and meeting ODA commitments, are either in 
brackets or entirely lacking from the text. Real political support for 
this process will be principally indicated by substantial financial 
commitments from governments. The reference to Global Public 
Goods [para. 98 and 98.alt] in the main text remains undecided in 
the negotiations. This is another important area, and there is a need 
to identify new and additional financial mechanisms aimed at the 
provision of such goods, including biodiversity, climate, and finan-
cial stability.  

Other ongoing concerns 

  Domestic legislation – There are some elements still to be agreed 
in the text that seem to be outright controversial. For example there 
is currently, albeit as yet unagreed, text in the section on trade and 
finance institutions which says, 

  “[Prevent extraterritorial application of domestic legisla-
tions;]” (123.b) 

  This short sentence could mean that significant beneficial national 
laws could no longer apply. Legislation such as the US Foreign 
Corrupt Practices Act (1977) could no longer apply. This act cur-
rently enables the US as the “home” country to many of the major 
TNCs, to impose legal standards against corrupt practices in a com-
pany’s overseas subsidiaries. Governments must give full consid-
eration to the very serious implications of this phrase. 

  Local and regional (sub-national) government: There is no ref-
erence to how to better link international processes, central and lo-
cal government around SD and provide support (financial and insti-
tutional) to enable local governments to do their jobs effectively. 
This is, in part, due to the lack of willingness to recognize a third 
tier within national governance at the regional / sub-national level 
by some of nations. This level has not been represented so far 
within the SD process, but perhaps now needs to be better reflected 
in future policy and negotiations. 

  Participa tion of major groups  – This is an area that is still very 
weak. Many governments have repeatedly emphasized the impor-
tance of Governments and stakeholders working more closely to-
gether to ensure significant progress towards sustainable develop-
ment – yet there is a lack of reference about how the Multi-
stakeholder dialogues could be more effectively used in the future 
to facilitate this. 

  Marginalised stakeholder groups  - The paragraph which 
touches on this area (para 150) makes no recognition or allowances 
for the more marginalised groups. Additional support and funds 
need to be established to ensure that women, Indigenous Peoples 
and other under-represented groups are able to more effectively 
engaged in sustainable development. 

Conclusion 

  In general the clearest problem with the draft text on “institutional 
frameworks for sustainable development” is the lack of reference 
to any specific programme for enhancing institutional systems. The 
text needs to define and set in motion a new process of reform for 
sustainable development. Like all the other parts of the text, the 
process will need sufficient mandate to make any real changes. It 
needs specific goals and measurable targets. More importantly it 
has not clearly defined whether and how the UN Commission on 
Sustainable Development would coordinate and monitor a process 
that aims to build institutional frameworks are targeted towards 
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sustainable development.  

Rosalie Gardiner, Stakeholder Forum 

 

What could the 
Stakeholder  

Dialogues achieve?   
  The first three days of the Johannesburg Summit will 
bring us a set of five Major Group Dialogue Sessions, 
based on the WEHAB issues. Derek Osborn & David 
Hales analyse the strengths and weaknesses of this 
process and seek the potential positive outcomes. 
  There is considerable scepticism in the corridors about the stake-
holder dialogues on the WEHAB issues, which are going to occupy 
the first three days of plenary. The word is that the stakeholder dia-
logue sessions have not been well prepared, and cannot be ex-
pected to deliver major results either in themselves, or as input to 
the main conference. 

  The three main weaknesses that we have heard mentioned are: 

1.  The five papers from the secretariat on the WEHAB topics have 
arrived late and have not been adequately consulted on either 
within the UN system or with governments or stakeholders. 
This is unfortunate because the papers are substantive valuable. 
They set out very clearly what is needed to ensure that further 
work on the WEHAB topics is conducted in a holistic way, tak-
ing account of the connections between the WEHAB issues and 
all other aspects of sustainability. A way needs to be found to 
build on these papers in the future, even if they cannot be taken 
into immediate account in the current negotiations. 

2.  The different stakeholder groups have not been invited to pre-
pare substantive papers of their own on the WEHAB issues, and 
still less to interact on them in a true multistakeholder process 
so as to identify a few agreed key issues on which to engage 
with governments. Many people have urged that the kind of 
genuine multistakeholder process organised for the Bonn water 
Conference meeting be taken as a model for the multistake-
holder process, but it has not been done, and it is too late to 
change matters for the Johannesburg process now. 

3.  The stakeholder dialogues are being scheduled in parallel with 
other meetings and negotiations, and there seems to be little 
scope in the process for the dialogues to have much substantial 
influence on the negotiation of the conference conclusions and 
outcomes. 

What then can be done? 

  One objective during the dialogues might be to look beyond Jo-
hannesburg, and to steer towards three main structural conclusions:  

1.  The importance of the WEHAB priorities, and of a strong inter-
national process for following up commitments, targets and ac-
tion programmes on these subjects within a sustainable develop-
ment framework, drawing on the SGs papers and the UN system 
activity there outlined.  

2.  The importance of genuine multistakeholder participation in the 
follow up process. This means a commitment to engaging stake-
holders properly from the outset of any process, giving them 
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mitigation of the environmental impacts of hosting large interna-
tional conferences. 

  The JCL project falls under the umbrella of the Greening the 
WSSD Process, which is being managed by IUCN in South Africa. 
To ensure the environmental and social integrity of Legacy pro-
jects, JCL is governed by a multi-stakeholder body (MSGB) com-
prising South African representatives of Business, NGO’s, Govern-
ment, Labour organisations and Renewable energy experts. IUCN 
country director, Saliem Fakir, chairs this governing body.  

Two aims inform the certification process: it must be driven by lo-
cal stakeholders through the Governing Body and Technical Work-
ing Group; the organisation that provides the certification must be 
seen to be independent and credible by local and international 
stakeholders. Therefore the verification and certification for this 
event will be carried out by KPMG.  

A preliminary estimate of the Summit’s emissions has already been 
carried out in order to develop a project budget. Assuming that be-
tween 45,000- 60,000 delegates attend the Summit, the emissions 
are expected to be in the region of 350,000 – 500,000 tonnes of 
CO2. 

  JCL needs $3.5-$5 million to be successful. 80% of the funds will 
go directly to carbon offset projects in South Africa. 20% will be 
invested in creating and managing the project, the assessment itself 
and into marketing i.e. building the project into an unmissaable, 
appealing, program for companies and individuals.  

This budget will be raised from 3 key sources : 

• Corporate Funders 

• Overseas Development Agencies, international NGOs, other 
governmental institutions and labor 

• Individuals (both delegates to the Summit and other concerned 
citizens) 

  In addition to these corporate investors, individuals from around 
the world will be able to buy a single Climate Legacy Certificate 
priced at $10 – for 1 tonne CO2 offset and a ‘pin badge’ which 
commemorates the purchase and which they wear to encourage 
others to join in. Individuals will be able to buy online, through 
corporate partners (your staff) and at the Summit itself via retail 
outlets. Pin badges on their own will be available for $2, with the 
majority of this going to the JCL fund. Pin badges and legacy cer-
tificates will be available to everyone around the world, including 
those people not actually attending the Summit, via the  

www.climatelegacy.org website.   After considerable delibera-
tions by the Governing Body, the pre -Summit Carbon and related 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Footprint has been determined, under 
the assumption that there will be 45,000 delegates. The following 
assumptions have also been made: 

• Average hotel energy consump tion per participant per day = 
31.23 kWh 

• Venues include the Sandton Convention Centre, Ubuntu Vi l-
lage, NASREC Expo Centre, Hilton Hotel, Nedcor and Water-
dome  

• International & Local Flights: Africa 10%, Asia 5%, Australia 
10%, Europe 30%, Middle East 10%, North America 20%, 
South America 8%, and South Africa 7%  

• 50 km average travel distance per delegate per day 

• 2.04 kg waste generated per delegate per day 

• 5,000,000 sheets of paper consumed during WSSD 

time and resource to prepare their separate positions and to es-
tablish areas of common ground and disagreement between 
themselves 

3.  The importance of encouraging and continuing to nurture ap-
propriate partnership activities within a strong framework of 
international and governmental action on the key WEHAB top-
ics. 

  The dialogues will no doubt bring up a large number of interest-
ing points and conclusions on the individual topics, which will 
need to be recorded. But they will have little after life or signifi-
cance unless some consensus on these structural, process and fol-
low up issues can be established. We hope that those participating 
in the dialogues will be able to establish some common ground on 
these themes. 

Derek Osborn & David Hales, Stakeholder Forum. 

 

The Johannesburg 
Climate Legacy 

  While we are all hear to endeavour to improve the 
state of the planet and its peoples, ironically our very 
participation leaves a negative footprint on the globe. 
The Johannesburg Climate Legacy offers an innovative 
way for us all to move from talking the talk, to standing 
up and walking the walk. 
  Africa is home to 400 million people living in abject poverty, 
with over 50% of the population existing on less than $1 per day. 
Global warming is yet another challenge for the continent: it will 
reduce the capacity to produce food by 30%, increase the risk of 
flooding and droughts, lead to mass migration, permanent loss of 
both land mass and species diversity.  

  Yet the most significant cause of global Climate Change is carbon 
emissions from the developed world. We’re about to redress that 
balance in a very direct manner.  

  Under the umbrella of the WSSD, The Johannesburg Climate 
Legacy (JCL) 2002 measures the CO2 emissions of the Summit 
(from aircraft flights to electricity used at the event itself). These 
emissions will be offset through investments in carbon-reducing 
sustainable projects across South Africa. Companies, individuals, 
governments can sponsor some of this ‘offset’ and, in so doing on 
this world stage, make one of the most important commitments in 
modern history to a sustainable future. In addition to the climate 
impact, the offset projects will have a massive and lasting impact 
on the sustainable development of local communities. Specifically, 
these benefits will include poverty alleviation, better educational 
opportunities, improvements to urban air quality, access to alterna-
tive sources of income and increased productivity.  

  JCL is the opportunity to demonstrate in a direct, practical and 
visible way that specific businesses support carbon responsibility. 
By delivering a voluntary programme aimed at individuals, JCL 
has als o the potential to pick up the climate change agenda with a 
mass market and bring about shift change in behaviours and att i-
tudes of peoples around the world.  

  JCL will impact real projects and affect real lives, by positively 
influencing all three sustainable development drivers – social, envi-
ronmental and economic. It will provide forever a blueprint for the 
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1.         Harnessing Science for Sustainable Develop-
ment August 27 (11:00 - 17:45, Water Berry 
Room) 

 

2.         Engineering and Technology Innovations for 
Sustainable Development August 28 (9:30 -  
18:00, Water Berry Room)  

 

3.         Capacity Building in Science and Technology 
August 28 (14:00 - 17:00, Wild Olive Room) 

 

4.         Linking Traditional and Scientific Knowledge 
for Sustainable Development August 29 (9:30 -  
18:30, Wild Olive Room) 

 

5. Emerging diseases and their effect on sustain-
able development August 30, (9:30 - 12:30, 
Water Berry Room) 

 

6.         Food Security in Africa; the Role of Re-
search August 30, (14:00-18:15, Wild Olive 
Room) 

 

7.         The role of global observing systems for sus-
tainable development August 30, (14:30 -  
18:15, Water Berry Room)  

 

8.         Decoupling economic growth and environ-
mental impact August 31, (14:00 - 17:30, Wild 
Olive Room) 

 

9.         A high level Panel Discussion on the Role of 
Science and Technology for Sustainable De-
velopment in Africa September 1 (14:00 -  
18:00, Water Berry Room)  

 

ICSU-TWAS-WFEO† Programme for  
Science and Technology for  

Sustainable Development 
27th August to 1st September, 2002 

A contribution to the Forum on Science, Technology and Innovation 
for Sustainable Development 

Wanderers Club (Water Berry and Wild Olive Rooms),  
Ubuntu Village 

 
 

  The S&T Community is fully committed to take responsibility for its important part in hu-
manity’s efforts to move towards the goal of sustainable development. In particular, we will 
contribute towards enhancing the S&T capacities world-wide and to global knowledge sharing.  
We must resolve to devise a new set of strategies to meet the challenges ahead.  These strate-
gies should be based on a new implicit social contract between society and science for sustain-
able development.  The topics selected for the events are based on the priorities put forward 
during the Multi-stakeholder dialogue sessions during PrepCom II and IV.  The views of the 
S&T Community will also be presented at the various sessions during the Summit. 

†International Council for Science (ICSU), Third World Academy of Sciences (TWAS),  
World Federation of Engineering Organizations (WFEO).  
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Meteorological co-operation 
  The Met Office is expanding its international operations and is 
extending co-operation and forging partnerships within the interna-
tional ‘weather’ communities. 

  In line with many other European national meteorological ser-
vices, we have long recognised the need for greater co-operation so 
that we could all benefit from each other’s expertise. The Met Of-
fice believes it has a tremendous amount to offer the European me-
teorological community. But at the same 
time, we acknowledge that we can gain 
from what others have to offer and make 
more -focused use of our precious re-
source. We see ourselves becoming a key 
player in the development of European 
meteorological collaboration. This may be 
a painstaking process of negotiation and 
agreement, but it will lead to greater effi-
ciency and real cost savings. 

  The Met Office is also encouraging col-
laboration through the Commonwealth. To 
reduce the impact of weather-related dis-
asters, three key projects have been identi-
fied — weather warnings web site, health 
forecasting and climate change.  

See us at Ubuntu Village to discuss these 
areas further. 

Met Office 
World Weather 

Algeria Awash | Issued on: Sat Aug 24th  

2002  

  The city of Tlemcen lies in the far north-
west of Algeria. This part of North Africa is usually nearly dry in 
August with an average rainfall of just 2.5mm. An area of thunder-
storms, some violent, moved eastwards across much of northern 
Algeria during Friday afternoon and overnight into Saturday 
morn ing. A series of thunderstorms brought 45mm of rain to 
Tlemcen in the 24 hours to 0600 GMT Saturday. That is 18 times 
the average August rainfall for the city.  

Soggy Sutherland | Issued on: Sat Aug 24th 2002  

  Slow moving bands of cloud and rain have been affecting central 
and western parts of South Africa during the last few days. The 
town of Sutherland lies around 170 miles northeast of Cape Town. 
21mm of rain has been reported in Sutherland in the 48 hours to 
0600 GMT Saturday. That is very close to the August average 
rainfall for Sutherland of 23mm.  

Trondheim Heat | Issued on: Sat Aug 24th 2002  

  A good deal of sunshine and dry conditions have been affecting 
much of Scandinavia recently. Trondheim, central Norway, just 
200 miles south of the Arctic Circle, recorded a temperature of 
29.7 degrees Celsius at 1300 GMT Saturday. That is nearly 12 de-
grees above the August average maximum temperature for Trond-
heim.  

Balearic Storms | Issued on: Sat Aug 24th 2002  

  The popular Balearic Island of Ibiza caught a violent thunder-
storm during Saturday morning. During the 18 hours to 1200 GMT 
Saturday, 60mm of rain was recorded in Ibiza, 5 times the August 
average rainfall of 12mm.  

Dodge City Deluged |Issued on: Sat Aug 24th 2002  

  An area of heavy showers and thunderstorms has been affecting 
much of the Mid West of America during Saturday. Dodge City, in 
the west of Kansas has received 38mm of rain in just 6 hours to 
1200 GMT Saturday. This is over half the August average of 
66mm.    Met Office and the Met Office logo are registered trademarks 
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Earth Summit 2002 
Online Poll Results 

  Taken From www.earthsummit2002.org 
  What is the most critical Technology Transfer, Capac-
ity Building and Education issue? 
• WEHAB Technology Transfer &                               

Capacity Building strategies                      10% 
• Increase the role of UNDP’s                       

Capacity 2015 programme                           17% 
• Establish Global Major Group                    

WEHAB networks                                         14% 
• Develop Information Communications   0% 

Technology Infrastructure 
• Include Sustainable Development             

In Education curriculums                             57% 

 

  What is the most critical Governance for Sustainable 
Development issue? 
• Strengthening of UNEP                                                 10%  
• Clustering of the Env. Conventions                           15%  
• Economic institutions to set                         

Sustainable Development as  
Central goal                                                                       49% 

• Strengthening of the CSD                                             2%  
• Increase role of the UN Regional                                

Commissions                                                                   4% 
• Enhance the role of Major Groups                             17%  

Monday 26th  Tuesday 27th Wednesday 28th Thursday  
29th 

    

Day 
 Max 

Night Min Day  
Max 

Night Min Day 
 Max 

Night 
Min 

Day Max 

23°C 
73°C 

9°C 
48°C 

20°C 
68°C 

7°C 
45°C 

20°C 
68°C 

 

9°C 
48°C 

 

20°C 
68°C 

The Met Office Johannesburg 4 Day Weather Forecast 
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Events Diary 

1.15 - 2.45 Participatory Democracy & Good Governance. Various Hosts. Ballroom 3, SCC 

1.15 - 2.45 Water for African Cities. UN-Habitat. Committee Room 5, SC 
1.15 - 2.45 Women’s Action Agenda for a Health & Peaceful Planet, 2015. WEDO. Ballroom 1, SCC 

6.30 - 8.00 Sustainable Development in Amazonia. Various Hosts. Ballroom 3, SCC 

6.30 - 8.00 Water, Climate & Agenda 21: Action by Local Government. ICLEI. Committee Room 5, 
SCC 

6.30 - 8.00 Capacity Development for Sustainable Development. LEAD. Ballroom 1, SCC 

Tuesday 27th 
10.00 - 1.00 

Plenary Session: Agriculture. Plenary Hall, SCC 

1.15 - 2.45 Mountain Sustainable Development: International Partnership. Ballroom 1, SCC 

1.15 - 2.45 Population in Sustainable Development. Ballroom 3, SCC 

1.15 - 2.45 The World in 2012: Towards a 10 year Plan to Achieve Sustainable Consumption &  
Production. Committee Room 5, SCC 

3.00 - 6.00 Plenary Session: Cross Sectoral Issues. Plenary Hall, SCC 

6.30 - 8.00 Theory & Practice of Environmental Governance at the Regional & Global Levels.  
Committee Room 5, SCC 

6.30 - 8.00 Presentation of the Results of the Indigenous Peoples’ Summit on Sustainable Development. 
Ballroom 3, SCC 

6.30 - 8.00 Launch of the World Development Report 2003: Sustainable Development with a Dynamic 
Economy. Ballroom 1, SCC 

10.00 - 1.00 Opening Plenary Session & Health Plenary Session. Plenary Hall, SCC 

3.00 - 6.00 Biodiversity/Ecosystems Plenary Session. Plenary Hall, SCC 

4.00 - 8.00 Educating for Sustainable Living with the Earth Charter. Earth Council. Room B,  Ubuntu 
Village  

Monday 26th 
9.00 - 10.00 pm 

Forum on Science, Tech & Innovation for Sustainable Development. Wild Berry & Wild 
Olive Rooms, Ubuntu Village  

10.15 - 11.45 Local Agenda 21 Presentation. German Pavillion, Ubuntu Village  

3.30 - 4.30 Sustainable Development - Mountain Development.  
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SCC: Sandton Convention Centre 


