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2 Trade and Environment Architecture

Trade and Environment in the Architecture of International
Governance

Preface

The Concerted Action on Trade and Environment (CAT&E) is designed to provide an
opportunity for the large and growing community of European researchers working on
trade and environment issues to meet regularly, to discuss research hypotheses and
methods, to review results, and to develop new lines of co-operative research. CAT&E
will launch a dialogue with policy makers at all levels. It aims to create a process that
can document the progress of research and generate new research impulses in this area. It
seeks to advance the resolution of current conflicts between trade and environment. The
information obtained in the course of the Concerted Action is annually summarised in
state of the art reports and bibliographies in a fashion that is useful to both researchers
and policy makers. The bibliographies focus on the most recent literature. The reports
serve as an input to CAT&E’s annual members’ meetings and open conferences. To
structure the reporting and discussions, the following themes have been identified ini-
tially (in random order; the theme of the present paper is underlined):

v' Subsidies
Government Procurement
Investment
TBT, SPS, and Labelling
Trade and Development
Trade, Environment and Human Rights
Trade in Commodities
Implementation Procedures
Trade in Services
Intellectual Property Rights
Trade and Multilateral Environmental Agreements
Dispute Settlement
Transparency and Participation
Sustainability Impact Assessment of Trade Agreements
European Trade Policy Development
Trade and Agriculture
Trade, Environment and Labour
Trade, Environment, and Public Health
Science and Precaution
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Trade and Environment in the Architecture of International Governance.
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Introduction and scope of the paper

At the international level, no single democratic or legitimate authority is able to recon-
cile different views and take final decisions. The international framework of global envi-
ronment and economic concern is characterised by collective decisions taken in numer-
ous institutions with differing state members and processes of norm elaboration. We
need to find enlightened ways of managing our ecological interdependence (Esty, 2000),
our economic interdependence and the numerous links between the two. This manage-
ment has to be defined through the concept of governance, which means to govern with-
out government (Rosenau & Czempiel, 1992). Governance is more than legal arrange-
ments between states: it also deals with the participation of non-state actors. For exam-
ple, eco-labelling and fair trade show us that a governance system can emerge from non-
state initiatives. Despite this example, the debate on governance is mainly focused on
states and intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) as the principal actors in international
society.

There is growing recognition among policy makers and the public at large that civil soci-
ety plays an integral role in international governance for sustainable development. Al-
though this seems to be evidenced by the MEAs that identify public participation as a
prerequisite for promoting the goals of sustainable development, it is not for the WTO.
The importance of broad public participation—often achieved through civil society in-
volvement—has emerged as a consistent theme in many international agreements for
sustainable development, from the Stockholm Declaration (Part I, paragraph 7) all the
way through to the Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable Development (paragraph
26). The Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making
and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (the Aarhus Convention) represents a
new precedent for participation.

Both global trade and environmental governance have their own history and dynamic
(UNEP and IISD, 2000) and have to be part of the sustainable development governance
system. Trade rules on the one hand, and environmental rules on the other, result from
two different approaches. Trade governance is based on a central institution, the World
Trade Organization (WTQO), which is the successor to the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT), established in the wake of World War II. The WTO is an institution
for the negotiation and implementation monitoring of global rules of trade between na-
tions. The aim of the WTO is to promote a trading system which is more predictable,
free, competitive, beneficial for less developed countries and non-discriminatory. Inter-
national environmental co-operation has developed considerably—particularly during
the last thirty years—and this has led to many multilateral environmental agreements
(MEAs) being signed. Each of these MEAs, which touch upon various aspects of the en-
vironment, was elaborated with a specific logic and its own dynamic. They currently
form an international governance system that is complex and evolutionary. International
environmental governance stems from a regulation approach: it affirms the need to set up
protection or support policies (by means of taxes, subsidies, standards, etc.) for the sup-
ply of certain public goods and services (environment).

Conflicts may emerge between trade and environmental regimes. This hypothesis has
been proved true on several occasions. Clarifying the relationship between these two
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elements of the international architecture is therefore a difficult task (Cameron et al.,
1994). This debate is far from clear, mainly because of the diversity of scholars' objec-
tives and the confused characterisation of this relationship. It is not easy to determine
whether different proposals share the same objective because they do not use the same
terminology, and most of them do not clarify the terminology they do use. We have to
deal with terms such as harmonisation, coherence, compatibility, integration and linkage
without knowing exactly what they cover.

This lack of integration and coherence of the international system is particularly obvious
in the case of trade and environment issues and has now been studied for several dec-
ades. The debate resurfaced—in the 1990s, in particular—in conjunction with a number
of high-profile environmental disputes in the GATT and the creation of the WTO. Ef-
forts to reform the international environmental and trade architecture mobilised re-
searchers, public officials and social actors but the main debate was conducted under the
auspices of UNEP and in the major UN Conferences, UNCED in 1992 and WSSD in
2002. UNEP organised different meetings of groups of international environmental ex-
perts, approaching the debate from the perspective of the need for institutional environ-
mental reform. The Rio+5 meetings in 1997, despite their poor output, provided an occa-
sion for the heads of state of Brazil, Germany, Singapore, and South Africa to call in a
Joint Declaration for a global UN organisation for environmental questions. On Septem-
ber 23, 2003, at the United Nations General Assembly, France's President Chirac called
for the creation of a United Nations Environment Organisation (UNEO). Early in 1998,
Secretary-General Kofi Annan established a Task Force on Environment and Human
Settlements, chaired by UNEP Executive Director Klaus Topfer. This Task Force rec-
ommended a strengthened UNEP and a more efficient international environmental re-
gime. During the preparation of the WSSD and in response to Resolution 55/200 dated
December 20, 2000, UNEP relaunched the debate on international environmental gov-
ernance with the aim of redefining its role as leader in the management of environmental
problems for the ten years to come. However, as the German Advisory Council on
Global Change mentioned, "repeated calls have been made in recent years for a compre-
hensive redesign of the international institutional and organizational architecture. No
consensus on the necessary steps has yet been found" (WBGU, 2001: 132).

The potential for conflict between trade and environment is theoretically real (Dale,
1999) and may have increased as a result of recent decisions by some countries not to
join new environmental instruments. Meanwhile, trading measures taken in the name of
the MEAs have not yet been contested within the WTO. Keer (2002) puts this situation
down to the low volume of international trade covered by MEA trade-related measures.
The creation of the Committee on Trade and Environment (CTE) (Sgrensen, 2001),
which led to a formal mandate for negotiations at the Doha Ministerial Conference and
through the ongoing negotiation of new trade obligations without adequate sustainability
assessment (Stilwell & Tarasosky, 2001), shows the necessity for the WTO to under-
stand environmental issues and find solutions that can help maintain the principles of the
WTO’s trade system.

This paper identifies the relevant proposals for better coherence based on research and
briefly surveys the methodological approaches used for it.
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Identification of relevant research hypotheses

There are three main ways of addressing the question of coherence between the global
trade and environmental regimes:

o Analysing WTO consistency of trade measures contained within MEAs (i.e. the fear
that trade-related measures in MEAs serve protectionist ends).

» Analysing whether a dominant global trading system overrides international envi-
ronmental treaties.

» Analysing articulations and synergies between multilateral governance systems and
other initiatives based on partnerships between actors, with or without their coun-
tries’ participation: ad hoc regional and international initiatives (NEPAD), ‘coalitions
of the willing’ (Kimberley Process), public-private initiatives (Global Compact), and
private initiatives (Forest Stewardship Council).

Several areas of potential conflict have been identified: the precautionary principle,
TRIPs, investment, trade in services, agriculture, like products and processes and pro-
duction methods (capacity to discriminate between products on the basis of how they are
produced in the exporting country), eco-labelling and other related information-based
measures.

Possible ways to improve the international architecture can be sought from two different
angles. The first is the possibility of internal reform of the WTO (Brack, 2000). The sec-
ond is better co-ordination between the WTO and other legal systems (Caldwell, 1998).
An interesting middle way would be to emphasise research on the Appellate Body of the
WTO. The decision of the Appellate Body in the Shrimp/Turtle case developed an inter-
pretation of the WTO agreements that is in conformity with the goals of MEAs by con-
firming that principles of international law require trade and environmental agreements
to be interpreted in a mutually consistent manner (Brack, 2003; Mann & Porter, 2003).

Some scholars emphasize the participation aspect of the governance issue, which can be
considered to be an average approach in that it implies some change in the WTO process
and better co-ordination with the well established and legitimate non-state actor partici-
pation process in environmental institutions.

Other research hypotheses on governance matters focus on the extent to which the need
for coherence and integration affect institutional design (Kimball, 2000). The main hy-
pothesis discussed and commented on in the literature is whether it is possible to develop
institutions for sustainable development from existing international environmental re-
gimes or if it is necessary to begin with existing economic governance regimes and then
consider whether they are adequate to the task or, if not, how they can be adapted to
make them more adequate (Biermann & Bauer, 2004).

Starting here, one can infer more detailed research questions concerning institutional de-
sign aimed at resolving tensions between trade and environment concerns:

o Inter-agency co-ordination: what kind of international partnership could strengthen
financial and technical co-operation, information-sharing, consultation, reporting,
etc.? (Labelle, 2001; Brack & Hyvarinen, 2002);
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¢ Co-ordination with non-governmental actors: can/should civil society, the expert
community, private business and the public policy network participate in the debate?
If so, in what way? (Ecologic & FIELD, 2002; Esty, 1997);

¢ Co-ordination of agenda setting, issue management and implementation both at the
global and the regional level (Von Moltke, 2001);

¢ Creation of a new global environmental organisation as a counterpart to the WTO
(Biermann & Bauer, 2004; Charnovitz, 2002);

+ Importance of capacity building (investment, developing national infrastructure).

+ Performance/progress review: Importance and use of sustainability impact assess-
ment (Kirkpatrick & Lee, 2002) in implementation and negotiation;

+ Reinforcement of dispute settlement process and non-compliance mechanisms in
MEAs (Brack, 2001; Edwards, 2001; Marceau & Gonzdlez-Calatayud, 2001).

Survey of methodological approaches

The methodological approaches for addressing this lack of coherence are essentially le-
gal and political analysis and a certain amount of economic research (Whalley & Zissi-
mos, 2002). Although the governance structure of global trade (and especially the WTO)
is well described in the literature, the global environmental architecture is more difficult
to apprehend from every angle. Legal analysts approach the question from the perspec-
tive of a potential conflict, by identifying the conflict or advancing solutions to resolve
it. Political analysts approach the question from the perspective of regime efficiency, in-
stitutional arrangements or the feasibility of the options suggested. Their analyses consist
essentially of identifying the current system's shortcomings and reasons for its lack of ef-
fectiveness (too many meetings, loss of policy coherence, reduced impact of the limited
available resources, time frame, burden on poor countries, geographical dispersion, in-
sufficient human resources, insufficient financial resources, overlap of mandates and
competition) so that they can infer a number of recommendations (UNEP, 2001).

There are three key gaps in the research:

¢ The problem of co-ordination between the multilateral institutions themselves
(WTO, UNEP, IMF or MEAs) and between these multilateral institutions and other
initiatives based on partnerships (Global Compact, NAFTA, Forest Stewardship
Council). How legitimate and effective are these governance systems and how can
this be evaluated? Are innovative initiatives efficient and legitimate and are they re-
producible on a larger scale?

» Given the different scales of the issues, negotiation and implementation, what are the
best possible articulations between the various levels of governance and potential
complementarities?

« What tools are available at the different negotiation stages (agenda setting, decision
making, implementation and evaluation) to reinforce the effectiveness and legitimacy
of governance systems (SIA or other)?

Conclusions

The international character of environmental issues and the need to integrate them with
economic policies create major challenges for governance. International society is nota-
bly short on effective institutions to either co-ordinate overlapping policies or to address
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policy conflicts when they arise as they should. The lack of such institutions has created
an impasse that has not yet been resolved (Biermann et al., 2003).

The problems of interventional scale complicate the debate. Defining where the global
stops and the local begins for each governance system and for the synergy between the
two is not yet well known.

Globally speaking, research in this field is characterised by normative approaches (Le
Prestre, 2002). The arguments put forward are more a matter of ideological conviction
than empiric deductions capable of describing what actually takes place.

Bibliography
Books and book chapters

Andrew, D. (1999). Trade Measures in MEAs: Synthesis Report of Three Case Studies. Paris:
OECD.

Biermann, F. & Bauer, S. (eds.) (2004). A World Environment Organization Solution or Threat
for Effective International Environmental Governance? Ashgate.

Bureau, D., Daveu, M.-C., et al. (2002). Gouvernance mondiale et environnement. Gouvernance
mondiale. P. Jacquet, J. Pisani-Ferry and L. Tubiana, La documentation francaise.

Cameron, J., Demaret, P. et al. (eds.) (1994). Trade and Environment: The Search for Balance.
Cameron May.

Clark, W. (2000). Environmental Globalization. Governance in a Globalizing World. J. Nye and
J. J. Donahue. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press.

Dunoff, J.L. (2001). International Dispute Resolution: Can the WTO learn from MEAs? Trade
and Environment, the WTO and MEAs. L. Schalatek (ed.). Washington, Heinrich B61l Foun-
dation: pp. 63 - 70.

WGBU (2001). World in transition 2: new structures for global environmental policy. London,
Earthscan.

Kanei, N. & Haas, P.M. (eds.) (2004). Emerging Forces in Environmental Governance. United
Nations University Press.

Johnson, P.-M. (2001). Creating Just Global Governance. Guiding Global Order. J.J. Kirton, J. P.
Daniels and A. Freytag. Aldershot, UK, Ashgate: 245-280.

Juma, C. (2003). International Trade and Environment: Towards Integrative Responsibility.
Global Connections: Globalism, Environments and Environmentalism. S. Vertovec and D.
Posey. Oxford, UK, Oxford University Press.

Mann, H. & Porter, S. (2003). The State of Trade and Environment Law: Implications for the
Doha Round and Beyond. Winnipeg, MB: International Institute for Sustainable Develop-
ment. Available at: http://www.iisd.org/publications/publication.asp?pno=570.

Marceau, G. & Gonzalez-Calatayud, A. (2001). The Relationship Between the Dispute Settle-
ment Mechanisms of MEAs and those of the WTO. Trade and Environment, the WTO and
MEAs. L. Schalatek (ed.). Washington D.C, Heinrich Boll Foundation: pp. 71-90.

Rosenau, J.N. & Czempiel, E.O.(eds.) (1992). Governance without government: order and
change in world politics. Cambridge studies in international relations: Cambridge.

Journal articles

Biermann, F. (2000). The Case for a World Environment Organization. Environment 42(9), 22.



8 Trade and Environment Architecture

Biermann, F. (2001). The Emerging Debate on the Need for a World Environment Organization:
A Commentary. Global Environmental Politics 1(1), 45-55.

Charnovitz, S. (2002). Triangulating the World Trade Organization. American Journal of Inter-
national Law 96(1), 28-55.

Charnovitz, S. (2002). A World Environmental Organization. Columbia Journal of Environ-
mental Law 27(2).

George, C., Nafti, R., et al. (2001). Capacity Building for Trade Impact Assessment: Lessons
from the Development of Environmental Impact Assessment. Impact Assessment and Project
Appraisal 19(4), 311-319.

Juma, C. (2000). The Perils of Centralizing Global Environmental Governance. Environment
42(9).

Kerr, W.A. (2002). Who Should Make the Rules of Trade? The Complex Issue of Multilateral
Environmental Agreements. The Estey Centre Journal of International Law and Trade Policy
3(2), 6.

Le Prestre, P. (2002). Décentralisation, tous pour un. Courrier de la planete 68, 47-49.

Newell, P. (2001). New Environmental Architectures and the Search for Effectiveness. Global
Environmental Politics 1(1), 35-44.

Von Moltke, K. (2001). The Organization of the Impossible. Global Environmental Politics 1(1).

Whalley, J.& Zissimos, B. (2001). What Could a World Environmental Organization Do? Global
Environmental Politics 1(1), 29-34.

Institutional reports

Canada (2001). International Environmental Institutions: Where from here? Open-ended inter-
governmental group of ministers or their representatives on international environmental gov-
ernance, New York, 18 April 2001. (UNEP/IGM/1/INF/2).

Canada (2001). Global Environmental Governance: Moving Ahead. Open-ended intergovern-
mental group of ministers or their representatives on international environmental governance,
New York, 18 April 2001. (UNEP/IGM/1/INF/2).

The Declaration of the Hague (1989).
France (2001). Gouvernance internationale en matiére d’environnement. Rapport de la Prési-
dence francaise de I’Union Européenne.

G-77 (2001). Non-paper, 5-10-2001, adopted provisionally by the G-77 Nairobi Chapter at its
General Council Meeting on Oct. 5.

UNEP (2000). Malmé Ministerial Declaration.

UNEP (2001). Clustering of chemicals/wastes multilateral environmental agreements - Issues
paper to assist discussion by IEG group. Document No. 4. Fourth Consultative Meeting of
the MEA Secretariats on International Environmental Governance, Teleconference.

UNEP (2001). The Concept of a Chemicals and Waste Cluster: An Overview
UNEP/IGM/2/INF/2/Add.1, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). Decision 21/21, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). Harmonization of National Reporting under Biodiversity-Related Conventions.

Document No. 7. Fourth Consultative Meeting of the MEA Secretariats on International En-
vironmental Governance, Teleconference.

UNEP (2001). Implementing the Clustering Strategy for Multilateral Environmental Agreements:
A Framework-Background Paper by the Secretariat (UNEP/IGM/4/4), UNEP.



CAT&E 9

UNEP (2001). Implementing the Clustering Strategy for Multilateral Environmental Agreements:
A Framework. Document No. 3. Fourth Consultative Meeting of the MEA Secretariats on In-
ternational Environmental Governance, Teleconference.

UNEP (2001). An Intergovernmental Panel for Assessing Global Environmental Change. Contri-
bution by Norway UNEP/IGM/4/CRP.1, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). International Environmental Governance: Multilateral Environmental Agree-
ments (MEAs), UNEP/IGM/1/INF/3, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). International Environmental Governance: Multilateral Environmental Agree-
ments (MEAs), UNEP/IGM/2/INF/3, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). Legal Status of the Global Ministerial Environment Forum.
UNEP/IGM/4/INF/5/Rev.1, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). Proposal for a systematic approach to coordination of multilateral environmental
agreements, UNEP/IGM/2/5, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). Rapport du président du Comité des représentants permanents aupres du Pro-
gramme des Nations unies pour l'environnement sur la gouvernance internationale en ma-
tiere d'environnement, UNEP/IGM/2/3, UNEP.

UNEP (2001). Rapports des consultations avec la société civile et des consultations avec des ex-
perts sur la gouvernance internationale en matiere d'environnement, UNEP/IGM/2/2,
UNEP.

UNEP & IISD (2000). Environment and Trade: A Handbook. International Institute for Sustain-
able Development.

UNEP (Division of Technology, Industry and Economics and Trade Branch) (2002). From Glob-
alization to Sustainable Development: UNEP's Work on Trade, Economics, and Sustainable
Development, UNEP.

United Nations University (2002). International Environmental Governance: The Question of

Reform: Key Issues and Proposals. Final Report. E. Shona, H. Dodds, W. B. Chamberset al.
Tokyo, United Nations University/Institute of Advanced Studies: 49 pp.

Working papers, conferences, etc.

Abaza, H. & Jha, V. (2002). Integrated Assessment of Trade Liberalization and Trade-Related
Policies. UNEP Country Projects — Round II: A Synthesis Report.

Audley , J. & Florini, A.M. (2001). Overhauling the WTO: Opportunity at Doha and Beyond.
Policy Brief Number 6. Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment

Axworthy, L. (2001). An Environmental Security Approach to the International Environmental
Governance Dialogue. Workshop on International Environmental Governance (Environment
Canada).

Benedick, R.E. (2001). Environmental Decision Making and Multilateral Environmental Agree-
ments. World Summit for Sustainable Development, International Eminent Persons Meeting
on Inter-Linkages: Strategies for Bridging Problems and Solutions to Work Towards Sustain-
able Development, United Nations University Centre.

Biermann, F., Brohm, R., et al. (2001). Global Environmental Change and the Nation State. Con-
ference on the Human Dimensions of Global Environmental Change, Berlin, Potsdam: Pots-
dam Institute for Climate Impact Research.

Biermann, F., Rolland-Piegue, E. & Von Moltke, K. (2003). Créer une organisation mondiale de
l'environnement ? Eléments pour le débat. Les notes de 'lddri, n°S, Iddri, Paris (France),
36 p.

Boehringer, C. (2002). Sustainable Impact Analysis: The Use of Computable General Equilib-
rium Models. STAP Workshop: Methodological Tools for Assessing the Sustainability Impact



10 Trade and Environment Architecture

of the EU's Economic Policies, with Applications to Trade Liberalisation Policies, Brussels,
Cepii.

Borregaard, N. & Halle, M. (2001). Striking a Balance for Trade and Sustainable Development,
IIED, World Summit on Sustainable Development Opinion.

Brack, D. (2000). Greening the WTO. 'Inside Track’, newsletter for the Green Alliance (Spring).

Brack, D. (2000). Trade and Environment after Seattle. Briefing paper, Royal Institute of Inter-
national Affairs.

Brack, D. (2001). International Environmental Disputes: International Forums for Non-
Compliance and Dispute Settlement in Environment-Related Cases. London, Royal Institute
of International Affairs.

Brack, D., Calder, F., et al. (2001). From Rio to Johannesburg: The Earth Summit and Rio+10.
Royal Institute of International Affairs, Energy and Environment Programme.

Brack, D. & Hyvarinen, J. (2002). Global Environmental Institutions: Perspectives on Reform.
London, Royal Institute of International Affairs.

Brack, D., and Kevin Gray (2003). Multilateral Environmental Agreements and the WTO. Lon-
don, Royal Institute of International Affairs & International Institute for Sustainable Devel-
opment.

Calder, F. (2002). The potential for using the multistakeholder network model to develop and de-
liver partnerships for implementation (Type Two Outcomes) for the World Summit on Sus-
tainable Development. Royal Institute of International Affairs, UK.

Caldwell, D. J. (1998). Multilateral Environmental Agreements and the GATT/WTO Regime.
Global Trade Negotiations Home Page, Center for International Development at Harvard
University: 30 p.

Dodds, F. (2001). Inter-Linkages Among Multilateral Environmental Agreements. World Summit
for Sustainable Development, International Eminent Persons Meeting on Inter-Linkages:
Strategies for Bridging Problems and Solutions to Work Towards Sustainable Development,
United Nations University Centre.

Dodds, F. (2002). Future of the UN Commission on Sustainable Development. WHAT Govern-
ance Programme, Paper 5.

Dodds, F., R. Gardiner, et al. (2002). Post Johannesburg. The Future of the UN Commission on
Sustainable Development. WHAT Governance Programme: 15 p.

Domoto, A. (2001). International Environmental Governance: Its Impact on Social and Human
Development, Confronting the Millennium: The future UN. World Summit for Sustainable
Development, International Eminent Persons Meeting on Inter-Linkages: Strategies for
Bridging Problems and Solutions to Work Towards Sustainable Development.

Ecologic & FIELD (2002). Participation of Non-Governmental Organisations in International
Environmental Governance: Legal Basis and Practical Experience. Ecologic and FIELD.

Edwards, F. (2001). Conflict Resolution/Dispute Resolution/Compliance. Workshop on Interna-
tional Environmental Governance (Environment Canada).

ESCR (Global Environmental Change Programme) (2000). Who governs the global environ-
ment? University of Sussex, Brighton.

Esty, D. (2000). An Earthy Effort. Worldlink.

Esty, D. (2000). Letters to the editor: Global environment agency will take pressure off WTO.
Financial Times.

Esty, D. & Ivanova, M. (2001). Making International Environmental Efforts Work: The Case for
a Global Environmental Organization. Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy
Working Paper Series. 2/01.



CAT&E 11

Esty, D. & Ivanova, M.H. (2002). Revitalizing Global Environmental Governance: A Function-
Driven Approach. Global Environmental Governance: Options and Opportunities. Y ale
School of Forestry and Environmental Studies. New Haven.

Esty, D.C. (1997). Public Participation in the International Trading System: Why the WTO
Needs Environmental NGOs. ICTSD Series: BRIDGES Series on Public Participation in the
International Trading System Vol. 3.

Esty, D.C. & Ivanova, M.H. (2002). Global Environmental Governance: Options and Opportuni-
ties. New Haven, Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies.

Heinrich Boll Foundation (2002). The Jo'burg Memo. Fairness in a Fragile World. Memorandum
for the World Summit on Sustainable Development. W. Sachs. Berlin, Heinrich Boll
Foundation.

Gardiner, R. (2002). Comments: A Contribution to the Working Group III Text on Sustainable
Development Governance. WHAT Governance Programme, Paper 6.

Gardiner, R. (2002). Comments on the Prep Com 4 Text on “Institutional Framework for Sus-
tainable Development”. London, Stakeholder Forum for Our Common Future.

Gemmill, B., M. Ivanova, et al. (2002). Designing a New Architecture for Global Environmental
Governance. World Summit on Sustainable Development OPINION, IIED.

Hyvarinen, J. & Brack, D. (2000). Global Environmental Institutions: Analysis and Options for
Change. London, Royal Institute of International Affairs.

Institute for European Environmental Policy (2002). Sustainability Impact Assessment (SIA).
Seminar Proceedings. Sustainability Impact Assessment, Brussels.

Juma, C. (2000). Stunting Green Progress. Financial Times, 6 July.

Kimball, L.A. (2000). Reflections on international institutions for environment and development.
LEAD International Workshop, Bellagio Study and Conference Center, LEAD International.

Kirkpatrick, C. (2002). Sustainability Impact Assessment Methodology: SIA Study of Proposed
WTO Negotiations. SIAP Workshop: Methodological Tools for Assessing the Sustainability
Impact of The EU's Economic Policies, with Applications to Trade Liberalisation Policies,
Brussels, Cepii.

Kirkpatrick, C. & Lee, N. (2002). Further Development of the Methodology for a Sustainability

Impact Assessment of Proposed WTO Negotiations - Final Report to the European Commis-
sion. Institute for Development Policy and Management, University of Manchester.

Kirton, J. (2000). Creating Coherence in Global Environmental Governance: Canada’s 2002
Opportunity. Conference on "Canada @ the World," for a panel “Multilateral Environmental
Agreements and Institutions", Westin Hotel, Ottawa, sponsored by the Policy Research Se-
cretariat.

Krist, W. (2001). The WTO and MEAs - Time for a Good Neighbor Policy. Trade and Environ-
ment, the WTO and MEAs. L. Schalatek (ed.). Washington D.C, Heinrich B6ll Foundation:
pp. 1-4.

Labelle, H. (2001). Notes: Introductory Comments on Financing the Environmental Agenda.
Workshop on International Environmental Governance (Environment Canada).

Le Prestre, P. (2001). Releasing the Potential of Emerging Trends: For a Canadian Initiative on
Strengthening Convention Governance Systems. Workshop on International Environmental
Governance (Environment Canada).

Le Prestre, P. (2001). Which Global Environmental Governance for the Coming Decades? Mon-
tréal, Observatoire de 1'écopolitique internationale, UQAM.

Lonergan, S. (2001). International Environmental Governance: Scientific Assessment. Workshop
on International Environmental Governance (Environment Canada).



12 Trade and Environment Architecture

Lorraine, E. (2002). Expanding the Mandate of the UN Security Council to Account for Environ-
mental Issues.

Maltais, A., Nilsson, N. et al. (2002). Sustainability Impact Assessment of WIO negotiations in
the major food crops sector - Final Report, SEL

Martimort-Asso B. & Tubiana, L. (2005).International Environmental Governance: The Next
Steps. Les syntheses de 1'lddri, n° 7, Iddri, Paris (France) Moosa, M. V. (2001). Speech at the
Second High-Level Meeting on International Environmental Governance.

Ovejero, J. (2001). The Contribution of Biodiversity-Related Multilateral Environmental Agree-
ments to Sustainable Development: A Discussion of Some of the Issues. Inter-Linkages. In-
ternational Conference on Synergies and Coordination between Multilateral Environmental
Agreements, United Nations University Centre.

Pauly, L.W. (2001). Reforming Global Governance. Centre for International Studies, University
of Toronto.

Richardson, S. (2002). A "Critique" of the EC's WTO Sustainability Impact Assessment Study and
Recommendations for Phase I1I. Oxfam UK, WWZF-European Policy Office, Save the Chil-
dren, ActionAid.

Sanwal, M. (2001). Framework for MEA Cooperation. World Summit for Sustainable Develop-
ment, International Eminent Persons Meeting on Inter-Linkages: Strategies for Bridging
Problems and Solutions to Work Towards Sustainable Development, United Nations Univer-
sity Centre.

Scholte, J. A. (2001). Civil Society and Democracy in Global Government. Centre for the Study
of Globalisation and Regionalisation.

Schomberg, R. van (2002). The Objective of Sustainable Development: Are We Coming Closer?
SIAP Workshop: Methodological Tools for Assessing the Sustainability Impact of the EU's
Economic Policies, with Applications to Trade Liberalisation Policies, Brussels, Cepii.

Sgrensen, J.-E. (2001). Trade, Environment and Sustainable Development. World Summit for
Sustainable Development, International Eminent Persons Meeting on Inter-Linkages: Strate-
gies for Bridging Problems and Solutions to Work Towards Sustainable Development,
United Nations University Centre.

Stilwell, M. & Tarasofsky, R. (2001). Towards Coherent Environmental and Economic Govern-
ance. WWF, CIEL.

Strong, M. (2001). Keynote Speech. World Summit for Sustainable Development, International
Eminent Persons Meeting on Inter-Linkages: Strategies for Bridging Problems and Solutions
to Work Towards Sustainable Development, United Nations University Centre.

Tarasofsky, R. (2002). International Environmental Governance. Strengthening UNEP. Working
paper that represents one of the first outputs from a two-year United Nations University Insti-
tute of Advanced Studies project on International Environmental Governance Reform.

Royal Institute of International Affairs and International Institute for Sustainable Development
(2003). Multilateral Environmental Agreements and the WT'O. Workshop on Trade and Sus-
tainable Development Post-Doha (7-8 April), London.

Toma, L. (2002). Impact of Trade Liberalisation on the Environmental Sustainability of Agricul-
ture in the Countries Applicants to EU Accession. SIAP Workshop: Methodological Tools
for Assessing the Sustainability Impact of The EU's Economic Policies, with Applications to
Trade Liberalisation Policies, Brussels, Cepii.

Von Moltke, K. (2001). On Clustering International Environmental Agreements, IISD.

Von Moltke, K. (2001). Whither MEAs? The Role of International Environmental Management
in the Trade and Environment Agenda. Winnipeg, International Institute for Sustainable De-
velopment and Environment Canada.



CAT&E 13

Von Moltke, K. (2001). World Environment Organisation. Workshop on International Environ-
mental Governance (Environment Canada).

Voynet, D. (2000). Les priorités de la présidence frangaise dans le domaine de l'environnement.
Discours prononcé devant la commission environnement-santé-consommation du parlement
européen le 6 juillet, Strasbourg.

Whalley, J. & Zissimos, B. (2002). Making Environmental Deals: The Economic Case for a

World Environmental Organization. Global Environmental Governance: Options and Oppor-
tunities. Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies. New Haven.

WHAT Governance Programme (2001). Report of Workshop. International Environmental Gov-
ernance. The Role of UNEP, New York, 2nd May, World Humanity Action Trust.



