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1. Mandate of the Consultant

The Second Ministerial Meeting of the Arctic Council in Barrow, Alaska October 12-13,
2000 requested that the Senior Arctic Officials, SAOs, with assistance from the chairs of
the Arctic Council subsidiary bodies, consider and recommend as appropriate ways to
improve how work is structured in the Arctic Council and present a report to the next
Ministerial Meeting.

Note was taken of the fact that as the Arctic Council has evolved and taken over
structures established under the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS), some
overlap of functions has occurred among the new and existing institutional structures of
the Council.

The exact formulation in the Barrow declaration, paragraph 19, was the following:

"Take note that as the Arctic Council has evolved and taken over the structures
established under AEPS, some overlap of functions has occurred among the new
and existing institutional structures of the Council, and request that the SAOs,
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with assistance from the chairs of the Arctic Council subsidiary bodies, consider
and recommend as appropriate ways to improve how work is structured in the
Arctic Council and present a report at the next Ministerial Meeting;"

Also in connection with the establishment of an ad hoc ACAP (Arctic Council Action
Plan to Eliminate Pollution of the Arctic) Steering Committee on an interim basis for a
period of two years, a reference was made to a review of the structure of the Arctic
Council organization in paragraph 2 in the Barrow declaration:

"establish an ad hoc ACAP Steering Committee on an interim basis, for a period
of two years under the chairmanship of Norway, awaiting a review of the
structure of the Arctic Council organization;"

Finland as the current chair of the Arctic Council has also stated the need to streamline
the Arctic structures in The Program for the Finnish Chair of the Arctic Council 2000-
2002, page 4:

“The co-operation among the eight Arctic states has continued for so long –
almost ten years – that its structures should be evaluated critically, with a view to
streamlining them. This is particularly important in the field of environmental co-
operation. As the Arctic Council’s activities have become regularized, it has
become necessary to adapt its structure and programs so that they better meet the
requirements of co-operation. As for environmental programs, an urgent
evaluation is required because of the Arctic Council Action Plan to Eliminate
Pollution of the Arctic (ACAP).”

The Arctic chair has asked for this consultant’s study to be prepared for the SAO meeting
in Rovaniemi, June 12-13, 2001. The study has been made with assistance from the
chairs of the subsidiary bodies established under the AEPS, namely Arctic Monitoring
and Assessment Programme (AMAP), Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF),
Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME) and Emergency Prevention
Preparedness and Response (EPPR). Attention has also been paid to how to enhance
synergy and avoid duplication between these bodies and the Sustainable Development
Working Group (SDWG). The Indigenous Peoples’ Secretariat (IPS) is not considered an
object of review in this context.

In June 2001 in Rovaniemi, the SAOs may present initial observations on the study
presented by the consultant. On the basis of the consultant's study, the SAO-discussions
in Rovaniemi, and additional consultations as appropriate, the Chair will prepare a review
report and submit a first draft to the meeting of the SAOs in Helsinki, November 2001.

The third Ministerial Meeting of the Arctic Council will be held in Inari (Saariselkä),
Finland, in autumn 2002. Finalization of the review report will be made at this Ministerial
Meeting, where decisions regarding the recommendations can be taken.
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All views, opinions and recommendations in this study are the consultant’s own, and do
not necessary reflect the opinions of the chairs of the working groups, other persons
interviewed, or the positions of Finland as the Arctic Council Chair.

2. The Arctic Council History in Brief

2.1 AEPS-process from 1989

In September 1989, on the initiative of the government of Finland, officials from the
eight Arctic countries met in Rovaniemi, Finland, to discuss cooperative measures to
protect the Arctic environment. They agreed to work towards a meeting of Circumpolar
Ministers responsible for Arctic environmental issues. The September 1989 meeting was
followed by preparatory meetings in Yellowknife, Canada in April 1990; Kiruna, Sweden
in January 1991; and, Rovaniemi, Finland in June 1991. The Arctic Environmental
Protection Strategy (AEPS), along with a Declaration on the Protection of the Arctic
Environment, was approved by Arctic ministers at Rovaniemi as a political – not legally
binding – commitment to establish a more comprehensive structure for Arctic
cooperation.

The eight Arctic countries – Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden,
Union of Soviet Socialists Republics (Russia) and United States of America – were
involved in this process. In the preparation of the AEPS there were also several observers
who assisted the work: Inuit Circumpolar Conference, Nordic Saami Council, USSR
Association of Small Peoples of the North, Federal Republic of Germany, Poland, United
Kingdom, United Nations Economic Commission for Europe UNECE, United Nations
Environment Program UNEP and International Arctic Science Committee IASC.
The AEPS key objectives were:

• to protect the Arctic ecosystems, including humans;

• to provide for the protection, enhancement and restoration of environmental
quality and sustainable utilization of natural resources, including their use by local
populations and indigenous peoples in the Arctic;

• to recognize and, to the extent possible, seek to accommodate the traditional and
cultural needs, values and practices of indigenous peoples as determined by
themselves, related to the protection of the Arctic environment;

• to review regularly the state of the Arctic environment;

• to identify, reduce and, as a final goal, eliminate pollution.

Although "sustainable economic development" is mentioned in the AEPS, the primary
emphasis was on environmental issues. The Arctic states, taking advantage of the
opportunity for cooperation presented by the end of the Cold War, were particularly
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interested in giving an international scope to efforts to clean-up toxins in the Russian
Arctic.

As part of the AEPS, the Arctic states established four working groups, to which member
states, observers and indigenous groups could send experts to assist in the work. The four
groups were:

• The Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP) monitors levels and
assesses the effects of anthropogenic pollutants in all components of the Arctic
environment. AMAP produces assessment reports on the status and trends in the
condition of Arctic ecosystems, detects emerging problems, their possible causes
and the potential risk to Arctic ecosystems, and recommends responses.

• The Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME) working group takes
preventive and other measures directly or through competent international
organizations regarding marine pollution in the Arctic irrespective of origin.

• The Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response (EPPR) working group
provides a framework for cooperation in responding to the threat of
environmental emergencies. EPPR gathers experts to consider cooperation with
regard to actions in response to significant accidental pollution from any source,
coordination and harmonization of preventive policies, and establishment of a
system of early notification in the event of significant accidental pollution or the
threat of such pollution.

• The Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) working group facilitates the
exchange of information and coordination of research on species and habitats of
flora and fauna in the Arctic. In particular, CAFF looks at the practices of Arctic
states with respect to conservation and management of Arctic species and the
relationship to and use of such species by indigenous groups.

Already from the very beginning of Arctic co-operation the countries involved decided to
continue to promote cooperation with the Arctic indigenous peoples and to invite their
organizations to future meetings as observers.

2.2 Arctic Council established in Ottawa 1996

In 1995, Canada began to advocate the transformation of the AEPS into a new
international organization which would not only subsume the existing AEPS programs
but would also address the broader issue of sustainable development. As an outgrowth of
the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS), a new forum for cooperation in the
Arctic, the Arctic Council, was established by the eight states in Ottawa, Canada, on
September 19, 1996. The first ministerial meeting of the Arctic Council was held on
September 1998 Iqaluit, Canada. At that meeting, the chairmanship of the Council passed
from Canada to the United States, which passed the chairmanship to Finland in the
ministerial meeting of the Arctic Council at Barrow, Alaska, in October 2000.
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The Arctic Council is the only intergovernmental initiative for the Arctic involving all
eight Arctic states. It has two primary objectives. The first is to promote environmental
protection, a role that follows from the work of the Arctic Environmental Protection
Strategy (AEPS). The second objective of the Arctic Council concerns sustainable
development. This relates to the economic, social, cultural and environmental
circumstances of the indigenous peoples and other residents of the Arctic. There are
roughly 10 million people in a region that encompasses some fifteen percent of the global
land area.

2.3 Indigenous peoples involved as Permanent Participants

A very important decision when establishing the Arctic Council was the inclusion of the
category of Permanent Participants in the Arctic Council as a means of recognizing the
concerns of indigenous peoples in the work of this body. Of particular significance is the
role played by indigenous communities in the work of the Council. Six organizations
representing indigenous peoples have been recognized as "Permanent Participants" who
participate in all aspects of the Council's work. These include:

• Aleut International Association

• Arctic Athabaskan Council

• Gwich'in Council International

• Inuit Circumpolar Conference

• Saami Council

• Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North.

The category of Permanent Participant provides for the active participation and full
consultation with the Arctic indigenous representatives within the Arctic Council.
Although they do not vote, the organizations participate in the same manner as states in
most other respects.

Integration of non-governmental organizations to this degree into the work of a body
comprised of states is unusual and reflects the critical role that Arctic indigenous peoples
play in regional matters. The Permanent Participants are supported by the Indigenous
Peoples Secretariat IPS headquarted in Copenhagen, Denmark.

2.4 The Arctic Council has now 21 Observers

The Ottawa Declaration on the Establishment of the Arctic Council allows for the
participation in Council activities by non-Arctic states; inter-governmental and inter-
parliamentary organizations, global and regional; and non-governmental organizations
that the Council determines can contribute to its work. Since the establishment of the
Arctic Council the number of Observers has steadily increased, and has now reached 21.
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Observers accredited to the Arctic Council include:
• Advisory Committee on Protection of the Seas (ACOPS)

• Association of World Reindeer Herders

• Circumpolar Conservation Union (CCU)

• France

• Germany

• International Arctic Science Committee (IASC)

• International Arctic Social Sciences Association (IASSA)

• International Federation of Red Cross & Red Crescent Societies (IFRC)

• International Union for Circumpolar Health (IUCH)

• International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)

• The Netherlands

• Nordic Council

• Nordic Council of Ministers (NCM)

• North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission (NAMMCO)

• Northern Forum

• Poland

• Standing Committee of Arctic Parliamentarians

• Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF)

• United Kingdom

• United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN-ECE)

• United Nations Environment Program (UNEP)
 
2.5 Sustainable Development as a new challenge

The birth of Arctic Council through the Ottawa Declaration marked also a shift in focus
for the Arctic states from environmental protection alone, to the broader concept of
sustainable development. The Declaration states that the Council is a high level forum
designed to:
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"provide a means for promoting cooperation, coordination and interaction among
the Arctic states, with the involvement of the Arctic indigenous communities and
other Arctic inhabitants on common Arctic issues, in particular issues of
sustainable development and environmental protection in the Arctic."

In the Ottawa Declaration in 1996, the Arctic states agreed to "oversee and coordinate a
sustainable development program”, but the negotiations of the terms of reference of such
a programme became very difficult. There was not a common understanding as to what
sustainable development really means in the Arctic context.

The Working Group on Sustainable Development (SDWG) was established by Arctic
Ministers at the first Arctic Council Ministerial meeting, held in Iqaluit, Nunavut,
Canada, September 1998. Also at that time, the Ministers agreed to Terms of Reference
for the Sustainable Development Program. As noted in the Terms of Reference, the goal
of the Sustainable Development Program is to:

“propose and adopt steps to be taken by the Arctic States to advance sustainable
development in the Arctic, including opportunities to protect and enhance the
environment and the economies, culture and health of indigenous communities
and of other inhabitants of the Arctic, as well as to improve the environmental,
economic and social conditions of the Arctic communities as a whole.”

At Iqaluit Ministerial Meeting there was a decision that the Sustainable Development
Program would consist of a series of specific projects to be managed by the Senior Arctic
Officials (SAOs). As a focal point for discussions on the issue, the Council established a
Sustainable Development Working Group consisting of the SAOs and representatives of
Permanent Participants, to facilitate completion of work on these projects and to propose
possible priority areas for the future.

There are currently sustainable development proposals and projects from Arctic States
and Permanent Participants in the areas of Arctic children and youth, health,
telemedicine, resource management, including fisheries, cultural and eco-tourism,
technology transfer to improve Arctic sanitation systems, national sustainable
development strategies, living conditions in the Arctic, and linking Arctic communities.

The Barrow ministerial meeting in October 2000 adopted a Sustainable Development
Framework Document. The Arctic Council will periodically review the progress of the
Sustainable Development Program in order to highlight new areas and policies.

3. Other Arctic Actors

3.1 Cacophony, Overlaps or an Arctic Puzzle?

There is a wide range of different Arctic actors, arrangements, bodies and organisations –
from region-wide ones to sub-regional, from governmental to non-governmental. The
emerging of many northern and/or Arctic initiatives has been described as “a cacophony
of Arctic initiatives” (Young 2000, 11). This is due to the fact that coordination and co-
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operation between different Arctic actors is still missing. This is the case especially with
the many actors working currently in Russia.

In some reports (e.g. Mariussen et al. 2000) the concern has been raised that many
organisations and initiatives in the Arctic area are overlapping in their programmes and in
their geographical scope.

In addition to these critical notions that point out the potential disharmony and serious
overlap of the Arctic cooperation, the whole Arctic-wide cooperation has been labelled in
various ways: circumpolar, pan-arctic and trans-arctic.

On the other hand the many initiatives and activities taking place in the Arctic Region
can be seen as resource and human capital for the future of the Arctic. From this
perspective the situation is like an Arctic puzzle. The dilemma and common challenge is
how to find a fitting place for each actor.

By looking only at the mandates or the names of the ongoing programmes it is difficult to
make ultimate conclusions regarding the risks of overlaps: for instance even if
environment is mentioned as a priority by many other organizations, the level of
environmental activities cannot be compared to the work done by the Arctic Council.
Also the nature of the environmental projects by different actors varies.

When speaking about the overlaps of the Arctic activities it is very important to respect
the differences of the members, mandates and nature of various Arctic organisations.
There is a clear need for actors from different levels and categories of actors: NGO’s,
local and regional administration, governments, parliamentarians, scientific, cultural
actors, etc.

Besides the multilateral arrangements there are also bilateral arrangements in the Arctic
including e.g. the agreements between Norway and Russia regarding the fisheries of the
Barents Sea, between Iceland and Norway with respect to the uses of marine resources in
the area between Iceland and Jan Mayen, between Canada and the United States relating
to navigation in the North American Arctic. Multilateral arrangements that are focused on
particular sectors of the Arctic region include for instance, the North Atlantic Marine
Mammals Commission (NAMMCO) and Barents Euro-Arctic Region (BEAR).

However, there is a clear need for better co-operation between the different Arctic
stakeholders. Improvements in the administrative structures and in the internal
coordination of the work of the Arctic Council will also contribute to the possibility of
coordinating actions better with the other stakeholders.

This will also mean a possibility to coordinate the fundraising with other actors,
presenting more coherent plans for governments and international financing institutions.

The wide scope of programmes and activities by intergovernmental actors in the Arctic
region are described in the Table I.
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Table I. Arctic Programmes and Activities.

Contaminants Conservation Resources Industrial
and
Market

Infra-
structure

Education
and
Research

Culture Health

Arctic
Council

Yes Yes Yes No ? Yes Yes Yes

Nordic
Council
of
Ministers

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Barents
Euro-
Arctic
Council

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Council
of Baltic
Sea
States

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

European
Union

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

3.2 Inter-governmental actors

The Barents Euro-Arctic Council

In January 1993 Finland, Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Russian Federation and
the Commission of the European Union established the Barents Euro-Arctic Council to
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strengthen regional cooperation and stability, and to support socio-economic
development in Russia.

The Barents Euro-Arctic Council is made up of the Foreign Ministers (or equivalents) of
the five Nordic countries, the Russian Federation and the Commission of the European
Union. Observer countries are Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands,
Poland, the United Kingdom and the United States of America. The Council meets once a
year, with the Chair rotating between the member countries.

The Barents Euro-Arctic Council functions mainly through working groups (Working
Group on Economic Cooperation, Working Group on the Environment, Working Group
on the Northern Sea Route; and Working Group on Energy, ad hoc Working Group on
Youth Policy; and Steering Committee for development of the Barents Euro-Arctic
Transport Area) and the Barents Regional Council, which has representatives from all
twelve member counties, provinces and regions as well as the indigenous peoples.

The Council’s main fields of work are economic cooperation, trade and investment,
science and technology, tourism, the environment, infrastructure, educational and cultural
exchange, energy and the improvement of the living conditions of the region’s
indigenous peoples. Health issues and youth policy are also included in the Council’s
work.

The Nordic Council

The Nordic Council, formed in 1952, is the forum for inter-parliamentary co-operation.
The Council has 87 members, representing the five countries and three autonomous
territories. The members of the council are members of national parliaments and are
nominated by their respective political parties and elected by the parliaments. There is
thus no procedure for direct election to the Nordic Council.

The Nordic Council, which is led by a presidium, has held annual ordinary sessions since
1996. It also arranges so-called theme sessions for comprehensive treatment of selected
issues. Continuous work on policy issues in the Nordic Council is conducted via three
committees and four political party groups.

The Nordic Council of Ministers, formed in 1971, is the forum for inter-governmental co-
operation. The work is co-ordinated via the Nordic ministers for co-operation. The
composition of the Council of Ministers varies, depending on the nature of the issues to
be treated, e.g. culture, education, the environment, etc. There are thus, in fact, several
Councils of Ministers. However, neither the ministers for foreign affairs nor the defence
ministers meet under the aegis of the Council.

Most of the Nordic ministers for specific policy areas meet their Nordic counterparts
twice a year, though the ministers for defence and foreign affairs hold their meetings
outside the formal framework of the Council of Ministers.
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The Nordic Council and Nordic Council of Ministers have their own secretariats.
Moreover, the Nordic Council has national secretariats in the Nordic parliaments,
attached to the delegations of the respective countries.

In 1999 the NCM adopted a programme for Arctic cooperation as a part of its Adjacent
Areas Programme. The Arctic project activities are directed towards issues affecting the
indigenous peoples, welfare in the Arctic and sustainable development.

Council of the Baltic Sea States

Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) was established March 1992. The Council has 12
members: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway,
Poland, Russia, Sweden, and the European Commission. CBSS’s purpose is to promote
cooperation among the Baltic Sea states in the areas of aid to new democratic institutions,
economic development, humanitarian aid, energy and the environment, cultural
programmes and education, and transportation and communication.

The Council of the Baltic Sea States’ organisational framework is based on the Terms of
Reference accepted by the Foreign Ministers of the participating states. The work of the
Council is based also on the principles laid down in the UN Charter, as well as in the
Helsinki Final Act, the Charter of Paris and other OSCE documents.

The Council consists of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of each Member State and a
member of the European Commission. Chairmanship of the Council rotates on an annual
basis. The role of the Council itself is "to serve as a forum for guidance and overall co-
ordination among the participating states" (stated in the Terms of Reference).

The Committee of Senior Officials consists of high-ranking representatives of the
Ministries of Foreign Affairs of the Member States as well as of the European
Commission. Inter-sessional discussions and preparations take place in the Committee,
which serves as a discussion forum for both practical and other matters related to the
work of the Council. The Committee of Senior Officials can designate specific tasks to
the three Working Groups, which are: Working Group on Assistance to Democratic
Institutions, Working Group on Economic Co-operation, Working Group on Nuclear
Safety and Radiation Protection. The Working Groups consist of specialists within the
stated areas from relevant ministries in the Member States. Their tasks are to formulate
status reports and carry out in-depth reviews forward recommendations for action within
their areas of competence and to serve as a knowledge base for the CSO and the Council.
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A small permanent international Secretariat of the CBSS was inaugurated on 20 October
1998 and is located in Stockholm, Sweden. It is financed through contributions from the
Member States and operates under the guidance of the CBSS Chairmanship.

3.3 Regional Cooperation

Barents Regional Council

The Barents Regional Council was formalised on January 11, 1993, by the signing of the
Kirkenes Declaration. The Barents Regional Council is the regional level of interaction,
that emerged out of the Kirkenes Declaration on the Barents Euro-Arctic Region. It
represents cooperation between the counties or provinces and the indigenous peoples of
the region. The main tasks of the Regional Council are to co-ordinate co-operation efforts
in the Barents Region and to keep contacts with other relevant organisations and actors.

The Barents Regional Council has twelve member regions (regional authorities) in
Norway, Finland, Russia and Sweden. In addition, there is one representative of the
indigenous peoples in the Regional Council. The Chairmanship rotates between the
member regions every two years. The Regional Committee takes care of the cooperation
between council's meetings. The committee consist of regional officials from the member
regions and indigenous peoples. The regional Secretariat is hosted by the chairing region.

The Northern Forum

The Northern Forum is a non-profit, international organization composed of sub-national
or regional governments from ten northern countries. The Northern Forum developed
from a Northern Regions Conference held in 1990 in Anchorage, Alaska, attended by
more than 600 delegates from 10 countries. The Forum was formally established in
November 1991.

The Northern Forum’s mission is to improve the quality of life of Northern peoples by
providing Northern regional leaders a means to share their knowledge and experience in
addressing common challenges; and to support sustainable development and the
implementation of cooperative socio-economic initiatives among Northern regions and
through international fora.

The members of the Northern Forum’s Board of Directors are the senior political leaders
of member regions: Governors, Premiers and, in some cases, Presidents. In seeking to
work cooperatively to address broad issues of common concern, Board members oversee
the implementation of Northern Forum policy and provide guidance for the organization
as a whole. The Board also formally manages the Northern Forum Inc., an Alaskan
corporation that is the business arm of the organization.
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Although most members are sub-national governments, membership in the Forum is open
to non-profit and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) as well as commercial
institutions. These members, known as Advocate and Associate respectively, must
demonstrate interests in northern issues relevant to the Northern Forum’s governmental
members.

Through the Forum, members work cooperatively to help to improve living conditions
for all Northerners. Members cooperate on four Northern Forum Programs: Environment;
Sustainable Economic Development; Society and Culture; and Governance and Policy.

3.4 Cooperation in Science and Research

The International Arctic Science Committee

The International Arctic Science Committee (IASC) was founded in 1990. It is a non-
governmental international organisation created by national scientific organisations in the
eight Arctic states. Its aim is to encourage and facilitate cooperation in all aspects of
Arctic research, in all countries engaged in Arctic research and in all areas of the Arctic
region.

The following countries are members of IASC: Canada, China, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Iceland, Italy, Japan, The Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Russia,
Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and United States of America.

IASC’s structure is composed of President, Council, Executive Committee, Regional
Council, secretariat and a number of working groups, projects and activities. The
Regional Council consists of one member from each Arctic country, and its main task is
to advise IASC on its relation to the Arctic Council. This is meant to ensure that the
scientific interests of Arctic countries are consistently and fully represented in both IASC
and in the Arctic Council. The IASC member organisations are national science
organisations covering all fields of Arctic research. Each national member organisation
has a mechanism to provide ongoing contact between its council member and its Arctic
science community.

The main activity of IASC is to develop research projects for which circumarctic or
international cooperation is required. IASC will give priority to multidisciplinary projects
relevant to Arctic science issues which require international cooperation.

This should be done by framing issues in thematic rather than disciplinary terms;
bringing together the physical, biological and social sciences to address substantive
themes strengthening the dialogue between the science community and the policy
community; addressing the concerns of those who live in and near the Arctic, and



15

basing the science initiatives of IASC as much as possible on the priorities of the Arctic
science community in each member country, and in the context of internationally agreed
programmes.
 

The University of the Arctic

The University of the Arctic is a network of academic institutions and programs in the
circumpolar North. The Ministerial Meeting of the Arctic Council in Iqaluit in 1998
expressed support for the project to establish a University of the Arctic. The University is
not subordinate to the Arctic Council but informs the Council Regularly of its activities.

One central aim of the University is to make northern education relevant and accessible
to all northerners. This is done by sharing knowledge among northerners to face the
challenges of regional sustainability, harmonizing learning systems of traditional and
scientific knowledge, integrating multiple disciplines to investigate contemporary issues
in the region from a comprehensive perspective, combining classroom, mobility and
distance learning methods to overcome barriers to education in the north, and providing
the knowledge and tools for northerners to meet the responsibilities of northern
autonomy.

University of the Arctic's Programmatic Activities are the practical outcomes of
cooperation between participating member institutions. These activities include Teaching
Programs, Mobility Programs, Field Courses, Online Learning, Research Networks, and
Workshops/Seminars. Many of these activities, including core curriculum, mobility, and
online delivery programs, are still being developed. Several other activities are already
underway.

UNEP/GRID-Arendal

As a specific follow-up to the recommendations of the 1987 World Commission on
Environment and Development, the Government of Norway and the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) established an environmental information centre in
1999 in Arendal, Norway. Set up as a foundation under Norwegian legislation, the centre
was linked to the world-wide UNEP programme termed Global Resource Information
Database and was therefore called a GRID centre.

GRID-Arendal provides environmental information, communications, and capacity
building services for information management and assessment. Established to strengthen
the United Nations through its Environment Programme (UNEP), their focus is to make
credible, science-based knowledge understandable to the public and to decision-making
for sustainable development.

The Norwegian Ministry of Environment (MoE) appoints the Board of Directors with one
member representing UNEP. A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between UNEP
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and the Government of Norway and the prevailing UNEP Programme of Work define the
operational policy context within which UNEP expects GRID-Arendal's support. The
MoU provides the basis for the core funding provided annually from MoE to GRID-
Arendal.

UNEP/GRID Arendal represents the global UNEP as an Observer on the Arctic Council.

3.5 Non-governmental Actors

The WWF International Arctic Programme

The World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) is a global non-governmental organization that
is active in Arctic cooperation through its International Arctic Programme (WWF Arctic
Programme), which it developed in response to the Rovaniemi process. It is an Observer
in the Arctic Council and it is active in many of the Council’s programmes. One of WWF
Arctic Programme’s the most visible contributions to Arctic cooperation is its quarterly
publication, the WWF Arctic Bulletin.

The coordination unit located in Norway has the following four main roles: implementing
its own Arctic conservation strategy; promoting governmental action that it sees as
promising for the Arctic management; serving as a focal point for Arctic conservation
issues that are of international concern; promoting Arctic activities originating from
WWF’s national organisations in Canada, Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, the
United States, a programme office in Russia and the Iceland Nature Conservation
Association.

The goal of the WWW Arctic Programme is to strive for “a healthy Arctic environment,
with unfragmented natural systems and viable wildlife populations, which allow for local
needs based on sustainable resource use.” Target issues in WWF Arctic Programme’s
strategy include addressing the global significance of the Arctic; reserving natural
ecosystems and habitats; creating conditions to ensure maintenance of viable populations
of all native species; targeting safe, sustainable use of exploited resources; increasing
activities that result in pollution reduction to promote a healthy environment; caring for
the local needs and cultural diversity of the Arctic.

3.6 Protection of Regional Seas

OSPAR

The Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic
("OSPAR Convention") was opened for signature at the Ministerial Meeting of the Oslo
and Paris Commissions in Paris on 22 September 1992. The Convention has been signed
and ratified by all of the Contracting Parties to the Oslo or Paris Conventions (Belgium,
Denmark, the Commission of the European Communities, Finland, France, Germany,
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Iceland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) and by Luxembourg and Switzerland.

The OSPAR Convention entered into force on 25 March 1998. It replaces the Oslo and
Paris Conventions, but decisions, recommendations and all other agreements adopted
under those Conventions will continue to be applicable, unaltered in their legal nature,
unless they are terminated by new measures adopted under the 1992 OSPAR Convention.

The Oslo Commission was established to administer the Oslo Convention. Initially, the
Commission's task was to regulate and control the dumping at sea of industrial wastes,
sewage sludge and dredged material and the incineration at sea of liquid industrial
wastes. The dumping of industrial wastes and sewage sludge and incineration at sea have
now been phased out.

The Paris Commission was established to administer the Paris Convention. The
Commission regulated and controlled inputs of substances and energy to the sea from
land-based sources (via the atmosphere, rivers, or direct discharges) and also from
offshore platforms. The Commission was involved in a thorough review of the use and
manufacture of various substances in order to establish the best environmental practice or
best available techniques to prevent pollution. It also embarked on a series of measures to
protect parts of the Convention area affected by high levels of nutrients, which have been
linked to the occurrence of abnormal algal blooms.

HELCOM

The first Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area
was signed in 1974 by the coastal states of the Baltic Sea at that time. In 1992, a new
Convention was signed. It entered into force on 17 January 2000. The governing body of
the Convention is the Helsinki Commission – Baltic Marine Environment Protection
Commission – also known as HELCOM. The present contracting parties to HELCOM
are Denmark, Estonia, European Community, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Russia and Sweden.

The Helsinki Convention of 1974, issued to protect the marine environment of the Baltic
Sea, was the first international agreement to cover all sources of pollution, both from land
and from ships as well as airborne. To accomplish its aim, the Convention calls for action
to curb various sources of pollution.

The Helsinki Commission meets annually and, from time to time, meetings are held at
ministerial level. Decisions taken by the Helsinki Commission - which are reached
unanimously - are regarded as recommendations to the governments concerned. These
HELCOM Recommendations are to be incorporated into the national legislation of the
member countries.

The chairmanship of the Commission rotates between the Contracting Parties every two
years in alphabetical order, using the English names of the members. The Commission
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consists of four Committees and a Programme Implementation Task Force. Other
subsidiary bodies comprise working groups and projects.

Throughout the Baltic Sea region a total of 132 hot spots have been monitored,
reconstructed and in some cases deleted under the guidance of the Helsinki Commission
Programme Implementation Task Force, or in short HELCOM PITF. In general, hot spots
are sites or areas of high pollution emission or discharges, which have a serious impact
on environment, health or economy.

The Programme Implementation Task Force co-ordinates the implementation of the
Baltic Sea Joint Comprehensive Environmental Action Programme (JCP) approved in
1992 and updated in 1998. It focuses on investment activities for point-and non-point
pollution sources and on planning and investment activities related to management
programmes for coastal lagoons and wetlands. Members of the Programme
Implementation Task Force are the HELCOM Contracting Parties, Governments of
Belarus, Czech Republic, Norway, Slovak Republic and Ukraine, Council of Europe
Development Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, European
Investment Bank, Nordic Environment Finance Corporation, Nordic Investment Bank,
World Bank and the International Baltic Sea Fishery Commission.

This programme which indicated environmental hot spots around the Baltic Sea in all
HELCOM member states, marked the beginning of productive negotiations with the
International Financing Institutions, bilateral environmental programmes and EU
activities in the region to create concrete programmes to combat the pollution of the
Baltic Sea. This has consequently led to many environmental investments in Poland,
Baltic States and Russian Federation.

3.7 Cooperation around Regional Seas

The North Sea Commission

The North Sea Commission was founded in 1989 to facilitate and enhance partnerships
between regions which manage the challenges and opportunities presented by the North
Sea. The North Sea Commission also promotes the North Sea Basin as a major economic
entity within Europe, by encouraging joint development initiatives and political lobbying
at European Union level.

The North Sea Commission has determined that its activities must be action orientated,
involving co-operation programmes, research activities, funding applications, and joint
policy statements which bring positive benefits to the people of the North Sea Basin.

The Executive Committee outlines the goals and strategies of the NSC both internally
and in relation to other relevant actors in the North Sea area, such as the Interministerial
Conference on the North Sea, the national authorities, the EU (both the Commission and



19

the Parliament) and to the CPMR (Conference of Peripheral and Maritime Regions of
Europe).

The activities are carried forward by the Secretariat and six Technical Groups
concentrating on issues of common concern. Groups are Business Development,
Communications, Culture & Tourism, Education & Research, Environment, Fisheries,
and Inter-regional Networks.

The members of the North Sea Commission are Scotland, England, Belgium, The
Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, Sweden, and Norway.

The Baltic Sea Commission

The Conference of Peripheral and Maritimes Regions of Europe unites 128 Regions from
20 countries of the continent, organised in 5 geographical commissions: the Atlantic Arc,
the Mediterranean, the North Sea, the Baltic Sea and the Islands. Altogether these
Regions represent a total population of 143 millions and cover an area more than 45% of
the total surface area of Europe.

24 regions from all the littoral states are members of the Baltic Sea Commission. If the
regions which can be described as observers are added, more than half of the eligible
regions are already involved in the work of Baltic Sea Commission.

The Baltic Sea Commission is established to further partnership between regional
authorities, i.e. regional popularly elected or in other way approved by regional public
whenever possible according to the individual country’s legislation, around the Baltic Sea
and manage the challenges and opportunities presented by the Baltic Sea. Through
dialogue and formal partnership it will seek to promote common interests, especially in
relation to the institutions of the European Union, the national governments and the
Baltic Sea organisations.

The cooperation in the Baltic Sea Commission encompasses of the following elements: it
represents the regional level and the people of the regions; its regions share the peripheral
and maritime dimension; as a full member of a large European network, it possesses a
vast bank of knowledge about regional and local conditions for development; and it has
set out to be a constructive and operational partner in the Baltic Sea development
dialogue.

The Baltic Sea Commission is organized through the institutions of an annual General
Assembly, a President and one vice-President, and an Executive Committee.

3.8 Political Initiatives

The Northern Dimension (EU)
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The Northern Dimension in the external and cross-border policies of the European Union
covers the Baltic Sea region, Arctic Sea region and North West Russia. It addresses the
specific challenges of those regions and aims to increase cooperation between the EU
member states, the EU applicant countries and Russia. The Northern Dimension is
implemented within the framework of the Europe Agreements with the Baltic States, the
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with Russia and the European Economic Area
regulations. The areas for cooperation under the Northern Dimension are
the environment, nuclear safety, energy cooperation, Kaliningrad, infrastructure, business
cooperation, Justice and Home Affairs, social development and others. The Northern
Dimension operates through the EU’s financial instruments available for the region:
PHARE, TACIS and INTERREG. The Northern Dimension aims to use these financing
instruments for projects which provide added value.

The Northern Dimension covers the geographical area from Iceland in the west across to
North West Russia, from the Norwegian, Barents and Kara Seas in the North to the
Southern coast of the Baltic Sea. Non-EU countries that fall within its scope are Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, the Russian Federation, Poland, Norway and Iceland. The Northern
Dimension aims at addressing the special regional development challenges of northern
Europe. These include harsh climatic conditions, long distances, particularly wide living
standard disparities, environmental challenges including problems with nuclear waste and
waste water management, as well as insufficient transport and border crossing facilities.

The Northern Dimension is a common undertaking of the European Communities and the
EU Member States together with partner countries. The Commission plays a leading role
in implementing the Action Plan. It is responsible for programming projects and
presenting appropriate follow up proposals.

Regional organisations, international financial institutions (IFIs) and the private sector
also have an important role to play in the running of the Northern Dimension. The main
regional organisations and IFIs active in supporting the Northern Dimension are the
Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) the Barents Euro Arctic Council (BEAC), the
Arctic Council, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), the
European Investment Bank (EIB), the Nordic Investment Bank (NIB), the Nordic
Environment Finance Corporation (NEFCO), the Nordic Project Fund (NOPEF), and the
World Bank.

The Northern Europe Initiative NEI (US)

The Northern Europe Initiative (NEI) is a US Government strategy, led by the
Department of State, to promote stability in the increasingly vital Baltic Sea region,
bolster U.S. trade and investment there, and strengthen key Western institutions and
security structures. NEI provides the framework – with an emphasis on regional, cross-
border cooperation – for US Government activities and programmes. Geographically, the
initiative encompasses all of the countries and areas bordering the Baltic Sea (Denmark,
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Poland, Estonia, Latvia, Northwest Russia, Finland, Lithuania, Sweden, Northern
Germany, Norway) plus Iceland.

The Northern Europe Initiative was launched in 1997 as a response to the progress that
occurred in Europe and the Baltic Sea region in the years following the break-up of the
Soviet Union.

The Northern Europe Initiative pursues three broad objectives: integrate the Baltic states
into a regional network of cooperative programs with their neighbours and support their
efforts to prepare for membership in key European and Euro-Atlantic institutions;
integrate northwest Russia into the same cooperative regional network to promote
democratic, market-oriented development in Russia as well as to enhance Russia's
relations with its northern European neighbours; and strengthen U.S. relations with and
regional ties among the Nordic states, Poland, Germany, and the European Union.

NEI identifies six priority areas in which regional and cross-border cooperation is
particularly useful. The priority areas are Business and Trade Promotion, Law
Enforcement, Civil Society, Energy, Environment, and Public Health. NEI projects in
these areas range from large-scale multi-million dollar nuclear waste management
projects to small, targeted NGO-sponsored development programs. Few of these projects
are financed solely by the U.S. Government; most are co-financed by other governments
in the region and/or private NGOs.

Through NEI, the U.S. Government works with organizations such as the Barents Euro-
Arctic Council and the Council of Baltic Sea States (the U.S. is an observer in both), the
Arctic Council (of which the U.S. is a member), and the Nordic Council. The U.S. also
coordinates NEI activities with those being developed by the European Union under its
Northern Dimension strategy, and many NEI projects involve participation by and
funding from other states in the region and from interested NGOs.

The Northern Dimension of Canada's Foreign Policy

In 2000, the federal government of Canada adopted the Northern Dimension to Canada's
Foreign Policy.  In this new foreign policy initiative, Canada renewed its commitment to
cooperation with its circumpolar neighbours and northern peoples to protecting the Arctic
environment from environmental degradation and the transboundary effects of pollution.

Four main objectives of the Northern Dimension of Canada's Foreign Policy are: to
enhance the security and prosperity of Canadians, especially northerners and Aboriginal
peoples; to assert and ensure the preservation of Canada’s sovereignty in the North; to
establish the Circumpolar region as a vibrant geopolitical entity integrated into a rules-
based international system; and to promote the human security of northerners and the
sustainable development of the Arctic.

The priority areas for action include strengthening and promoting a central place in
circumpolar relations and policy coordination for the Arctic Council; helping to establish
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the University of the Arctic; developing and expanding opportunities to assist Russia in
addressing its northern challenges through strengthened bilateral activities, and by
working with Canada’s circumpolar partners in various regional forums and in the
European Union; and promoting the study and practical applications of means for
circumpolar countries and communities to develop sustainable economic opportunities
and trade across the Arctic circumpolar region.

3.9 Other Actors

The Standing Committee of Parliamentarians of the Arctic Region

The Standing Committee of Parliamentarians of the Arctic Region started its activities in
September 1994. The establishment of the Standing Committee was based on a decision
at the first Parliamentary Conference concerning Arctic cooperation in Reykjavik,
Iceland in 1993.   

One of the main priorities of the Standing Committee is to support and actively promote
the further establishment and work of the Arctic Council. The new organization,
representing the eight Arctic states (Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia,
Sweden and the USA) was founded on September 19, 1996. Since then the Committee
has worked actively to promote the work of the Council. The Committee participates in
the meetings of the Arctic Council as an observer, and takes part as invited guest in
meetings of the Barents Euro-Arctic Council.

The Standing Committee has focused much of its additional work on sustainable
development, assisting indigenous peoples, and capacity building in the Arctic. This is
also in harmony with the framework for the Arctic Council’s deliberations.

Arctic Military Environmental Co-operation Program AMEC

The Arctic Military Environmental Co-operation Program AMEC, a special programme
by US, Norwegian and Russian military authorities has been created in order to deposit
safely the hazardous radioactive military waste in the Kola Peninsula. This is a topic that
came to international attention again through the tragic Kursk submarine accident in
summer 2000. AMEC is a military to military programme to prevent damage to the
Arctic environment. AMEC has been characterized as a "cooperative programme" as
opposed to an "assistance programme" which was started in 1996 by Norway's concern
with "military generated" pollution in the Barents and Kara seas. The programme
provides a dialogue between Norway, the Russian Federation, and the United States on
these issues. The Norwegian and Russian Ministries of Defence and the U.S. Department
of Defence (U.S. Navy) have the lead in the programme. In the U.S., the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Department of Energy are also involved. In Russia the
Ministry of Atomic Energy is involved. AMEC currently comprises seven projects that
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are underway. Five projects address military nuclear waste technologies. Two projects
are "non-radioactive." AMEC writes, publishes, and disseminates unclassified reports,
and invites and encourages questions by other countries.

4. The Arctic goes Global

In recent years there has been significant processes in international politics which have
highlighted the role of the Arctic and brought the Arctic issues on to the global stage.
When planning the future of the Arctic cooperation, these trends shouldn’t be neglected.
Even if globalisation can be seen as a threat from the Arctic perspective, it can also create
new possibilities for further developing Arctic cooperation.

At least the following factors should be mentioned in this context:

1. The End of cold war: glasnost of the Arctic

The end of the cold war opened the Arctic areas and the information related to military
based environmental risks in the area is now more easily available. E.g. the discussion on
the dumping of nuclear waste around Novaya Zemlya in the beginning of 90s was one of
those discussions that could not have taken place during the cold war period.

2. The “Third world” also in the North

There are underdeveloped areas with huge social and environmental problems in the far
north. The current global discussion is still simplifying development problems on a north-
south axis, and the issue of the lack of the social and economic development in the far
north is hardly understood. The life or health statistics show that people living in the
Arctic areas can be in many ways compared with people living in third world countries.

3. The rights of indigenous peoples

The question of the rights of the indigenous peoples has become more important all over
the world. The questions of the democratic rights and self-governance of these people are
rising, as are the questions of language and cultural rights as part of the global discussion
on the rights of minority people. It is interesting to note that the Arctic Council not only
presents an opportunity for indigenous groups to express their views to, and seek support
from, the Arctic Council, but it also facilitates a dialogue between indigenous populations
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of particular states, and the governments of those states. In some cases, that dialogue has
historically proven difficult for domestic reasons. That indigenous groups can participate
prominently and "at the table" with states at this forum, fosters particularly positive
international and domestic interactions.

4. Sustainable use of natural resources

The Arctic is very important area for its natural resources, especially oil, gas and mineral
resources. The exploitation of natural resources may conflict with the traditional life
pattern of indigenous people, or may be in conflict with the protection of the Arctic
environment. Therefore a true assessment of environmental impacts has to be made
before any project takes places in the Arctic area.

5.  Arctic biodiversity is very rich

The Arctic is the home of many endangered species of the world and the Arctic areas are
very rich in biodiversity. Therefore the challenges of nature protection are huge.
Protection of nature is also an important economic question for the Arctic areas, as
oceans and coastal environmental means a lot to the livelihood of Arctic communities.
Through eco-tourism the biodiversity can also create direct work opportunities for the
Arctic region.

6. Global environmental threats fatal for the Arctic

Effects of the global environmental threats – the climate change, changes in the ozone
layer, releases of the persistent organic pollutants (POPs), pollution from the heavy
metals etc. – have exceptionally devastating effects to the Arctic environment. In this
respect Arctic is no more a periphery but in the front line what comes to the degradation
of environment due to the global pollution.

7. New communication technology creates new opportunities

New forms of electronic communication, e-Arctic can create a new vision for the Arctic
areas: wireless communication, the possibility to connect yourself anywhere in the world.
The University Arctic can be a flagship of these new communication possibilities.

8. Direct circumpolar co-operation
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There is a vision of a pan-Arctic: an area where the Arctic inhabitants communicate
directly within the region, on a regional basis, not using the capitals for their
communication or political contacts over borders. Direct communication and networking
strengthens also the role of the indigenous peoples of the Arctic.

9. Many institutions: new networking opportunities

The Arctic is rich for many political initiatives and many forums and organizations. All
this can be looked at as human capital that can be used for the benefit of the Arctic areas.
Good synergy between different initiatives can turn to action and projects and create
welfare for the whole Arctic region.

10. US, Canadian, European and Nordic initiatives meet in the Arctic

In the US Northern European Initiative, Northern Dimension of the Canada’s Foreign
Policy, European Union’s Northern Dimension as well as in the Nordic initiatives the
Arctic has a role to play. The Arctic as a meeting point of these initiatives gives an
opportunity to have full trans-arctic cooperation between North American, European and
Nordic actors.

The Northern Dimension Environmental Partnership plan of the EU, gives a new
possibility to connect Arctic interest to this programme if being active in time. Officially
this plan came up in the Gothenburg EU-summit June 2001 (Report of the Working
Group on the Northern Dimension Environmental Partnership, 5 June 2001), so action
should take place swiftly on this matter.

The Nordic Council (of Ministers) is to some extent reviewing its Strategy for
Cooperation in the Arctic. Future cooperation with organizations like the Nordic Council
can be facilitated by actions taken by the Arctic Council.

11. Global mouthpiece for the Arctic

In this time of globalisation many decisions affecting the Arctic areas are made around
the tables where international trade and environment negotiations take place. The Arctic
area needs a mouthpiece to work on its behalf. The POPs negotiation where the Arctic
Council has been active, already proved how important this is. Rio+10 will take place
autumn 2002, and the climate negotiations are ongoing. Climate change is a crucial threat
to the Arctic environment. The Arctic Council can be developed as a powerful
mouthpiece for the Arctic.
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5. Current situation

5.1 Ministerial meetings

When the Arctic Council was created, it was created as an international forum, and it was
never designed as an international organization – therefore it lacks legal personality. The
rules of procedure, negotiated by the member states, determine the manner in which
proposals for new activities are considered and are ultimately placed before the ministers
for decision.

All cooperative activities must be pursuant to a ministerial mandate created at the
biennial ministerial meetings. Activities with such mandates can be worked on and
implemented by the SAOs. In the absence of a mandate, a new proposal can be worked
on by SAOs ultimately for submission to the ministers, but the SAOs cannot implement a
plan on their own.

The highest level of interaction within the Arctic Council occurs at the Ministerial
Meetings held biannually. The Ministerial Meetings of the Arctic Council are crucial to
mandate of the Senior Arctic Officials, and to all Council subsidiary bodies.

5.2 Host country

The Arctic Council administrative responsibilities lie on the host country, which is
changing biannually in the Ministerial Meeting. In Iqaluit 1998 USA took over Canada
from the chairmanship of the Arctic Council, and Finland took the chairmanship from
USA in Barrow, autumn 2000. The next change will happen in the Ministerial Meeting in
Inari autumn 2002.

The Host Country maintains the Council's secretariat.

5.3 Senior Arctic Officials, SAOs

Between the Ministerial Meetings, the work of the Arctic Council is directed by the
Senior Arctic Officials in consultation with representatives of the Permanent Participants.
The SAOs meet at least twice a year, and may opt to meet more often. The SAOs oversee
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the work of the Council's subsidiary bodies, which include the four main AEPS working
groups and the Sustainable Development Working Group, SDWG.

All the decisions are made by consensus of all eight Arctic states. This rule of decision-
making, which has been stated in the Ottawa Declaration, applies to the Ministerial
Meetings, to the work of SAOs and to all Council subsidiary bodies.

5.4 Working groups

Under the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS), the working groups had
their own rules of procedure and own ways of working. After establishing the Arctic
Council, the Rules apply to all the subsidiary bodies, including all five working groups.

5.4.1 The Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme, AMAP

The Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP) was established in 1991
with responsibilities to monitor the levels of, and assess the effects of, anthropogenic
pollutants in all compartments of the Arctic environment, including humans. From its
inception, AMAP was conceived as a process integrating both monitoring and assessment
activities in relation to pollution issues, to provide information for:

• producing integrated assessment reports on the status and trends of the conditions
of Arctic ecosystems;

• identifying possible causes for changing conditions;

• detecting emerging problems, their possible causes, and the potential risk to
Arctic ecosystems including indigenous peoples and other Arctic residents;

• recommending actions required to reduce risks to Arctic ecosystems.

To prepare its first assessment, AMAP:

• designed and implemented a coordinated monitoring programme to monitor the
levels of pollutants and assess the effects of pollution in all compartments of the
Arctic environment (the atmospheric, terrestrial, freshwater and marine
environments, and human populations);

• instituted an assessment process to produce assessment reports. The assessment
was performed according to agreed guidelines and was based on: (i) data already
published in scientific literature, (ii) data obtained from AMAP’s monitoring
programme, and (iii) traditional knowledge.

In June 1997 AMAP delivered the results of its first Assessment to Ministers at the
Fourth AEPS Ministerial Conference in Alta, Norway.

AMAP's priority continues to be the environmental pollution issues of first circumpolar
priority as identified during the First, Second and Third AEPS Ministerial Conferences:
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• Persistent organic contaminants (POPs)

• Heavy metals

• Radioactivity

together with:
• Acidification and Arctic haze, in a subregional context

• Oil pollution, in a subregional context

• Environmental consequences of, and biological effects due to global climate
change and stratospheric ozone layer depletion, relevant to the Arctic.

Effects of pollution on the health of humans living in the Arctic, including effects due to
increased UV radiation as a result of ozone depletion, and climate change, have been
given a special priority within the future work of AMAP. Similarly, combined effects of
pollutants on both ecosystems and humans shall be addressed.

AMAP is supported by a permanent Secretariat located in Oslo, Norway.

Table II. Future AMAP Assessment Activities according to AMAP plan.

Year of Reporting (Progress, Interim, Main)

Adopted TentativeAssessment Item

2000 2002 2004 2006
Human Health P(I) M I M

POPs (Persistent Organic Pollutants) P M I M
Hg (mercury) and other heavy metals P M I M
Radioactivity P M I M

Acidification P P P M
Oil and PAHs (Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons) P P M P
TBT (Tributyltin, toxic ship paint) P P M P

Climate change effects I M P M
UV effects (ultraviolet) I M P M
Combined effects P P M P

5.4.2 The Programme for the Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment, PAME

The programme for the Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME) was
established to address policy and non-emergency pollution prevention and control
measures related to the protection of the Arctic marine environment from land and sea-
based activities. These include coordinated action programmes and guidelines
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complementing existing legal arrangements. The PAME Working Group was established
in 1993.

PAME has been very active regarding the ocean issues in the Arctic Council. It was
involved in the revitalization of United Nations Environment Programme’s (UNEP)
Regional Seas Programmes. The 1998 accepted Regional Plan of Action (RPA) does
follow the GPA (Global Programme of Action GPA for the Protection of the Marine
Environment from Land-based Activities) methodology and has been seen by the GPA
office as a valuable contribution for other regions to get on with RPAs.

PAME is doing a regional report for the upcoming Intergovernmental Review (IGR)
meeting, where NPA-Arctic will be showcased. Countries of the Arctic Council are the
only countries that have completed or are near completion of their NPA's which
illustrated that to many Arctic countries ocean issues are a priority.

PAME is supported by a permanent Secretariat located in Akureyri, Iceland.

5.4.3 The Program for the Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna, CAFF

The Program for the Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) was established to
address the special needs of Arctic species and their habitats in the rapidly developing
Arctic region. It was initially a part of the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy
(AEPS). CAFF cooperates with several observers such as: WWF, IUCN and UNEP.
Since its inaugural meeting in Ottawa, Canada in 1992, the CAFF Program has provided
scientists, conservation managers and conservation groups, and indigenous peoples of the
North with a distinct forum in which to tackle the wide range of Arctic conservation
issues at the circumpolar level. CAFF's main goals are:

• to conserve Arctic flora and fauna, their diversity and their habitats;

• to protect the Arctic ecosystem from threats;

• to seek to develop improved conservation management, laws, regulations and to
collaborate for more effective research, sustainable utilization and conservation;

• to integrate Arctic interests into global conservation fora.

CAFF’s focus has been the conservation of biological diversity in the Arctic region.  In
recognition of this, CAFF developed a Cooperative Strategy for the Conservation of
Biological Diversity in the Arctic Region.  This broad-based strategy is implemented
through the Strategic Plan for the Conservation of Arctic Biological Diversity, endorsed
by the Arctic Ministers in 1998.  The Strategic Plan provides an overall direction to the
CAFF program and serves as a major focus for reporting and communicating CAFF
activities to Arctic Council Ministers, Senior Arctic Officials, and the global community.

The Strategic Plan is built around five program objectives addressing: biodiversity
monitoring; conservation of genetic resources, species, and habitats; establishment of



30

protected areas; conservation outside protected areas; and integration of conservation
objectives into economic sectors through enhanced information activity.

CAFF also addresses Arctic protected areas through the Circumpolar Protected Area
Network (CPAN).  The aim of CPAN is to facilitate implementation of initiatives to
establish an adequate and well-managed network of protected areas that have a high
probability of maintaining the dynamic biodiversity of the Arctic region in perpetuity.
The resulting network of protected areas is intended to represent as fully as possible the
wide variety of Arctic ecosystems, contribute effectively to maintain viable populations
of all Arctic species, and serve to maintain ecological and evolutionary processes.

CAFF held a Workshop on Biodiversity Monitoring in February 2000 that recommended
that protected areas be included in a circumpolar monitoring network and that CAFF
harmonize on a circumpolar level and implement the monitoring provisions of the CPAN
Strategy and Action Plan.

CAFF is supported by a permanent Secretariat located in Akureyri, Iceland.

5.4.4 Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response Working Group, EPPR

Already in Rovaniemi Declaration 1991 the Arctic Countries agreed to provide a
framework for future co-operation in responding to the threat of environmental
emergencies. The EPPR Working Group was established as an experts forum to evaluate
the adequacy of existing arrangements and to recommend the necessary system of
cooperation. At the second Ministerial Conference in Nuuk, Greenland, the Ministers
underlined the necessity of a notification system and improved cooperation for mutual aid
in case of accidents in the Arctic area.

The recent activities of EPPR include “The Field Guide for Oil Spill Response in Arctic
Waters”, a guide developed to provide circumpolar countries with oil spill response
guidance specific to the unique climatic and physiographic features of the Arctic
environment, and the "Circumpolar Map of Resources at Risk from Oil Spills" project
which will synthesize existing information on sources of spills and internationally
important biological resources that could be at risk in the event of an oil spill. The maps
will also identify resources at risk that have special implications for the peoples of the
Arctic.

From the very beginning there have been member states that give a clear priority to EPPR
as a forum for exchanging views, not an operational body which should be expected, for
example, to respond to emergencies. This has all the time been limiting the role and
expectations to the work of EPPR, and in some major environmental emergency
situations in the Arctic area, like the Komi oil spill in 1994, EPPR has not had any role.
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5.4.5 Sustainable Development Working Group, SDWG

In addition to the purely environmental missions, originating from the 1991 Rovaniemi
Declaration, the Arctic Council was to adopt terms of reference, and oversee and
coordinate a sustainable development programme. The Working Group on Sustainable
Development (SDWG) was established by Arctic Ministers at the first Arctic Council
Ministerial meeting, held in Iqaluit, Nunavut, Canada, September 1998. The objective of
the SDWG is to protect and enhance the economies, culture and health of the inhabitants
of the Arctic, in an environmentally sustainable manner.

This meant that the original scope of the AEPS was broadened. Since then the suitable
position for sustainable development has been more or less problematic. Was it to be a
general strategy, a working group like the AEPS working groups, or special sustainable
development projects?

There are currently sustainable development proposals and projects from Arctic States
and Permanent Participants in the areas of Arctic children and youth, health,
telemedicine, resource management – including fisheries, cultural and eco-tourism,
technology transfer to improve Arctic sanitation systems, national sustainable
development strategies, living conditions in the Arctic, and linking Arctic communities.

At the moment the SDWG is working in the form of back-to-back meetings with SAOs.
There are two, contradicting views how sustainable development should be dealt with in
the Arctic Council: The one view is a project-based approach, where a group of projects
will form the activities of sustainable development in the Arctic context. The other view
stresses the importance of a wider programme of sustainable development, an Arctic 21
sustainable development programme – work that is already ongoing in the contexts of
Barents and Baltic Sea co-operation.

As a compromise solution, a framework document of Arctic sustainable development
policies, was accepted at the Barrow Ministerial Meeting October 2000. The framework
document can be used when prioritising the projects supported by SWDG. Thus the
sustainable development programme will be created in a “bottom-up” method, step by
step.

5.5 Programmes

5.5.1 The Arctic Council Action Plan to Eliminate Pollution of the Arctic, ACAP

In June 1997, the report produced by the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme
(AMAP) entitled “Arctic Pollution Issues: A State of the Arctic Environment Report”
was submitted to Arctic ministers under the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy. In
the Alta Declaration June 1997, the ministers agreed to a number of actions in response to
the findings of AMAP. These included increasing efforts to limit and reduce emissions of
pollutants into the environment, and the promotion of international co-operation in order
to reduce the identified pollution risks.
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In September 1998, Arctic Council ministers instructed Senior Arctic Officials to develop
an overall plan identifying actions to address the pollution sources identified through
AMAP. The ministers requested that the resulting Arctic Council Action Plan to
Eliminate Pollution of the Arctic (ACAP) should:

• complement existing arrangements. This should include existing
legal arrangements, and existing structures and mechanisms under
the Arctic Council, such as the Regional Plan of Action for the
Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment from Land-based
Activities;

• allow for actions on a wide scope of pollution prevention issues
and corresponding remediation measures; and

• include the identification of co-operative activities for
implementation.

ACAP will act as a strengthening and supporting mechanism to encourage national
actions to reduce emissions and other releases of pollutants. The overall strategy is
designed to cover all pollution issues of concern under the Arctic Council. The Action
Plan will give priority to actions that are complementary to existing action plans and
actions both under the Arctic Council and in other fora.

ACAP was initiated by Norway and the programme is based to the findings of AMAP. In
the Barrow Ministerial Meeting an ad hoc ACAP Steering Committee on an interim basis
was established for a period of two years under the chairmanship of Norway, awaiting a
review of the structure of the Arctic Council organization.

5.5.2  Regional Programme of Action for the Protection of the Arctic Marine
Environment from Land-Based Activities, RPA

On September 1998 the Arctic Council adopted the Regional Programme of Action for
the Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment from Land-Based activities (RPA).
Some of the key considerations for the RPA are:

• 80% of marine pollution is land-based and certain Arctic populations are amongst
the most exposed populations in the world to some environmental contaminants.

• The programme addresses several global and regional commitments such as
UNEP Global Program of Action on the Protection of the Marine Environment
from Land-based Activities (GPA), UNECE LRTAP (Long-Range
Transboundary Air Pollution) and UNEP agreement on Persistent Organic
Pollutants (POPs).

• The programme strengthens regional cooperation and capacity building
particularly in relation to addressing regional priority pollution sources found in
the Russian Federation.

RPA has several phases. The initial phase focuses on POPs and heavy metals which
present a major pollution threat to the Arctic marine environment. In subsequent phases
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the RPA will be expanded to address other contaminants and activities which destroy or
degrade the Arctic marine and coastal environment.

RPA is concentrating in the activities in the Russian Federation, and run by PAME
together with London-based Advisory Committee on Protection of the Sea ACOPS. RPA
has begun fundraising for investments in Russia through calling for a partnership
conference to seek funds from donors and international funding institutions to remediate
regional priority pollution sources and activities identified in the RPA and the Russian
National Program of Action for the Arctic (NPA-Arctic).

The RPA programme is overlapping with the ACAP programme regarding the Arctic
Council environmental activities in Russia.

5.5.3 Arctic Climate Impact Assessment, ACIA

The goal of the Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA) is to evaluate and synthesize
knowledge on climate variability, climate change, and increased ultraviolet radiation and
their consequences. The aim is to provide useful and reliable information to the
governments, organizations and peoples of the Arctic on policy options to meet such
changes. Climate variability and change, and more recently, notable increases in UV
radiation, have become important issues in the Arctic over the past few decades. The
ACIA will examine possible future impacts on the environment and its living resources,
on human health, and on buildings, roads and other infrastructure. Such an assessment is
expected to lead to the development of fundamental and useful information for the
nations of the Arctic region, their economy, resources, and peoples.

The assessment will be open and transparent, and the review of its conclusions is
intended to be credible and rigorous; also, the degree of uncertainty of the conclusions
will be made clear. Three major volumes will be completed by 2004; they are a peer-
reviewed scientific volume, a synthesis document summarizing results, and a policy
document providing recommendations for coping and adaptation measures. Broad
participation of experts from many different disciplines and countries is anticipated.

The writing of these documents will be done by lead and contributing authors guided by
an Assessment Steering Committee (ASC) with representatives from AMAP (Arctic
Monitoring and Assessment Program), CAFF (Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna)
and IASC (International Arctic Science Committee), as well as persons representing the
Arctic indigenous peoples.

The US is the lead country for this effort and representatives from NSF (National Science
Foundation) and NOAA (The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) will
also be members of the ASC. An ACIA Secretariat will be established at the International
Arctic Research Center of the University of Alaska Fairbanks and funds for it will be
provided by both NSF and NOAA. Additional contributions to the ACIA are expected
from other Arctic countries. Close ties will be maintained with the group conducting a
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similar regional assessment as part of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) but it is expected that the ACIA will provide considerably more detail on the
expected impacts.

ACIA Secretariat is located in Fairbanks, USA.

6. Problems of the Arctic Council

There are no perfect organizations, and in all organizations personal likes and dislikes,
gaps and overlaps, and some competition between different parts of the organization can
be found. The Arctic Council is certainly not an exception.

The fact that the Arctic Council is only a forum for governments and permanent
participants, not a true international organization, make it sometimes more difficult to
solve the problems recognized. When at all levels – in working groups, at the SAO-level
and in the Ministerial Meetings consensus is needed in decision-making, it might
sometimes give a majority the feeling that their excellent ideas and proposals are
“blocked” by the minority. But this belongs to the nature of international co-operation
and diplomacy.

There are however some other problems in the current structures and work of the Arctic
Council that can be tackled with goodwill from all participants. These problems also
contribute to some of the main frustrating elements in the current situation: overlaps,
gaps, unnecessary competition, financial problems and cost-efficiency.

1. Nobody knows exactly what is going on in the Arctic Council

The Arctic Council is an international forum, not an international organization, but
due to the current structure nobody can provide an answer to what are the activities
that are ongoing in the Arctic Council. This is due to the poor communication
between the Working Groups, weak contacts from the Working Groups to SAOs, and
a lack of institutional memory in the Council.

When the amount of Arctic activities is increasing, there is a risk that the non-
coordinated nature of the Council is misused by others. There are already examples of
project proposals, which have been rejected by one Working Group, and then
accepted by another. When financial responsibilities of the projects implemented by
the Working Groups are increasing, the loose structure of the Council administration
can cause serious problems.

2. No institutional memory
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The Arctic Council is collecting excellent data on Arctic issues through AMAP and
activities of other working groups. Working Groups are also constantly in contact
with other Arctic stakeholders when planning and realizing different projects.

The institutional memory of this data collection and these activities is lacking in the
Arctic Council. This means that the lessons learned from the projects will probably
never be shared with the members and permanent participants of the Arctic Council,
and thus mistakes made might be repeated. This also has economic consequences.

Recently the institutional memory and the data of the Working Groups has been
collected on the Arctic Council www-pages. Nevertheless exact and regularly up-
dated data is not available concerning the projects under the Working Groups.

So far all the phases of the archiving processes of the Arctic Council have not been
systemically taken care of.

3. Problems in the funding

The programmes of the Arctic Council are funded voluntarily by individual Arctic
states. Under current practice, states propose projects or identify working groups they
wish to support, and those governments that are interested take the lead in
implementing and paying for them. Thus, for example, Norway pays a major part for
the secretariat for AMAP, Iceland for PAME, the United States and Iceland for
CAFF, and Denmark provides most of the funding for the Indigenous Peoples'
Secretariat located in Copenhagen. The other member states also contribute
financially to the secretariats to some extent.

There are no assessed contributions and not all states give money to all projects. If
there is a wish to have more permanent administrative structures for the Arctic
Council, there should also be broader base of funding and responsibilities shared
more equitably.

The voluntary funding structure also makes the working groups and their projects
vulnerable to political likes and dislikes, and may cause geographical unbalance in
the activities of the Arctic Council.

4.  Lacking secretarial services

The chair of the Arctic Council rotates every second year, and the effectiveness of the
Arctic Council is partly pending on the motivation and resources of the Chair.
Without a permanent secretariat the activities of the Council are directly pending on
the resources of the Chair and on voluntary secretarial services provided by other
member states.
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5. Participation of different ministries

The establishment of the Arctic Council 1996 has brought the Foreign Ministries with
their full capacity to Arctic co-operation. The work of EPPR has involved the
authorities responsible for the emergency planning in Arctic co-operation. The
sustainable development topics are enlarging even more the concept of Arctic co-
operation with social issues, health, communication, youth etc.

There are still some comments around on the “good old days” of the AEPS, when co-
operation was mainly based on the co-operation between the Ministries of
Environment. Active Arctic co-operation, even the solving of the current
environmental problems, will also need strong contributions by other sectors in the
governments. This should be seen as strength in Arctic co-operation.

Whatever organizational changes are made, the new models should be flexible
enough to include all the different ministries and actors from governments in Arctic
co-operation.

6. The role of Observers is not defined

The number of Observers in The Arctic Council has been rapidly increasing and has
reached 21 Observers. Among the Observers there are states, non-governmental
organisations and scientific bodies. Their participation could make substantial input
to the Arctic activities. However their role in the Arctic Council has not been defined,
and so the observer capacity is not fully used. Therefore the role of the Observers
should be clarified.

7. Co-operation with other Arctic actors is not structured

The cooperation with other Arctic actors is not systematic because of the lack of a
secretariat, institutional memory and a clear policy on priorities.

In particular the experiences that the working groups have gained through their
various cooperation modes, has not been utilized on a more general level. When
trying to improve the coordination of different Arctic players, the Arctic Council
should have more structured cooperation on the political level.

8. Bottom-up or top-down process?

In the current structure of the Arctic Council the working groups are very
independent, coordination between the working groups poor, and the instructions and
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guidance given by the SAOs too general. These weaknesses are based on the history
of the Arctic Council – the four working groups as part of the 1991-established-AEPS
have existed longer than the Arctic Council itself.

A certain gap between the work process under the AEPS programme, and political
guidance from above, has been observed. The initial focus for the AEPS was to set its
programs in motion, concentrating on the developing of arrangements to enable the
expert work to produce results of some substance. The political steering level began
to take its present shape only at a later stage.

There is creativeness and vitality at working group level, but unclear communication
between the five WG’s, and between the working groups and SAOs. This lack of
communication leads to duplication of work, overlaps, unnecessary competition
between the working groups and low cost-effectiveness.

When information doesn’t move to the level of SAOs, it becomes impossible to give
the needed political guidance and political support to the projects of the Working
groups.

9. Arctic policies made by the Working Groups

When the coordination doesn’t happen on the level of the chair of the council or of
the chairs of the working groups, the SAO meetings become an arena where working
groups are seeking the acceptance of their own policies.

Often the reports and project proposals of the working groups are so technical and
scientifically specific, that it is impossible for the SAOs to give relevant guidance and
instructions to the working groups, this has led to the situation where Arctic policies
are formed and implemented by the working groups themselves. Therefore emphasis
should be put on how the reporting and project approval between working groups and
SAOs could be restructured.

10.  If there are overlaps, there are also probably gaps

For missing planning, coordination and communication, the overlaps are not the only
consequence. There might also be gaps – areas, which nobody is covering for the
reason that information has not been exchanged and experiences not shared. When
ACAP and NPA-Arctic are both concentrating to the Russian north, are there other
regions, which should be covered with similar activities in the circumpolar area?

Because there are already four working groups on environmental issues in the Arctic
Council it is important that the new working group on sustainable development is
filling the gaps i.e. those sectors of sustainable development that are not taken care of
by the already existing groups.
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11. Ownership of sustainable development

Particularly among the four original AEPS working groups there is certain jealousy
towards the Sustainable Development Working Group SDWG because of its title and
wide scope. It suggests that only it has the ownership of sustainable development, the
real crown jewel of Arctic co-operation. In the Arctic Council it should be stressed
that all the working groups are working according to the principles of sustainable
development, as is the Council itself. Environmental protection in all its forms is of
course always part of sustainable development.

12. Sustainable development incoherent collection of projects

At the moment the Sustainable Development Program primarily consists of a series of
unrelated projects proposed by different parties. This is due to the lack of coherent
programme for sustainable development, Arctic Agenda 21. There are no clear
priorities which areas of sustainable development can be covered by the limited
capacity of the Arctic Council.

13. All projects don’t have Circumpolar scope

When the types of the projects or the priority sectors are not clearly stated by the
decision makers (Ministerial Meeting, SAO’s) there is a wide range of very different
types of projects. Some of them are very local initiatives, some other giving a
circumpolar added value. The project criteria should have high standards, preventing
the Arctic Council from becoming a mere list of local initiatives.

14. Wild market for the project initiators

For project initiators the Arctic Council is a wild market – if one working group does
not accept your proposal, you can always turn to another one. There are examples of
projects cancelled by one working group and later being accepted by another. This
could be the case especially with the SDWG, as it is presently giving considerably
better opportunities for extra political focus as well as for more detailed, time
consuming and thorough treatment of the project in the SAO-meetings. This problem
is thus related to the need to clarify the role of the SAOs in the SDWG.

15. The working groups are competing of the same financial resources

The working groups like CAFF, PAME and AMAP are using the same international
financial resources Global Environment Facility GEF for their projects. The Arctic
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Council might have at the same time several applications for funds from the same
institution, without any coordination by the Arctic decision-makers. In these cases the
decisions on priorities are left to others than Arctic actors.

The overlapping of the working groups and their projects is highly likely to cause
problems in the funding. Competing factions of the Arctic Council are competitors
also in the search for financiers.

16. PAME and ACAP competing in Russia

The division of labour between PAME and ACAP will increasingly cause friction.
After the planned two-year period of the ad hoc ACAP steering committee, the Arctic
Council will in any case be forced to solve the situation by actively clarifying the
roles of these structures. Overlaps concerning especially the activities in Russia will
link this issue to a broader pattern. It will create major confusion among the Russian
actors, other international actors and among financing institutions if the Arctic
Council is working in Russia through separate programmes without coordination.

17.  EPPR’s role unclear and weak

“Prevention” and “response” to environmental emergencies has not been given that
much attention, if any at all. Despite of some risk analyses and mappings done, the
working group continues to have a relatively low profile. This may be partly caused
by the fact that many essential emergency issues related to nuclear safety and military
are actually outside of EPPR’s mandate. Thus the current activities of EPPR could be
projects taking place under other working groups.

7. Short-term alternative

7.1 Meetings of Environment and other “substance” ministers

When dealing with environmental affairs that have long term effects or that need long
term political commitments by the governments, it could be one possibility to have
meetings of ministers of respective branches of administration in the Arctic context. The
same goes with ministers of health, education etc., when wide programmes in the Arctic
context are discussed.

This is a way to increase the national commitment by the governments to Arctic issues,
and increase the interest in the Arctic affairs among ministers of respective branches.
Similarly when planning financial packages for different sectors this type of approach is
recommended.



40

7.2 Using the political support of the Arctic Parliamentarians

The role of the Arctic Parliamentarians shouldn’t be underestimated. Their role is
particularly significant when bringing up Arctic questions and spreading information
about the Arctic activities. The report of the Fourth Conference of Parliamentarians of the
Arctic Region in Rovaniemi, 2000, indicates a strong commitment by the members of
parliament from the eight Arctic countries to the subjects that Arctic Council is dealing
with.

Parliamentarians should be used also more effectively to distribute the information on the
Arctic programmes. They are also needed to initiate and to support new activities of the
Council. Because of the history of the Arctic co-operation – very independent working
groups run by officials and experts – the role of parliamentarians and politicians in
advocating the Arctic issues has not been stressed enough.

7.3 Role of the Senior Arctic Officials

In the Arctic Council work there is a need for a policy group that would pay enough
attention to all the working groups. Although a properly working “bottom-up”
mechanism can bring – and evidently has brought – creativeness and vitality to the
working group level, a distorted balance in the bottom-up versus top-down mechanisms
can lead to too light political steering and consequently to overlap of work and to
communication problems. This is what has happened in the Arctic Council work: SAOs
have not given enough guidance, and when working groups are presenting their reports at
the SAO-meetings there hasn’t been enough time, willingness and expertise to thoroughly
discuss them.

This may be so due historical reasons – working groups actually arranged their own
organization much faster than the SAOs, who were the last group to find what their role
was, sitting between the ministers and the working groups.

When working groups are reporting on their progress to the SAOs, they are also seeking
acceptance for their coming projects and activities. In this respect the role of SAOs
should be to think how the Arctic Council could become a real mouthpiece for Arctic
issues. This includes also working on how to represent the Arctic area in best possible
way in such global negotiations that contain themes of vital importance to the Arctic
environment and sustainable development.

7.4 Arctic Agenda 21 as a planning process

To facilitate this important dimension of the SAO level work, a holistic approach to all
the relevant Arctic problems should be adopted. This could be achieved by initiating a
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process of an Agenda 21, a plan for sustainable development for the Arctic areas. This
Agenda 21 should include all strategies, plans, programs, projects and published reports
from the existing working groups (SDWG, PAME, EPPR, AMAP, CAFF), as well as the
ACAP programme, but it should also give clear guidelines to working groups on what are
the future priorities in the Arctic context.

There is already a lot of existing data, working plans and programmes. Gathering this
information and visions together would make a good backbone for the Arctic
cooperation. This process of collecting and creating the Agenda 21 should be in the hands
on SAOs, who should be using equally all the working groups in the process. This would
guarantee the sustainable development to be the guideline for all Arctic Council
activities.

When dealing with the wide range of Arctic environmental and sustainable development
issues one is sooner or later likely to enter the sensitive and politically difficult topics of
the Arctic – the rights of the indigenous peoples, the military use of the Arctic areas, the
nuclear problems, the exploitation of the oil and mineral resources etc. In these cases the
recommendations and other agenda setting efforts of such SAO work should then be
limited to those sectors and priorities which can be accepted by consensus in the Arctic
Council.

The Creation process of this kind of “Agenda 21”, “Sustainable Development Programme
for the Arctic” or just “A Work Plan for the Arctic Council” – however it will be named –
gives a good opportunity to systemically communicate between the working groups,
SAOs and other stakeholders, as well as to identify clearly the future priorities for the
Arctic Council in this respect.

This way the SAOs are effectively “directing the Arctic processes and providing
integration, policy and management directions to working groups and their secretariats
with a view to ensure cost-effective and well coordinated programmes”. The work on
Agenda 21 also gives SAOs better chances to “explore the opportunities for obtaining
funds from other international programmes and international financing institutions”
(Quotes are from the Inuvik Declaration). Agenda 21 would thus help the SAOs to get a
firm enough grip on the working groups activities.

7.5 Arctic Funding Package

Creating a coherent combined Arctic Agenda 21 where all the projects and working plans
are included would also give a possibility to put together a financial plan for Arctic
activities. This plan could be used when negotiating with the International Financing
Institutions (IFIs) about their interest to the Arctic region. This type of financial plan
gives a perspective of creating an Arctic Funding Package where all the sectors of the
Arctic cooperation are equally represented.
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From the perspective of IFIs this would create a possibility to support not only individual
projects but also a wider Arctic programme, and so avoid administrative problems when
dealing with several small-scale Arctic projects. Keeping in mind the huge environmental
risks and problems of the Arctic, and the environmentally and socially vulnerable
situation of the indigenous peoples of the area, it would be possible through this kind of
more coherent plan to also put the emphasis of IFIs on to these very specific Arctic
problems.

Special attention should be paid to the coordination of funding of the activities taking
place in Russia, where the number of actors in the environmental sector is high.

Moreover, new funding elements, like the eco-conversion, could be considered. The eco-
conversion would mean transferring some of Russia’s foreign debt into Russian
commitments for corresponding Arctic environmental investments.

7.6 Regular meetings of the Chairs of the Working Groups

Better communication between SAOs and the working groups requires activities taken by
the working groups too. In order for the working groups to be able to present their
activities to SAO’s in a more coordinated and systematic way, there should be regular
meetings organised by the Arctic Council Chair between the working group chairs,
accompanied perhaps by the secretariats. These meeting would also serve as a way to
inform other working groups of the planned activities and hence help to avoid overlaps.
This coordination of the working groups shouldn’t become a policy body of the Arctic
Council, because political issues like enlarging Arctic activities to new areas or planning
funding packages for new activities, should be dealt by SAO’s, and if so needed, by
Ministerial Meetings.

7.7 e-Arctic

Generally it is very important to keep the amount of working groups limited, otherwise
there will be more and more circumpolar meetings among the Arctic officials, and also
permanent participants and observers need to follow too many processes. Limited
resources have especially restricted the participation possibilities of the permanent
participants. When needed, in the context of the working group meetings a sub-group
(like EPPR) meeting can take place. Part of the meetings can be nowadays arranged as
internet-meetings, where documents are discussed through internet.

It is very important that also this kind of e-meetings follow normal meeting procedures,
and participants and observers have enough time to get familiar and form their comments
on the documents. When aiming at an established formula for these internet-meetings, the
experience of the University of Arctic network on these issues could perhaps be utilized.
Together with their networking efforts this type of Arctic Council communication
planning could constitute a wider e-Arctic programme.
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The institutional memory of the Arctic Council can be created in the form of e-Archives
on the www-pages of the Arctic Council. It is very important that in the system of
rotating chair, the new chair will take the responsibility to take care and update this e-
Archive. In the connection of these www-pages also an Arctic discussion group can be
created.

7.8  Structural proposals

In the latest discussion concerning the Arctic Council structures there has already been
several proposals for restructuring the Arctic Council. Some proposals in the discussion
have been presented in the form of non-papers and informal discussion papers, for
example the Icelandic non-paper The Environmental work of the Arctic Council (1999) or
the informal discussion paper titled New Structure of the Arctic Council (2001). In one of
these proposals the basic idea has been to reorganize the Arctic Council so that it would
have only two working groups: the monitoring group and the implementation group. It
has also been proposed that an expanded AMAP would act as the overall monitoring and
assessment group, while the other three groups would then work at the action level. A
new PAME, maybe reborn as “PAE” (Protection of the Arctic Environment), would in
this model include PAME and its RPA activities, EPPR as well as ACAP.
 
This proposal would actually collect together all implementing activities of the Arctic
Council under PAME, which then would develop as the main working group of the
Arctic Council in the future. This would also be a starting point for a permanent
secretariat for the Council. Before taking this step there should be a common
understanding among the member states and permanent participants of the will to put the
main activities together.

Instead of putting the working groups together, the model presented here in this review is
proposing a more modest way of restructuring the Arctic Council. Even when the
unquestionable aim is to avoid unnecessary overlapping, full advantage should be taken
from the work already done and ongoing. The continuity of the driving forces of the
Arctic Council, i.e. personal resources, networks created, data collected, and motivation
on the level of individuals and member states, should be carefully maintained.

The new concept of working groups of the Arctic Council consists four working group –
Brown, Blue, Green and Rainbow group. Under these groups all relevant sub-groups and
ad hoc bodies can be created when necessary. These four groups will report directly and
regularly to the SAOs. Each of the groups will take care that their current information of
their projects and activities is available in the Arctic web-pages.

7.8.1 The Brown group: AMAP/ACAP
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The monitoring process created by AMAP and the action plan ACAP based on the
monitoring reports will form the backbone of the action against industrial pollution taken
by the Arctic Council.

The combined AMAP/ACAP would handle all the monitoring functions. AMAP would
be responsible of maintaining an Arctic databank, to which all the Arctic monitoring data
is to be gathered. Should it seem sensible in some cases to have the monitoring of some
specific issue done by some other working group than AMAP, in the end the monitoring
data should still be incorporated into the AMAP-led Arctic databank.

ACAP’s role would then be to act as an inventory that would provide prioritised and
repeatedly up-dated list of action projects on pollution. This action plan would thus
facilitate expeditious responses to identified priorities, and include the identification of
co-operative activities for implementation. This type of holistic approach with clear
priorities would also make the Arctic pollution work more tempting for possible external
financing institutions. The meeting of the working group chairs would play a key role in
the building and up-dating process of the ACAP list.

Because the Arctic Council activities on the prevention of industrial pollution are mainly
concentrating on Russia, these activities should be coordinated by ACAP.

7.8.2 The Blue group: PAME/EPPR

The combined PAME/EPPR will be the oceanic group of the Arctic Council. EPPR work
as an independent working group could be ended and it should be merged with PAME.
EPPR, and the networks it has created, would continue their existence then as a sub-
group of the PAME. Together this new arrangement would form a “blue group” that
would have its emphasis on the institutional work against marine pollution. PAME
should use its capacity to work on institutional arrangements and conventions regarding
the protection of the Arctic marine areas. In this work the experience and the networks of
EPPR would be highly valuable.

PAME’s work on addressing policy and non-emergency pollution prevention and
controlling measures related to the protection of the Arctic marine environment would
then also include the EPPR activities such as possible up-dating and further developing
the work EPPR has done especially on risk analysis and risk maps. The cooperation that
PAME and EPPR have had previously, for instance on the off-shore oil and gas
guidelines, as well as the expertise that PAME has on the various marine related legal
arrangements, should make the common work of PAME and EPPR quite easy to start.

Those parts of EPPR work that would possibly relate only to land or “non-marine” issues
fit at this point in the marine-related “blue group” without any problems, as the extent to
which EPPR has tackled such issues has been rather limited. However there should
always be future opportunities available for the EPPR’s activities to enlarge and really
touch upon “prevention” and “response”, as its title indicates.
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PAME should take care of all the Oceanic issues of the Arctic. The ongoing RPA
programme and the Russian part of it, NPA-Arctic – the programme of Russian Arctic
“hotspots”, should be fully coordinated with AMAP/ACAP. There is a possibility to use a
common steering group for the ongoing programme, in order to avoid overlaps.

7.8.3 The Green group: CAFF

CAFF should also in the future be the programme and action group for living resources
and biodiversity conservation, the so called “green group” of the Arctic Council. CAFF’s
tasks should include protected areas, red lists, endangered species and other topics of the
protection of biodiversity, but then also whale-hunting, fishery and other issues related to
the use and management of terrestrial and marine living resources.

One of the main sectors for CAFF in the future will be to support and develop the
network of Arctic protected areas as well as to work on the conservation outside the
protected areas. The Circumpolar Protected Areas Network (CPAN) Strategy and Action
Plan offers a good and further developing basis for CAFF’s work in this respect.

The monitoring functions of AMAP and CAFF could be combined so that AMAP would
take care of biodiversity monitoring too. In certain cases the monitoring can be done by
CAFF if agreed between the AMAP and CAFF. Also in these cases the data should be
collected, published and filed in the Arctic databank by AMAP. The collaboration work
that CAFF and AMAP have been doing with the setting up of the Arctic Climate Impact
Assessment (ACIA) could provide examples and guidelines for the further cooperation of
these two working groups. Likewise, the first common steps that CAFF and AMAP have
taken when planning the circumpolar biodiversity monitoring are highly useful in this
sense.

7.8.4 The Rainbow group:  SDWG

In order to have the Arctic Council cooperation cover all the critical aspects of the Arctic
environmental reality, the scope of the cooperation must also include sustainable
development issues. The various other international sustainable development actors and
arrangements offer opportunities to link the Arctic issues into wider global connections,
like international negotiations of new environmental agreements and the Rio+10 process.

The SDWG should be an independent working group separated from SAOs, reporting to
SAOs like the other working groups. The current development (after Rovaniemi SDWG
meeting April 2001) seems already to go into that direction. For the projects of this
“rainbow group” a clear priority list along with clear criteria of projects should be
created.
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SDWG should contribute to the SAOs when creating the sustainability programme for the
Arctic – Arctic Agenda 21 – but also the priorities, plans and ongoing programs of the
other working groups should be taken into consideration. SDWG does not have a
monopoly on sustainable development.

SDWG should carefully coordinate any of its action connected to CAFF-topics with
living resources or biodiversity conservation, like reindeers and herding, timberline
forests, coastal fisheries, because this kind of topics seem to strongly overlap with
ongoing activities by existing groups.

The natural priority for SDWG could be the social, health and educational issues, where
there is more need of Arctic co-operation. Also regional capacity building topics should
be dealt by the SDWG.

There should be realism regarding the real big issues of the Arctic: sustainable use of
natural resources like oil and minerals, juridical status of the indigenous peoples, traffic
problems, environmental threats caused by military etc. These are important issues, but to
start with these type of Arctic mega-issues, where the positions of Arctic governments are
very different, could be counterproductive to the whole issue of sustainable development
in the Arctic.

Table III. Short-term alternative for the structure of the Arctic Council.

THE NEW STRUCTURE OF THE ARCTIC COUNCIL
Short-term alternative

MINISTERIAL MEETING

SENIOR ARCTIC OFFICIALS

MEETING OF THE CHAIRS OF THE WORKING GROUPS

AMAP+ACAP
PAME+EPPR

CAFF
SDWG

“Brown group”
“Blue group”

“Green group”
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“Rainbow group”

-Monitoring and assessment for all working groups
-Keeping an Arctic databank
-Coordinating the programme against pollution

-Institutional work against marine pollution
-EPPR activities included
-Shipping, oil, gas risks to the Arctic marine environment
-Biodiversity, endangered species, red lists
-Creation of Circumpolar Protected Areas Network
-Work with fishing, hunting, reindeer keeping etc.
-Assisting SAOs with other WGs in Arctic Agenda 21
-Sustainable development projects: health, social, education, communication etc.

8. Long-term alternative

The question of permanent secretariat has been discussed for a long time in the Arctic
Council. This kind of secretariat can only be created if there is a permanent funding
mechanism from all member states for this kind of solution. A permanent secretariat
would have many kinds of advantages: it could work as an Arctic databank, be the
institutional memory on Arctic affairs, establish a more close and regular co-operation
with the other operators in the area etc.

At the moment there is not a single focal point, which could inform about all ongoing
activities in Arctic Council. For the host country it is a real challenge to follow all
projects and plans that are ongoing in different working groups. As long as there are not
more permanent structures for the administration of the Arctic Council, it has to be
accepted that there will be some overlap in activities of the working groups and that the
work is not so cost-efficient as it could be.

If the work of the Arctic council is expanding like it has done in the past years, in the
future it might be important for the member states to evaluate the advantages and
disadvantages of a permanent secretariat.

This study is very much concentrating on how to solve the current administrative
problems in the Arctic Council, with a heritage of working group structures created
already in the time of the AEPS.

It is important to see what international processes are making the Artic a more interesting
area in international politics, economics and communication, and to consider what could
be the response of the Arctic Council to these challenges.
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As a long term alternative a permanent secretariat would help the Arctic Council to
strengthen its role as an Arctic cooperation fora, and its capacity to deal with the new
challenges of the Arctic.

Table IV. Long-term alternative for the structure of the Arctic Council.

THE NEW STRUCTURE OF THE ARCTIC COUNCIL
Long-term alternative

MINISTERIAL MEETING

SENIOR ARCTIC OFFICIALS

PERMANENT ARCTIC SECRETARIAT
-Assisting the rotating Arctic chair

-Giving secretarial services to the working groups
-Coordinating Arctic projects and funding

-Negotiations with the financing institutions
-Keeping contacts to other organisations

-Creating an institutional memory of Arctic activities
-Keeping an Arctic databank

MEETING OF THE CHAIRS OF THE WORKING GROUPS

AMAP+ACAP
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PAME+EPPR
CAFF
SDWG

“Brown group”
“Blue group”

“Green group”
“Rainbow group”

-Monitoring and assessment for all working groups
-Coordinating the programme against pollution

-Institutional work against marine pollution
-EPPR activities included
-Shipping, oil, gas risks to the Arctic marine environment
-Biodiversity, endangered species, red lists
-Creation of Circumpolar Protected Areas Network
-Work with fishing, hunting, reindeer keeping etc.

-Assisting SAOs with other WGs in Arctic Agenda 21
-Sustainable development projects: health, social, education, communication etc.

9. List of interviews

Snorri Baldursson, CAFF Executive Secretary (Iceland)

Sarah K. Brandell, SAO (US)

Igor Bulay, SAO (Russia)

Per Dovle, Chair of ACAP Steering Committee (Norway)

David Egilsson, General Director, Office of Environmental Protection (Iceland)

Gunnar Futsaeter, ACAP Coordinator (Norway)
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Soffia Gudmundsdottir, PAME Executive Secretary (Iceland)

Leif Halonen, Coordinator for Arctic Issues, Saami Council

Helgi Jensson, AMAP Vice Chair (Iceland)

Eva Kettis, SAO (Sweden)

Tom Laughlin, PAME Chair (US)

Miliza Malmelin, EPPR Secretary, SDWG Secretary (Finland)

Outi Mähönen, Senior Advisor, Ministry of the Environment (Finland)

Ànne Nuorgam, Saami Council Chair

Carl Chr. Olsen, ICC Executive Council Member

Olli Pahkala, EPPR Chair (Finland)

Aevar Petersen, CAFF National Representative (Iceland)

Maija Pietarinen, PAME National Representative (Finland)

Harro Pitkänen, Managing Director, NEFCO

Heikki Puurunen, SAO (Finland)

Lars-Otto Reiersen, AMAP Executive Secretary (Norway)

Birte Rindom, Head of Section, Ministry of Environment and Energy (Denmark)

Sauli Rouhinen, SDWG Chair (Finland)

Mary Simon, SAO (Canada)

Samatha Smith, Assistant Director, WWF Arctic (Norway)

Sune Sohlberg, CAFF Chair (Sweden)

Pavel Sulyandziga, RAIPON Vice Chair
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11. Acronyms

AC Arctic Council
ACAP Arctic Council Action Plan to Eliminate Pollution of the Arctic
AMAP Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program
ACIA Arctic Climate Impact Assessment
ACOPS Advisory Committee on Protection of the Sea
AEPS Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy
ARIA Arctic Environment Impact Assessment
Artic States Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, the Russian federation,

Sweden and the United States of America (8)
BEAC Barents Euro-Arctic Council
CAFF  Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna
CBSS Council of the Baltic Sea States
CPAN Circumpolar protected areas network
CIFAR Cooperative Institute for Arctic Research (US)
EBRD European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
EIB European Investment Bank
EPPR Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response
GEF Global Environment Facility
Host Country The Arctic State which chairs the Arctic Council during the particular

period in question
IARPC The Interagency Arctic Research Policy Committee (US)
IARC International Arctic Research Center, University of Alaska Fairbanks (US)
IASC International Arctic Science Committee
IFIs International Financing Institutions
IPS  Indigenous Peoples’ Secretariat
IUCN The World Conservation Union
LTRAP Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution (or Transport of Atmospheric

Pollution)
NEFCO Nordic Environment Finance Corporation
NEI Northern Europe Initiative (US)
NIB Nordic Investment Bank
NOAA The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NOPEF Nordic Project Fund
NSF National Science Foundation (US)
Observer A country or organization with an observer status in the Arctic Council
OSCE The Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
PAME Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment
Permanent
Participant The category of Permanent Participant provides for the active participation

and full consultation with the Arctic indigenous representatives within the
Arctic Council.

PSC Polar Science Center, University of Washington, US



54

RPA Regional Programme of Action for the Protection of the Arctic Marine
Environment from Land-based Activities

SAOs Senior Arctic Officials
SDWG Sustainable Development Working Group
SEARCH Study of Environmental Arctic Change, University of Washington, US
UNECE United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
WWF World Wildlife Fund / For Nature
IUCN International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources 
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme

12. Internet-sources for the Arctic

Arctic Council http://www.arctic-council.org/index.asp
ACIA http://www.acia.uaf.edu/
Arctic Research Office http://aro.oar.noaa.gov/
ACOPS http://www.acops.org/
AMAP http://www.amap.no/
AMEC http://www.arctic-council.org/pmeetings/sao_min.asp

https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Intl/AMEC/RTC/feb.html
Arctic Athabaskan Council http://www.arcticathabaskancouncil.com/
Arctic Circle http://arcticcircle.uconn.edu/
Arctic University http://www.urova.fi/home/uarctic/
ARIA http://finnbarents.urova.fi/aria/
Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission

http://www.helcom.fi/
Barents Local Agenda 21 http://www.barents-la21.net/
CAFF http://grida.no/caff
Center for Global Change (US)

http://www.cgc.uaf.edu/
CIFAR (US) http://www.cifar.uaf.edu/
EPPR http://eppr.arctic-council.org/
Global Programme of Action (GPA) for the Protection
of the Marine Environment from Land-based Activities

http://gpanews.unep.org/
Gwich’in Tribal Council http://www.gwichin.nt.ca/pages/frameset/frameset.html
Gwich’in Streering Committee

http://www.alaska.net/~gwichin/
Gwich’in Renewable Resource Board

http://www.grrb.nt.ca/
IARC (US) http://www.iarc.uaf.edu/
IARPC (US) http://www.nsf.gov/od/opp/arctic/iarpc/start.htm
IASC http://www.iasc.no/
IPS http://www.arcticpeoples.org/



55

NEI http://www.state.gov/www/regions/eur/nei/
NOOA http://www.arctic.noaa.gov/
Nordic Council http://www.norden.org/
North Sea Commission http://www.northsea.org/
Northern Dimension (EU)

 http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/north_dim/index.htm
Northern Forum http://www.arctic.net/~nf/
NPA-Arctic http://www.acops.org/NPA_Arctic.htm
Nunavut Handbook http://www.arctic-travel.com/
PAME http://grida.no/pame
PSC http://psc.apl.washington.edu/
RAIPON http://www.raipon.org/
The Saami Parliament http://www.sametinget.se/english/
SDWG http://www.arctic-council.org/sdwg.asp
SEARCH http://psc.apl.washington.edu/search/index.html
UNEP/GRID-Arendal http://www.grida.no/
WWF Arctic Programme http://www.wwf.no/wwfap/core/index.asp
WWF Climate http://www.panda.org/resources/publications/climate/arctic/
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