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SAO/2001/B/10

(Prepared by the Chair of the Senior Arctic Officials)

non-paper 18 October, 2001

REVIEW
 OF THE ARCTIC COUNCIL

 STRUCTURES

1.The Task given by the Ministers in Barrow 2000

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 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,
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
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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;"

2. The preparatory process

The Host Country commissioned Mr. Pekka Haavisto to prepare a study on the structure of
work in the Arctic Council for the SAO meeting in Rovaniemi, June 12.-13, 2001. A draft
consultant’s study  was presented to the SAOs and discussed by them at the Rovaniemi
meeting. The final consultant’s study was delivered to the Arctic Council Secretariat on 29 June,
2001 and circulated to the Member States, the Permanent Participants, the Working Groups
and the Observers immediately thereafter.  The study was made with assistance from the chairs
of the Arctic Council Working Groups.

In the next phase of the review process the Chair of the SAOs discussed bilaterally with all
Member States. The purpose of these discussions has been to identify such recommendations
which could be unanimously agreed upon among the Member States and also accepted by the
Permanent Participants. The Haavisto study has served as the background paper and a source
of ideas for these discussions.

3. The basis for improvements in the structure of work

• Several Member States have the opinion that possible amendments in the Declaration
on The Establishment of the Arctic Council ( the Ottawa Declaration ) should be
minimized taking into consideration the careful work done in establishing the present
structure.

 

• All Member States share the view that the Arctic Council must not develop heavy
structures. The Arctic Council Ministers will therefore continue to convene biennially in
one single composition.

 

• Several Member States emphasize the need to discuss in what direction the  activities of
the Council should be developed. The need to strengthen the work on the economic,
social and cultural dimensions of sustainable development in line with the framework
document adopted in Barrow ( the Barrow Chapeau) is commonly recognized. The
expected new commitments on sustainable development to be agreed upon at the
Johannesburg Summit 2002 should be considered by the Council and included in the
work as appropriate.
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• Some states have raised the possibility of a revision of the Arctic Environmental
Strategy with the aim to provide the environmental Working Groups with new impetus
and priorities corresponding to the current environmental situation.

 

• Several Arctic States give priority to preparation of commonly agreed political
recommendations and norms, which should be implemented nationally, regionally and
internationally and serve as a basis for a deeper public sector/ private sector dialogue on
Arctic issues.

 

• There is also a need to discuss where are the limits to undertakings of the Arctic
Council, having in mind the fact that the Council is operating as a high level forum
without a permanent secretariat and financial resources of its own. This is especially
relevant as regards possible involvement in raising funds for and administering
investments in Arctic States.

 

• The necessity to focus on circumpolar, region wide activities is  generally
acknowledged. The Arctic Council shall not duplicate the work done bilaterally or in
sub-regional contexts, such as the work of the Barents Euro-Arctic Council in the
European Arctic.The Arctic Council should intensify exchange of information with
appropriate Arctic actors, especially with its own Permanent Observers and the
European Commission with the aim to enhance synergies and avoid duplication of
activities. Parallel activities should strengthen synergies.

 

• Reducing the number of the Working Groups does not necessarily lead to expected
results in avoiding overlaps of functions. Better coordination, careful consideration of
priorities of work and reviewing the mandates of the Working Groups can also revitalise
the work of the Arctic Council.

 

• The possible establishment of a permanent secretariat with an annual budget based on
obligatory funding does not obtain unanimous support among  member states. This
means that  all recommendations to be presented for the Ministers will suit the present
situation. The Arctic Council Secretariat will rotate with the chairmanship and funding
continues to be voluntary.

 

 

 

 

 

 4. Recommendations to the Ministerial Meeting in October 2002
 

 

 4.1. Role of the Senior Arctic Officials
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 The tasks of the Senior Arctic Officials are defined in the Rules of Procedures. The Senior
Arctic Officials shall receive and discuss reports from working groups, task forces, and other
subsidiary bodies and shall coordinate and guide Arctic Council activities in accordance with the
decisions and instructions of the Arctic Council biennial Ministerials. SAOs shall review and
make recommendations to the Ministers on proposals by Arctic States and Permanent
Participants to be submitted to a Ministerial meeting with respect to proposed cooperative
activities.
 

 The role of the SAOs has evolved towards a policy group that pays  attention to all the working
groups and gives guidance to working groups, task forces and other subsidiary groups on the
basis of their reports.
 

 The duty of the SAOs is also to lead and coordinate the implementation of tasks given by the
Ministers. The Framework Document on Sustainable Development (the Barrow Chapeau) is
meant to guide all activities of the Arctic Council. In the present situation it is somewhat unclear
whether the SAOs or the Sustainable Development Working Group is responsible for securing
that this takes place. The SAOs, as the overarching and impartial body in relation to all working
groups should have this responsibility, which also includes the need to prepare up-dates of the
Barrow Chapeau as appropriate. The first revision should be done in light of the expected
results of the Johannesburg 2002 Summit on Sustainable Development.
 

 The decision made in Barrow to coordinate closely among Arctic States in international fora
influence on the future role of the SAOs. The SAOs shall consider how the Arctic Council
should serve in its role as a mouthpiece in international fora. This role demands close contacts
among SAOs also between the meetings. Active use of e-mail facilitates the care taking of this
responsibility.
 

 The SAOs shall have the responsibility to coordinate with other institutions and bodies active in
the Arctic. The purpose should be to enhance synergies and avoid overlapping activities.
Enhanced dialogue especially with the Permanent Observers of the Arctic Council will
contribute to this end. Cooperation and coordination with the Northern Forum as the
representative of many Arctic sub-regions is significant.  Contacts should be further developed
to the European Commission and such regional  bodies as the Barents Euro-Arctic Council and
the Council of Baltic Sea States.
 

 

 

 The Ministers
 

• reconfirm the role of the SAOs as defined in the Rules of Procedures;
• emphasize the role of the SAOs to secure that all activities of the Arctic Council be

developed in line with the principles of Sustainable Development;



5

• request the SAOs to prepare in close cooperation with all working groups a revised
strategic document on sustainable development in light of the results of the
Johannesburg 2002 Summit on Sustainable Development;

• request the SAOs to prepare in cooperation with the AEPS Working Groups an up-
dated strategic document on Arctic environmental priorities and report to the Council
at the Ministerial 2004.

• request the SAOs to coordinate the activities of the Arctic Council and its subsidiary
bodies in international fora and promote coordination among Arctic States.

• encourage the SAOs to develop the contacts of the Arctic Council to the European
Commission and appropriate regional bodies with the purpose to enhance synergies
and avoid duplication of work.

• encourage the SAOs to enhance the dialogue with the Arctic Council Observes and
develop cooperation with them as appropriate.

 

 

 4.2. The Working Groups and coordination among them
 

 Four Working Groups originate in the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy  and are
specifically mentioned in the Ottawa Declaration. The Sustainable Development Working Group
was established at the First Ministerial Meeting in Iqaluit in 1998.
 

 All Working Groups have flexible mandates which have been successively developed and
supplemented at Ministerial Meetings, either directly in Ministerial Declarations or in the reports
provided by the SAOs. This method has facilitated flexible inclusion of new priorities. Often the
Working Groups themselves have identified new needs and requested for expanded or adjusted
mandates with little knowledge of parallel processes in other Groups. This process  has resulted
in some overlap in the activities of the Working Groups. The Working Groups themselves and
ultimately the SAOs should look more closely into the need to better clarify and coordinate the
mandates given to 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 by their
secretariats. These meetings would also serve as a way to inform other working groups of the
planned activities and hence help to avoid overlaps.
 

 The Ministers
 

• request the Working Groups to duly reflect on their mandates and priority areas, to
better coordinate with each other in order to avoid overlaps of functions and to seek for
possible cooperative actions.
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• request the Chair of the SAOs to regularly organise coordinating meetings for the Chairs
of the Working Groups.

• request the SAOs to carefully prepare and coordinate the mandates and responsibilities
to be given to the Working Groups at Ministerial meetings.

 

 

 

  4.3. Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme ( AMAP)
 

 The basic duties of AMAP – monitoring and assessment – has been carried through
successfully. The basic set of data were collected in the Assessment Report: Arctic Pollution
Issues ( 1998) and will be successively up-dated and supplemented.
 

  In addition  to AMAP also Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF Working Group)
has been given monitoring duties in its programme. Both working groups are providing data for
the Arctic Climate Impact Assessment.
 

 These two Working Groups have lately developed their coordination and are now working
closely together. As an expression of this development the Working Groups have presented an
idea of an Integrated Arctic Monitoring Network to be developed during 2002 – 2004.  An
alternative solution could be to concentrate all monitoring to AMAP. Concentration would
demand less administrative resources for coordination. AMAP would be responsible for further
development of the Thematic Data Centres and the AMAP Proeject Directory . Taking into
account that most of the basic data is already existing, AMAP and its present Secretariat seem
to have capacity to take care of all monitoring. Successful monitoring and assessment requires
continued willingness of the  Host country of the Secretariat and other Arctic States to
strengthen their financing and contributions in kind to AMAP.
 

 The role of AMAP with respect to administering related projects in one or several Arctic States
seems more unclear. It is not necessarily an easy task to utilize the same sets of national
representatives and experts both for monitoring and project implementation. This is certainly the
reason why a separate Action Plan (ACAP) dealing with projects was established in Barrow
2000. These aspects will be further dealt with under ACAP.
 

 The Ministers
 

• reconfirm the mandate of AMAP as the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme
and supplement the existing mandate to cover all appropriate aspects of Monitoring and
Assessment. The present monitoring of flora and fauna under the auspices of CAFF will
be transferred to AMAP.

 

 

 4.4. Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF)
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 CAFF should also in the future be the programme and action group for living resources and
biodiversity conservation. CAFF’s tasks include protected areas, red lists, endangered species
and other topics of the protection of biodiversity as stated in the “Strategic Plan for
Conservation of Arctic Biological Diversity” which was endorsed by the Arctic Ministers in
1998 as a framework for future CAFF activities.
 

 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 CAFF will be transferred to AMAP, which would take care of
biodiversity monitoring too. In certain cases the monitoring can be done by CAFF if agreed
between the AMAP and CAFF. 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.
 

 CAFF’s role as regards sustainable use and management of terrestrial and marine living
resources is unclear and there has occurred some overlapping with the Sustainable
Development Working Group. Either SDWG or CAFF should be appointed as the lead actor
as regards sustainable use of Arctic natural living resources. Sustainable use of living resources
is still important for subsistence and sustainable economic development of Arctic communities.
Taking into account the well-functioning CAFF-network of experts and the fact that sustainable
use is included in the conservation concept CAFF should be given the leading role and
requested to work closely with SDWG to secure that all aspects of sustainable use and
protection are considered appropriately.
 

 The Ministers
 

• reconfirm the mandate of CAFF as the Arctic Council working group on biodiversity
conservation.

• request CAFF to take the leading role as coordinator as regards sustainable use of
living natural resources and work closely with SDWG  to secure that all aspects on
sustainable use and protection are appropriately considered.

• request CAFF to assist AMAP in  monitoring and assessment as separately agreed
upon between these two Working Groups.

 

 

 4.5. Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response
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 The Working Programme of this Working Group is for the time being modest. The question has
been raised whether a separate working group for this theme is justified. EPPR has an obvious
interface with PAME and has contributed with expert analysis to PAME-led endeavors. A
merger with PAME has been proposed.
 

 Several Arctic States consider emergency prevention, preparedness and response as an
continuously important priority. A merger with PAME would complicate national contributions
to this work, especially as this working group may be served by other administrations than those
serving PAME. In view of several states the work of EPPR should be revitalized and more
emphasis be given to new tasks such as  prevention, preparedness and response to hazardous
materials, including radiological materials. It has also been suggested that EPPR could address
emergencies caused by nature.
 

 Coordination between EPPR and the Barents Euro-Arctic Council and other sub-regional and
bilateral efforts is important. BEAC is expanding its work on cross-border rescue cooperation.
EPPR should more clearly focus on circumpolar issues.
 

 In the case that EPPR would be given an expanded mandate coordination with PAME is still
important. This could be facilitated through a joint Secretariat.
 

 The Ministers
 

• request EPPR to give more emphasis to prevention, preparedness and response to
radiological and other  hazardous materials;

• decide to expand the mandate of EPPR to include prevention of natural disasters as
well as preparedness and response to such emergencies;

• urge EPPR to coordinate well with other working groups as well as with bilateral
cooperative processes and  sub-regional bodies such as the Barents Euro-Arctic
Council;

• decide to change the present PAME Secretariat to a joint Secretariat for PAME and
EPPR and invite Iceland to host this new Secretariat.

 

 

 4.6. Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME)
 

 The Regional Programme of Action ( RPA) provides the main framework for PAME’s work.
PAME shall have its emphasis on the institutional work against marine pollution, including
pollution deriving from land-based activities. PAME’s work with Offshore Oil and Gas
guidelines and on Shipping is extremely important.  Continuous up-dating of the review of
international agreements and arrangements regarding protection of marine and coastal areas is
important  also with a view to the UN work on international environmental governance (IEG).
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PAME has the mandate to prepare recommendations as regards needs to improve these
arrangements and agreements and to fill possible gaps.
 

 Within the RPA-framework PAME has on behalf of the Arctic Council supported Russia in the
preparations of the Russian part of  the RPA programme,  NPA-Arctic. PAME should be
encouraged to continue this effort.  Now as the basic work and the identification of the hot
spots is done, there is a need to discuss the future role of the Arctic Council,  including its
working groups as regards support to national action plans under the RPA umbrella. The main
responsibility for the implementation of such action plans lies however with the countries
themselves. Arctic Council has obvious capacity restrictions as regards possible participation in
preparing environmental investments.This dilemma is further discussed under ACAP.
 

 PAME is and should be a policy and action oriented working group. On the basis of monitoring
and assessment reports prepared by AMAP, PAME has an important role in developing
political recommendations and actions.
 

 The Ministers
 

• reconfirm the mandate of PAME as the oceanic and coastal working group with a
specific responsibility for programmatic policy development;

• emphasize the importance of continuous review of international agreements and
arrangements from an Arctic angle and encourages PAME to identify possible ways and
means to improve these instruments;

• encourage PAME to continue its work with the aim to enhance security in oil and gas
exploitation and transportation and deepen the dialogue with all stakeholders on Arctic
Council recommendations.

• encourage PAME to work with Arctic states within the RPA-framework.
 

 

 4.7. Arctic Council Action Plan to Eliminate Pollution of the Arctic (ACAP)
 

 The Second Ministerial Meeting of the Arctic Council in Barrow 2000 adopted the Arctic
Council Action Plan and determined that this plan will be a basis for developing and
implementing actions under the Council’s auspices with respect to pollution prevention and
remediation. The Ministerial also established an ad hoc Steering Committee on an interim basis,
for a period of two years. The Ministers recognized the need for the RPA  under PAME and
ACAP to develop complementary activities.
 

 These decisions indicate that the Arctic Council could involve itself in preparations of
investments with large scale budgets.There are however capacity limits in the Arctic Council,
including ACAP and PAME, as regards preparations of investments, which could eliminate the
sources of the pollution damaging the Arctic environment. Financing institutions and programmes
have a tendency to finance only such projects which they themselves have closely scrutinized,
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starting in the pre-investment phase. This would mean that such institutions should be alerted at
an early stage.
 

 In the case of AMAP the responsibility for presentation of project proposals to financing
partners has been  transferred to ACAP, in which the Arctic States are represented by experts
on project preparation and administration. The initial experience of this arrangement is
encouraging. The duties of ACAP as a project implementing clearing house and channel to
external financing partners should therefore be expanded to cover all working groups. Such an
arrangement would place all working groups on an equal footing in raising funding for their
project ideas. This would also enhance better coordination of the Working Groups’ activities.
 

 Project management should be handled by a lead partner, in practise for example an Arctic
State, a Permanent Participant, a Working Group or a Permanent Observer. In addition the
Arctic Council may give impetus to big investment projects through presenting for example
monitoring and assessment reports to financing partners, such as the IFIs.
 

 ACAP’s role would be to act as an inventory that would provide prioritized 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 Ministers
 

• decide to extend the mandate of ACAP and its steering committee until the Ministerial
Meeting in 2006.

• expand the mandate to cover also conservation in addition to pollution
• expand the mandate of ACAP to serve as a coordinating clearing house, which should

prioritize, further develop project ideas from AMAP, CAFF, EPPR and PAME and
channel them to potential financing partners among Arctic states, Arctic Council
observers; international organizations; international financing institutions, GEF and
appropriate European Community programmes and instruments as well as private
sector investors;

• decide that the Arctic Council and its subsidiary bodies shall not engage themselves in
administration of pre-investment, feasibility or other specific preparation of investments;

• request ACAP to work closely with all Arctic Council AEPS Working Groups and to
assist them in the preparation of relevant project initiatives for also external financing;

• request ACAP to report to and seek guidance from the SAOs.
 

 

 4.8.  Sustainable Development Working Group (SDWG)
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 The Sustainable Development Working  Group ( SDWG)  has in its initial phase worked closely
connected to the  Senior Arctic Officials. SDWG has assisted the SAOs in its effort to develop
and implement the Sustainable Development Program.  SDWG prepared the Sustainable
Development Framework Document, which contains a guiding strategy for all activities in the
Arctic Council, including the AEPS Working Groups.
 

 SDWG should also in the future assist the SAOs in developing the Arctic Council Sustainable
Development Strategy and Program, including in the possible revision of the Framework
Document in light of the decisions made at the Johannesburg Summit 2002.
 

 It should however be made clear that 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.
 

 In addition to the tasks related to the overall development of the Sustainable Development
Program and integration of a capacity building focus into the activities of  the Arctic Council,
the SDWG should serve as the expert working group for a broad range of issues belonging to
the social, economic and cultural dimensions of sustainable development.
 

 This means that the Arctic States and the Permanent Participants should be preferably
represented by generalists, who are able to organise expert task forces, committees and ad hoc
project groups, as appropriate. SDWG will have a specific responsibility to engage specialized
ministries, administrations and non-governmental experts into the work of the Arctic Council.
 

 The possibility of dividing SDWG into two more specialized Working Groups has been
discussed. At this stage such a step does not seem feasible, even if circumpolar work on
themes, such as social issues and health as well as children and youth issues are well underway
and will need continuous expert assistance.
 

 Sustainable use of natural resources, be they oil, gas , minerals and metals or living resources, is
an increasingly important topic in circumpolar cooperation.  The AEPS Working Groups are
already involved in work  with a close interface with the sustainable use of these resources.
 

 There is an obvious need for careful coordination and amalgamation of views from different
angles, including economic aspects. Taking into account the strong expertise of CAFF as
regards living natural resources its seems most cost effective to task CAFF to serve as the
coordinator as regards sustainable use of living natural resources, especially as the conservation
concept includes this aspect. SDWG should  carefully coordinate any of its action connected to
CAFF-topics with living resources or biodiversity conservation, such as reindeer herding,
timberline forests and coastal fisheries.
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 Great expectations are connected to expanded use of non-renewable natural resources in the
Arctic. SDWG should take the lead as the coordinator in the work to promote sustainable and
environmentally responsible use of these resources..
 

 The current role of SDWG has caused confusion and is misleading in the sense that it has given
an impression that SDWG has a monopoly on sustainable development in the Arctic Council.
As Sustainable Development includes the ecologic dimension also the AEPS Working Groups
are contributing to the implementation of the Arctic Council Sustainable Development Program.
 

 The Ministers
 

• encourage SDWG to continue to assist the SAOs in developing and implementing the
Sustainable Development Program of the Arctic Council;

• give SDWG the mandate to serve as the expert Working Group on the  social,
economic and cultural dimensions of Sustainable Development while the AEPS
Working Groups will serve as expert bodies on the ecological dimension of sustainable
development;

• request SDWG to prepare actions in cooperation with research institutions and think
tanks with the aim to strengthen the knowledge base for Arctic Sustainable
Development;

• encourage SDWG to engage experts from specialized ministries, administrations and
non-governmental institutions in the work of the Working Group as appropriate;

• urge SDWG to give priority to issues such as health, social affairs, education and
training, children and youth as well as sustainable economic development, including
tourism, infrastructure and ICT;

• urge SDWG to work closely with the other Working Groups and take the role as a
coordinator as regards sustainable use of non-renewable natural resources.

 

 

 4.9. Funding
 

 The funding of  Arctic Council activities is voluntary. Heavy responsibilities lie with the host
countries of the Council and the Secretariats of the Working Groups as well as with leading
actors in projects. Arctic States and Permanent Observers participate in financing of Working
Groups Secretariats, projects and activities when they identify reason good enough to do so. In
kind participation in financing is common.
 

 Even if this voluntary funding has functioned better than many expected, especially the Working
Groups are facing difficulties in raising funds for all activities included in their mandates
confirmed by the Ministers. There is a discrepancy between the tasks given and funding made
available to the Working Groups. Working groups have difficulties even in funding the
preparations of deliverables to the Ministerial Meetings.
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 The Ministers
 

• request the SAOs to take funding into consideration during the preparations of biennial
Ministerial Meetings;

• recommend the Member States and other funding partners to prepare for funding for
the full period of time between Ministerial Meetings.

 

 

 4.10 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  sub-group meetings 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. Together with their networking efforts this type of Arctic Council communication
planning could constitute a wider e-Arctic programme.
 

 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.
 

 The Ministers
• urge the SAOs and all subsidiary bodies to actively use internet as an cost-effective

complement to meetings;
• request Host Countries of the Arctic Council to give priority to the Arctic Council

www-pages as a practical instrument in leading the activities of the Council and as an
electronic Archive (e-Archive).

 

 

 4.11. Permanent Participants
 

 The participation of indigenous people to the work of the Arctic Council on a permanent basis is
an over-riding principle. Representatives of indigenous communities take part in the discussions
of the Arctic Council on an equal basis with government representatives. This arrangement is
unique in international endeavors.
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 Like other funding within the Arctic Council, supporting the participation of Permanent
Participants in the work of the Arctic Council is based on voluntary contributions of the
Member States.
 

 The Ministers
• encourage the Member States to continue to facilitate the participation of the Permanent

Participants in the work of the Arctic Council.
 

 

 4.12. 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.
 

 The Ministers
• welcome the support given by Parliamentarians to circumpolar cooperation and

reconfirm their eagerness to work closely with them.
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